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ABSTRACT 

This Environmental Report (ER) constitutes one portion of an application being submitted by 
International Isotopes Fluorine Products (IIFP) to construct and operate a facility that will utilize depleted 
DUF6 to produce high purity inorganic fluorides, uranium oxides, and anhydrous hydrofluoric acid. The 
proposed IIFP facility will be located near Hobbs, New Mexico. IIFP has prepared the ER to meet the 
requirements specified in 10 CFR 51, Subpart A, particularly those requirements set forth in 10 CFR 
51.45(b)-(e). The organization of this ER is generally consistent with NUREG-1748, “Environmental 
Review Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with NMSS Programs, Final Report.” 

The Environmental Report for this proposed facility provides information that is specifically required by 
the NRC to assist it in meeting its obligations under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969 and the agency’s NEPA-implementing regulations. This ER demonstrates that the environmental 
protection measures proposed by IIFP are adequate to protect both the environment and the health and 
safety of the public. 

This Environmental Report evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and its 
reasonable alternatives. This ER also describes the environment potentially affected by IIEF’s proposal, 
presents and compares the potential environmental impacts resulting from the Proposed Action and its 
alternatives, and describes IIFP’s environmental monitoring program and proposed mitigation measures. 

  



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page iii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

 
ABSTRACT  ............................................................................................................................................ ii 
TABLE OF CONTENTS ............................................................................................................................. iii 
LIST OF APPENDICES ............................................................................................................................ xvi 
LIST OF FIGURES .................................................................................................................................. xvii 
LIST OF TABLES ...................................................................................................................................... xx 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..................................................................................................................... xxiv 

Proposed Action .......................................................................................................................... xxiv 
Need for Proposed Action ............................................................................................................ xxv 
Comparison of Alternatives ......................................................................................................... xxv 
Conclusion  ............................................................................................................................ xxvi 

ACRONYMS and ABBREVIATIONS .................................................................................................. xxvii 
 

1. INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.1  General Description of the IIFP Facility and Proposed Action ....................................... 1-2 
1.2  Purpose and Need for Proposed Action ........................................................................... 1-5 

1.2.1 Need for Proposed Action ................................................................................... 1-6 
1.2.2 Applicant for the Proposed Action ..................................................................... 1-6 
1.2.3 Projected Construction and Operational Startup Schedules ............................... 1-7 

1.3 Basis of the IIFP Facility Design and Technology .......................................................... 1-7 
1.3.1 Background ......................................................................................................... 1-7 
1.3.2 Facility Environmental Design Philosophy ........................................................ 1-8 

1.3.2.1 Design Basis and Philosophy for Minimum Environmental Impact .... 1-9 
1.3.2.2 Design Basis Standards and Codes .................................................... 1-10 

1.3.3 The Proposed Site ............................................................................................. 1-11 
1.4 Applicable Regulatory Requirements and Status ........................................................... 1-13 

1.4.1 Federal Agencies............................................................................................... 1-14 
1.4.1.1 National Environmental Policy Act.................................................... 1-14 
1.4.1.2 Atomic Energy Act .............................................................................. 1-14 
1.4.1.3 Clean Air Act ...................................................................................... 1-15 
1.4.1.4 Clean Water Act ................................................................................. 1-15 
1.4.1.5 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act ......................................... 1-15 
1.4.1.6 Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act ........................................... 1-16 
1.4.1.7 Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act ................. 1-16 
1.4.1.8 Safe Drinking Water Act .................................................................... 1-16 
1.4.1.9 Noise Control Act ............................................................................... 1-17 
1.4.1.10  National Historic Preservation Act ................................................... 1-17 
1.4.1.11  Endangered Species Act .................................................................... 1-17 
1.4.1.12  Occupational Safety and Health Act ................................................. 1-17 
1.4.1.13  Hazardous Materials Transportation Act ......................................... 1-17 
1.4.1.14  Environmental Standards for Uranium Fuel Cycle ........................... 1-18 
1.4.1.15  National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ............. 1-18 

1.4.2 Applicable Executive Orders ............................................................................ 1-18 
1.4.2.1 Executive Order 11514 ...................................................................... 1-18 
1.4.2.2 Executive Order 11988 ...................................................................... 1-18 
1.4.2.3 Executive Order 12898 ...................................................................... 1-18 
1.4.2.4 Executive Order 13007 ...................................................................... 1-19 
1.4.2.5 Executive Order 13175 ...................................................................... 1-19 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page iv 

1.4.3 Involved Federal Agencies ............................................................................... 1-19 
1.4.3.1 Nuclear Regulatory Commission ....................................................... 1-19 
1.4.3.2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ............................................. 1-19 
1.4.3.3 U.S. Department of Transportation .................................................... 1-20 
1.4.3.4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers .......................................................... 1-21 
1.4.3.5 Occupational Safety and Health Administration ................................ 1-21 
1.4.3.6 U.S. Department of Interior ............................................................... 1-21 

1.4.4.  State Agencies ................................................................................................. 1-21 
1.4.4.1 New Mexico Air Quality Control Act ................................................. 1-21 
1.4.4.2 New Mexico Radiation Protection Act ............................................... 1-21 
1.4.4.3 New Mexico Water Quality Act .......................................................... 1-21 
1.4.4.4 New Mexico Groundwater Protection Act ......................................... 1-22 
1.4.4.5 New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act .................................................... 1-22 
1.4.4.6 New Mexico Hazardous Chemicals Information Act ......................... 1-22 
1.4.4.7 New Mexico Wildlife Conservation Act ............................................. 1-22 
1.4.4.8 New Mexico Raptor Protection Act .................................................... 1-22 
1.4.4.9 New Mexico Endangered Plant Species Act ...................................... 1-23 
1.4.4.10 Threatened and Endangered Species of New Mexico ........................ 1-23 
1.4.4.11 Endangered Plant Species .................................................................. 1-23 
1.4.4.12 Transportation and Highway .............................................................. 1-23 
1.4.4.13 State Trust Lands Land Exchanges .................................................... 1-23 
1.4.4.14 New Mexico Cultural Properties Act ................................................. 1-23 
1.4.4.15 Registration of Tanks ......................................................................... 1-23 
1.4.4.16 New Mexico Night Sky Protection Act ............................................... 1-23 
1.4.4.17 New Mexico Occupational Safety and Health ................................... 1-24 
1.4.4.18 Environmental Improvement Act - Drinking Water Regulations ....... 1-24 

1.4.5 Involved State Agencies ................................................................................... 1-24 
1.4.5.1 New Mexico Air Quality Bureau ....................................................... 1-24 
1.4.5.2 New Mexico Water Quality Bureau ................................................... 1-25 
1.4.5.3 New Mexico Hazardous Waste Bureau ............................................. 1-26 
1.4.5.4 New Mexico State Land Office .......................................................... 1-26 
1.4.5.5 New Mexico Department of Game and Fish ...................................... 1-26 
1.4.5.6 New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources  ........................... 

 Department ....................................................................................... 1-27 
1.4.5.7 New Mexico Radiological Control Bureau ........................................ 1-27 
1.4.5.8 New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office ................................ 1-27 
1.4.5.9 New Mexico Office of the State Engineer ......................................... 1-27 

1.4.6 Support from Local Agencies ........................................................................... 1-27 
1.4.7 Surveys Conducted ........................................................................................... 1-28 

1.5 Building Permits and Licenses....................................................................................... 1-31 
2 ALTERNATIVES ............................................................................................................................... 2-1 

2.1 Proposed Action ............................................................................................................... 2-1 
2.1.1  Proposed Site and Location ................................................................................ 2-2 
2.1.2 Site Construction................................................................................................. 2-4 
2.1.3 Process Description of the Proposed Action ....................................................... 2-5 

2.1.3.1 Process Chemistry ................................................................................ 2-5 
2.1.3.2 De-conversion of DUF6 to DUF4 ......................................................... 2-6 
2.1.3.3 SiF4 Production .................................................................................... 2-7 
2.1.3.4 BF3 Production ..................................................................................... 2-8 
2.1.3.5 De-conversion of DUF6 Directly to Oxide ......................................... 2-10 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page v 

2.1.3.6 Process Off-gas Emissions Treatment (Plant KOH Scrubbing  ................ 
 System) ............................................................................................. 2-11 

2.1.3.7 Environmental Protection Process (EPP) ........................................... 2-13 
2.1.3.8 AHF Staging Containment Building and Fluoride Products Trailer 

Loading Building ............................................................................... 2-14 
2.1.3.9  Process Vent Stacks ........................................................................... 2-16 

2.1.4  Overview of the Facility and Description of Infrastructure ............................. 2-19 
2.1.4.1  Process Buildings and Process Areas ................................................ 2-23 
2.1.4.2 Utilities Requirements .......................................................................... 2-24 
2.1.4.3 Equipment Support Pads and Spill Containment .................................. 2-28 
2.1.4.4  Water Treatment................................................................................. 2-28 
2.1.4.5  Sewer Systems and Collection Basins .............................................. 2-29 
2.1.4.6  Fire Protection ................................................................................... 2-30 
2.1.4.7  Other Major Buildings ...................................................................... 2-30 
2.1.4.8  Monitoring Stations ........................................................................... 2-32 

2.1.5 Decommissioning ............................................................................................. 2-32 
2.2  Alternatives for Site Selection ....................................................................................... 2-33 

2.2.1  Methodology ..................................................................................................... 2-33 
2.2.1.1  Solicitation of Interest and First-Phase Screening ............................. 2-33 
2.2.1.2  Second-Phase Screening .................................................................... 2-33 
2.2.1.3  Cost-Evaluation Results ..................................................................... 2-35 

2.2.2  Final Site Selection ........................................................................................... 2-36 
2.3 No Action Alternative .................................................................................................... 2-38 
2.4  Reasonable Alternative Actions ..................................................................................... 2-41 

2.4.1 Reasonable Alternative for De-conversion of DUF6 ........................................ 2-41 
2.5 Alternative Technology ................................................................................................. 2-42 
2.6  Cumulative Effects ........................................................................................................ 2-42 
2.7  Comparison of Predicted Environmental Impacts ......................................................... 2-43 

2.7.1  Comparison of the Impacts of the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed 
Action ............................................................................................................... 2-43 
2.7.1.1  Summary of Expected Impacts from Operation of the Paducah  ............. 

 and the Portsmouth De-Conversion Facilities .................................. 2-44 
2.7.1.2  Environmental Impacts from Transportation of Radioactive  ................... 

 Material ............................................................................................ 2-44 
2.7.2  Comparison of the Impacts of the Reasonable Alternatives and the Proposed 

Action ............................................................................................................... 2-47 
2.7.2.1  Shipping Material Overseas for De-Conversion ............................... 2-47 
2.7.2.2  Constructing Their Own De-conversion Facilities ............................. 2-48 
2.7.2.3  Utilizing the DOE Facilities with Installation of Additional  .................. 

 Capacity ............................................................................................ 2-48 
3. DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT AFFECTED ................................................................. 3-1 

3.1  Land Use .......................................................................................................................... 3-1 
3.1.1  Land Use Status .................................................................................................. 3-2 
3.1.2  Description of Off-site Areas .............................................................................. 3-4 
3.1.3  Mineral Resources .............................................................................................. 3-7 
3.1.4  Unusual Animals................................................................................................. 3-8 

3.2  Transportation .................................................................................................................. 3-9 
3.2.1  Access Transportation ......................................................................................... 3-9 
3.2.2  Transportation Modes and Routes .................................................................... 3-11 

3.2.2.1  Pre-Licensing Construction and Facility Construction Phases .......... 3-11 
3.2.2.2  Facility Operation Phase .................................................................... 3-11 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page vi 

3.2.3  Land Use Transportation Restrictions .............................................................. 3-13 
3.3  Geology and Soils .......................................................................................................... 3-13 

3.3.1  Seismology ....................................................................................................... 3-17 
3.3.1.1  Seismic History of the Region and Vicinity ....................................... 3-18 
3.3.1.2  Correlation of Seismicity with Tectonic Features .............................. 3-23 

3.3.2  Site Soils ........................................................................................................... 3-23 
3.4  Water Resources ............................................................................................................ 3-27 

3.4.1  Surface Hydrology ............................................................................................ 3-27 
3.4.1.1  Major Surface and Subsurface Hydrological Systems ....................... 3-28 
3.4.1.2  Facility Withdrawals and/or Discharges to Hydrologic Systems ....... 3-30 

3.4.2  Water Quality Characteristics ........................................................................... 3-30 
3.4.3  Pre-Existing Environmental Conditions ........................................................... 3-30 
3.4.4  Historical and Current Hydrological Data ........................................................ 3-30 
3.4.5  Water Rights and Resources ............................................................................. 3-31 
3.4.6  Quantitative Description of Water Use ............................................................. 3-31 
3.4.7  Non-Consumptive Water Use ........................................................................... 3-32 
3.4.8  Contaminant Sources ........................................................................................ 3-32 
3.4.9  Description of Wetlands ................................................................................... 3-32 
3.4.10  Federal and State Regulations ........................................................................... 3-33 
3.4.11  Surface Water Characteristics for Relevant Water Bodies ............................... 3-33 

3.4.11.1  Freshwater Streams, Lakes, Impoundments ....................................... 3-33 
3.4.11.2  Flood Frequency Distributions ........................................................... 3-33 
3.4.11.3  Floodplain Description/Flood Control Measures ............................... 3-34 
3.4.11.4  Design-Basis Flood Elevation ............................................................ 3-34 
3.4.11.5  Location, Size and Elevation of Outfall ............................................. 3-34 
3.4.11.6  Velocity Distribution and Water-body Cross Section within  ................... 

 Influence of Outfall .......................................................................... 3-34 
3.4.11.7  Bathymetry Near any Outfall ............................................................. 3-34 
3.4.11.8  Erosion Characteristics and Sediment Transport ............................... 3-34 

3.4.12  Freshwater Streams for the Watershed Containing the Site ............................. 3-34 
3.4.12.1  Major Streams .................................................................................... 3-34 
3.4.12.2  Drainage Areas ................................................................................... 3-35 
3.4.12.3  Historical Maximum and Minimum River Flows .............................. 3-35 
3.4.12.4  Historical Drought River Flows ......................................................... 3-35 
3.4.12.5  Important Short-Duration Flows ........................................................ 3-35 

3.4.13  Lakes and Impoundments ................................................................................. 3-36 
3.4.13.1  Elevation-Area-Capacity Curves........................................................ 3-36 
3.4.13.2  Reservoir Operating Rules ................................................................. 3-36 
3.4.13.3  Annual Yield and Dependability ........................................................ 3-36 
3.4.13.4  Inflow/Outflow/Storage Variations .................................................... 3-36 
3.4.13.5  Net Loss, Including Evaporation and Seepage ................................... 3-36 
3.4.13.6  Current Patterns .................................................................................. 3-36 
3.4.13.7  Temperature Distribution ................................................................... 3-37 

3.4.14  Estuaries and Oceans ........................................................................................ 3-37 
3.4.15  Groundwater Characteristics ............................................................................. 3-37 

3.4.15.1  Groundwater Elevation Trends .......................................................... 3-37 
3.4.15.2  Water Table Contours ........................................................................ 3-39 
3.4.15.3  Depth of Water for Unconfined Aquifer Systems .............................. 3-41 
3.4.15.4  Soil Hydrologic Properties ................................................................. 3-41 
3.4.15.5  Flow Travel Time: Groundwater Velocity ......................................... 3-41 
3.4.15.6  Interactions Among Different Aquifers ............................................. 3-43 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page vii 

3.4.15.7  Historical and Current Data from Site Wells ..................................... 3-43 
3.5  Ecological Resources ..................................................................................................... 3-43 

3.5.1  Maps ................................................................................................................. 3-44 
3.5.2  General Ecological Conditions of the Site ........................................................ 3-44 
3.5.3  Major Vegetation Characteristics ..................................................................... 3-46 
3.5.4  Habitat Importance ........................................................................................... 3-50 
3.5.5  Listing of Rare, Threatened or Endangered (RTE) Species Known or ................... 

 Potentially Occurring in the Project Area ........................................................ 3-51 
3.5.6  Inter-specific Relationships Resulting in Decline of These RTE Species ........ 3-51 
3.5.7  Description of RTE Species Known or Potentially Occurring in the Project  ......... 

 Area .................................................................................................................. 3-53 
3.5.7.1  Lesser Prairie Chicken ....................................................................... 3-53 
3.5.7.2  Sand Dune Lizard ............................................................................... 3-55 
3.5.7.3  Northern Aplomado Falcon ................................................................ 3-58 
3.5.7.4  Black-Footed Ferret ........................................................................... 3-59 
3.5.7.5  American Peregrine Falcon ................................................................ 3-61 
3.5.7.6  Arctic Peregrine Falcon ...................................................................... 3-62 
3.5.7.7  Baird's Sparrow .................................................................................. 3-63 
3.5.7.8  Bell's Vireo ......................................................................................... 3-64 
3.5.7.9  Western Burrowing Owl .................................................................... 3-66 
3.5.7.10  Yellow-Billed Cuckoo ....................................................................... 3-67 
3.5.7.11  Black-Tailed Prairie Dog ................................................................... 3-68 
3.5.7.12  Swift Fox ............................................................................................ 3-70 

3.5.8  Location of Important Travel Corridors ........................................................... 3-71 
3.5.9  Important Ecological Systems .......................................................................... 3-72 
3.5.10  Characterization/Significance of the Aquatic Environment ............................. 3-72 
3.5.11  Location and Value of Commercial and Sport Fisheries .................................. 3-72 
3.5.12  Key Aquatic Organism Indicators .................................................................... 3-72 
3.5.13  Importance/Significance of Ecological Systems .............................................. 3-72 
3.5.14  Description of Conditions Indicative of Stress ................................................. 3-73 
3.5.15  Description of Ecological Succession ............................................................... 3-73 
3.5.16  Description of Ecological Studies/Habitat Modeling ....................................... 3-74 
3.5.17  Information of RTE Sightings .......................................................................... 3-77 
3.5.18  Agency Consultation ......................................................................................... 3-77 

3.6  Meteorology, Climatology and Air Quality ................................................................... 3-77 
3.6.1  On-site Meteorological Conditions ................................................................... 3-77 

3.6.1.1  Regional Climate ................................................................................ 3-77 
3.6.1.2  Temperature ....................................................................................... 3-77 
3.6.1.3  Precipitation ....................................................................................... 3-80 
3.6.1.4  Wind ................................................................................................... 3-83 
3.6.1.5  Atmospheric Stability ......................................................................... 3-86 
3.6.1.6  Storms ................................................................................................ 3-87 
3.6.1.7  Mixing Heights .................................................................................. 3-89 
3.6.1.8  Sandstorms ......................................................................................... 3-90 

3.6.2  Existing Levels of Air Pollution and Effects on Plant Operations ................... 3-90 
3.6.3  Impact of the Local Terrain and Bodies of Water on Meteorological  .................... 

 Conditions ........................................................................................................ 3-92 
3.7  Noise  ............................................................................................................................ 3-94 

3.7.1  Extent of Noise Analysis .................................................................................. 3-94 
3.7.2  Community Distribution ................................................................................... 3-94 
3.7.3  Background Noise Levels ................................................................................. 3-95 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page viii 

3.7.4  Topography and Land Use ................................................................................ 3-95 
3.7.5  Meteorological Conditions ............................................................................... 3-96 
3.7.6  Sound Level Standards ..................................................................................... 3-97 

3.8  Historic and Cultural Resources .................................................................................... 3-98 
3.8.1  Known Cultural Resources in the Area ............................................................ 3-98 
3.8.2  Archaeological or Historical Surveys ............................................................... 3-98 

3.8.2.1  Physical Extent of the Survey ............................................................ 3-98 
3.8.2.2  Description of Survey Techniques ................................................... 3-100 
3.8.2.3  Cultural Resource Specialist Qualifications ..................................... 3-100 
3.8.2.4  Survey Findings ............................................................................... 3-100 

3.8.3  List of Historical and Cultural Properties ....................................................... 3-102 
3.8.4  Agency Consultation ....................................................................................... 3-102 
3.8.5  Statement of Site Significance ........................................................................ 3-102 

3.9  Visual/Scenic Resources .............................................................................................. 3-102 
3.9.1  Viewshed Boundaries ..................................................................................... 3-102 
3.9.2  Site Photographs ............................................................................................. 3-102 
3.9.3  Affected Residents/Visitors ............................................................................ 3-102 
3.9.4  Important Landscape Characteristics .............................................................. 3-102 
3.9.5  Location of Construction Features .................................................................. 3-104 
3.9.6  Access Road Visibility .................................................................................... 3-104 
3.9.7  High Quality View Areas ............................................................................... 3-106 
3.9.8  Viewshed Information .................................................................................... 3-106 
3.9.9  Regulatory Information ................................................................................... 3-106 
3.9.10  Aesthetic and Scenic Quality Rating .............................................................. 3-106 
3.9.11  Coordination with Local Planners .................................................................. 3-106 

3.10  Socioeconomic ............................................................................................................. 3-106 
3.10.1  Population Characteristics .............................................................................. 3-109 

3.10.1.1  Population Levels in the Region of Influence .................................. 3-109 
3.10.1.2  Population Trends in the Region of Influence ................................. 3-110 
3.10.1.3  Lea County Population Levels ......................................................... 3-113 
3.10.1.4  Lea County Projected Population Growth ....................................... 3-115 
3.10.1.5  Minority Population ......................................................................... 3-116 

3.10.2  Economic Characteristics ............................................................................... 3-117 
3.10.2.1  Historical Employment Trends for Lea County ............................... 3-117 
3.10.2.2  Employment, Jobs, and Occupational Patterns for the Region of 

Influence ........................................................................................... 3-119 
3.10.2.3  Employment, Jobs, and Occupational Patterns for Lea County ....... 3-121 
3.10.2.4  Income .............................................................................................. 3-125 
3.10.2.5  Tax Structure .................................................................................... 3-126 

3.10.3  Community Characteristics ............................................................................. 3-127 
3.10.3.1  Housing ............................................................................................ 3-127 
3.10.3.2  Education in the Region of Influence ............................................... 3-129 
3.10.3.3  Education in the Lea County ............................................................ 3-130 
3.10.3.4  Health Care, Public Safety, and Transportation Services ................ 3-132 

3.11  Public and Occupational Health ................................................................................... 3-133 
3.11.1  Major Sources and Levels of Background Radiation ..................................... 3-134 

3.11.1.1  Current Radiation Sources ............................................................... 3-136 
3.11.1.2  Historical Exposure to Radioactive Materials .................................. 3-136 
3.11.1.3  Summary of Health Effects .............................................................. 3-136 

3.11.2  Major Sources and Levels of Chemical Exposure .......................................... 3-137 
3.11.2.1  Occupational Injury Rates ................................................................ 3-138 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page ix 

3.11.2.2  Public and Occupational Exposure Limits ....................................... 3-138 
3.12  Waste Management ...................................................................................................... 3-139 

3.12.1  Gaseous Waste Streams ................................................................................. 3-140 
3.12.2  Solid Waste Management ............................................................................... 3-140 

3.12.2.1 Construction Wastes ......................................................................... 3-141 
3.12.2.2  Scrap Metal ...................................................................................... 3-141 

3.12.3 Process and Non-Process Waste Waters ........................................................... 3-142 
4. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ........................................................................................................ 4-1 

4.1 Land Use Impacts ............................................................................................................ 4-1 
4.1.1 Proposed Action .................................................................................................. 4-1 

4.1.1.1 Construction Impacts ........................................................................... 4-1 
4.1.1.2 Utilities ................................................................................................. 4-4 
4.1.1.3 Operations ............................................................................................ 4-4 
4.1.1.4 Decommissioning ................................................................................. 4-4 

4.1.2  Cumulative Impacts ............................................................................................ 4-4 
4.1.3 Control of Impacts .............................................................................................. 4-5 
4.1.4 Comparative Land Use Impacts of Alternative Actions ..................................... 4-5 

4.1.4.1  No-Action Alternative .......................................................................... 4-5 
4.1.4.2  Reasonable Alternative Actions ........................................................... 4-6 

4.2 Transportation Impacts .................................................................................................... 4-6 
4.2.1 Transportation Mode ........................................................................................... 4-7 
4.2.2 Transportation Route .......................................................................................... 4-7 
4.2.3 Traffic Pattern ..................................................................................................... 4-9 
4.2.4 Proposed Action .................................................................................................. 4-9 

4.2.4.1 Construction of Access Road ............................................................... 4-9 
4.2.4.2  Construction ......................................................................................... 4-9 
4.2.4.3 Operations .......................................................................................... 4-10 
4.2.4.4 Decommissioning ............................................................................... 4-11 

4.2.5 Other Construction Transportation Impacts ...................................................... 4-11 
4.2.6 Radioactive Material Transportation ................................................................ 4-12 

4.2.6.1 Transportation Modes, Routes, and Distances ................................... 4-13 
4.2.6.2 Radioactive Treatment and Packaging Procedure .............................. 4-14 
4.2.6.3 Incident–Free Scenario Radiological Dose ........................................ 4-14 
4.2.6.4 Environmental Impacts from Severe Transportation Accidents of 

Radioactive Material .......................................................................... 4-16 
4.2.7  Cumulative Impacts .......................................................................................... 4-19 
4.2.8  Impact Controls................................................................................................. 4-20 
4.2.9 Comparative Transportation Impacts of Alternative Actions ........................... 4-20 

4.2.9.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-20 
4.2.9.2  Reasonable Alternate Actions ............................................................ 4-20 

4.3 Geology and Soil Impacts .............................................................................................. 4-21 
4.3.1 Geology Impacts ............................................................................................... 4-21 
4.3.2 Soils Impacts ..................................................................................................... 4-21 
4.3.3 Site Preparation and Construction .................................................................... 4-22 
4.3.4 Road Construction at the Proposed Site ............................................................ 4-22 
4.3.5  Grading within the IIFP Site ............................................................................. 4-22 
4.3.6 Operations ......................................................................................................... 4-22 
4.3.7  Decommissioning ............................................................................................. 4-22 
4.3.8  Cumulative Impacts to Site Soils ...................................................................... 4-23 
4.3.9  Impact Controls................................................................................................. 4-23 
4.3.10  Comparative Geology and Soil Impacts of Alternative Actions ...................... 4-23 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page x 

4.3.10.1  No-Action Alternative ....................................................................... 4-23 
4.3.10.2 Reasonable Alternative Actions ......................................................... 4-24 

4.4 Water Resources Impacts ............................................................................................... 4-24 
4.4.1 Receiving Waters .............................................................................................. 4-26 
4.4.2  Impacts on Surface Water and Groundwater Quality ....................................... 4-26 
4.4.3  Hydrological System Alterations ...................................................................... 4-26 
4.4.4  Hydrological System Impacts ........................................................................... 4-27 
4.4.5 Ground and Surface Water Use ........................................................................ 4-27 
4.4.6 Identification of Impacted Ground and Surface Water Users ........................... 4-27 
4.4.7 Control of Impacts to Water Quality ................................................................ 4-29 
4.4.8 Identification of Predicted Cumulative Effects on Water Resources ............... 4-30 
4.4.9 Decommissioning ............................................................................................. 4-30 
4.4.10 Comparative Water Resources Impacts of Alternative Actions ....................... 4-31 

4.4.10.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-31 
4.4.10.2  Reasonable Alternative Actions ......................................................... 4-31 

4.5 Ecological Resources Impacts ....................................................................................... 4-32 
4.5.1 Maps ................................................................................................................. 4-32 
4.5.2 Proposed Schedule of Activities ....................................................................... 4-32 
4.5.3 Area of Disturbance/Site Preparation and Construction ................................... 4-32 
4.5.4 Construction Practices ...................................................................................... 4-32 
4.5.5 Operation .......................................................................................................... 4-33 
4.5.6 Area of Disturbance by Habitat Type ............................................................... 4-33 
4.5.7 Maintenance Practices ...................................................................................... 4-33 
4.5.8 Short-Term Use Areas and Plans for Restoration ............................................. 4-34 
4.5.9 Activities Expected to Impact Sensitive Communities or Habitats .................. 4-34 
4.5.10  Impacts of Elevated Construction Equipment or Structures ............................ 4-36 
4.5.11  Tolerances and Susceptibilities of Important Biota to Pollutants .................... 4-36 
4.5.12  Special Maintenance Practices ......................................................................... 4-36 
4.5.13  Wildlife Management Practices ....................................................................... 4-36 
4.5.14  Practices and Procedures to Minimize Adverse Impacts ................................. 4-36 
4.5.15  Decommissioning ............................................................................................. 4-37 
4.5.16  Cumulative Impacts ......................................................................................... 4-37 
4.5.17  Comparative Ecological Resource Impacts of Alternative Actions ................. 4-37 

4.5.17.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-37 
4.5.17.2  Reasonable Alternatives ..................................................................... 4-38 

4.6 Air Quality Impacts ....................................................................................................... 4-38 
4.6.1 Air Quality Impacts from Construction ............................................................ 4-38 
4.6.2 Air Quality Impacts from Operations ............................................................... 4-41 

4.6.2.1 Description of Gaseous Effluents ....................................................... 4-42 
4.6.2.2  Process Off-gas Emission Treatment (Plant KOH Scrubbing  .................. 

 System) ............................................................................................. 4-43 
4.6.2.3 Calculation of Atmospheric Dispersion and Deposition Factors ....... 4-44 

4.6.3  Decommissioning ............................................................................................. 4-46 
4.6.4 Visibility Impacts .............................................................................................. 4-46 
4.6.5 Control of Impacts ............................................................................................ 4-46 
4.6.6  Cumulative Impacts .......................................................................................... 4-47 
4.6.7 Comparative Air Quality Impacts of No-Action Alternative Scenarios ........... 4-47 

4.6.7.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-47 
4.6.7.2 Reasonable Alternatives ..................................................................... 4-47 

4.7 Noise Impacts ................................................................................................................ 4-48 
4.7.1 Predicted Noise Levels ..................................................................................... 4-48 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xi 

4.7.1.1 Construction Impacts ......................................................................... 4-48 
4.7.1.2 Operational Impacts ........................................................................... 4-50 
4.7.1.3 Facility Decommissioning ................................................................. 4-50 

4.7.2 Noise Sources ................................................................................................... 4-50 
4.7.3 Sound Level Standards ..................................................................................... 4-50 
4.7.4 Potential Impacts to Sensitive Receptors .......................................................... 4-51 

4.7.4.1  Impacts to the Community ................................................................. 4-51 
4.7.4.2  Impacts to Wildlife ............................................................................. 4-52 

4.7.5 Cumulative Effects ........................................................................................... 4-52 
4.7.6  Control of Noise Impacts to Community .......................................................... 4-52 

4.7.6.1  Construction Noise Control ................................................................ 4-52 
4.7.6.2  Operation Noise Control .................................................................... 4-52 

4.7.7 Comparative Noise Impacts of Alternative Actions ......................................... 4-53 
4.7.7.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-53 
4.7.7.2  Reasonable Alternatives ..................................................................... 4-53 

4.8 Historic and Cultural Resource Impacts ........................................................................ 4-53 
4.8.1 Proposed Action ................................................................................................ 4-54 

4.8.1.1  Site Preparation and Construction ...................................................... 4-54 
4.8.1.2  Operation ............................................................................................ 4-54 
4.8.1.3  Decommissioning ............................................................................... 4-54 

4.8.2 Agency Consultation ......................................................................................... 4-54 
4.8.3 Historic Preservation ......................................................................................... 4-54 
4.8.4 Potential for Human Remains ........................................................................... 4-55 
4.8.5 Minimizing Adverse Impacts ............................................................................ 4-55 
4.8.6 Cumulative Impacts .......................................................................................... 4-55 
4.8.7 Comparative Historical and Cultural Resource Impacts of Alternative .................. 

 Scenarios .......................................................................................................... 4-55 
4.8.7.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-55 
4.8.7.2  Reasonable Alternatives ..................................................................... 4-56 

4.9 Visual/Scenic Resources Impacts .................................................................................. 4-56 
4.9.1 Photos ............................................................................................................... 4-56 
4.9.2 Proposed Action ................................................................................................ 4-56 

4.9.2.1  Site Preparation and Construction ...................................................... 4-57 
4.9.2.2  Operation ............................................................................................ 4-57 
4.9.2.3 Decommissioning ............................................................................... 4-57 

4.9.3 Aesthetic and Scenic Quality Rating ................................................................ 4-57 
4.9.4 Significant Visual Impacts ................................................................................ 4-58 

4.9.4.1 Physical Facilities Out of Character with Existing Features .............. 4-61 
4.9.4.2 Structure Obstructing Existing Views ................................................ 4-61 
4.9.4.3 Structures Creating Visual Intrusions ................................................ 4-61 
4.9.4.4 Structures Requiring the Removal of Barriers, Screens or Buffers ... 4-62 
4.9.4.5 Altered Historical, Archaeological or Cultural Properties ................. 4-62 
4.9.4.6 Structures that Create Visual, Audible or Atmospheric Elements  ........... 

 Out of Character ............................................................................... 4-62 
4.9.5 Visual Compatibility and Compliance .............................................................. 4-62 
4.9.6 Cumulative Impacts to Visual/Scenic Quality .................................................. 4-63 
4.9.7 Comparative Visual/Scenic Resources Impacts of No-Action Alternative ...... 4-63 

4.9.7.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-63 
4.9.7.2  Reasonable Alternatives ..................................................................... 4-64 

4.10 Socioeconomic Impacts ................................................................................................. 4-64 
4.10.1  Facility Construction ........................................................................................ 4-64 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xii 

4.10.1.1 Worker Population ............................................................................. 4-64 
4.10.1.2 Impacts of Human Activities ............................................................. 4-65 

4.10.2  Facility Operation ............................................................................................. 4-67 
4.10.2.1  Jobs, Income, and Population ............................................................. 4-67 
4.10.2.2  Community Characteristic Impacts .................................................... 4-69 

4.10.3  Decommissioning ............................................................................................. 4-70 
4.10.3.1  Impact of Decommissioning on Population ....................................... 4-70 
4.10.3.2  Economic Impact of Decommissioning ............................................. 4-70 
4.10.3.3  Impact on Social Services .................................................................. 4-71 

4.10.4  Cumulative Socioeconomic Impacts................................................................. 4-71 
4.10.5  Comparative Socioeconomic Impacts of No-Action Alternative Scenarios ..... 4-71 

4.10.5.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-72 
4.10.5.2 Reasonable Alternatives ..................................................................... 4-72 

4.11  Environmental Justice .................................................................................................... 4-72 
4.11.1  Procedure and Evaluation Criteria .................................................................... 4-73 
4.11.2  Results of Census Block Group Data................................................................ 4-73 
4.11.3  NRC Review of NEF Environmental Justice .................................................... 4-74 
4.11.4  Proposed Action ................................................................................................ 4-75 

4.11.4.1  Site Preparation and Construction ...................................................... 4-75 
4.11.4.2  Operation ............................................................................................ 4-77 
4.11.4.3  Decommissioning ............................................................................... 4-78 
4.11.4.4  Cumulative Impacts ........................................................................... 4-78 

4.11.5  Comparative Environmental Justice Impact of Alternative Actions ................ 4-79 
4.11.5.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-79 
4.11.5.2  Reasonable Alternatives ..................................................................... 4-79 

4.12  Public and Occupational Health Impacts ....................................................................... 4-80 
4.12.1  Nonradiological Impacts ................................................................................... 4-80 

4.12.1.1  Routine Gaseous Effluent .................................................................. 4-80 
4.12.1.2  Routine Liquid Effluent ..................................................................... 4-81 

4.12.2  Radiological Impacts ........................................................................................ 4-82 
4.12.2.1  Pathway Assessment .......................................................................... 4-83 
4.12.2.2  Public and Occupational Exposure Impacts ....................................... 4-84 

4.12.3  Environmental Effects of Accidents ................................................................. 4-89 
4.12.3.1  Description of Postulated Accidents .................................................. 4-92 
4.12.3.2  Natural Phenomena ............................................................................ 4-93 
4.12.3.3 Fires .................................................................................................... 4-93 
4.12.3.4  Process Upsets .................................................................................... 4-94 

4.12.4  Comparative Public and Occupational Exposure Impacts of No-Action 
Alternative Scenarios ........................................................................................ 4-94 
4.12.4.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-94 
4.12.4.2  Reasonable Alternatives ..................................................................... 4-94 

4.13  Waste Management Impacts .......................................................................................... 4-95 
4.13.1  Waste Descriptions ........................................................................................... 4-95 
4.13.2  Waste Management System Description .......................................................... 4-95 
4.13.3  Waste Disposal Plans ........................................................................................ 4-96 

4.13.3.1  Radioactive and Mixed Waste Disposal Plans ................................... 4-96 
4.13.3.2  Liquid Wastes .................................................................................... 4-96 

4.13.4  Waste Minimization .......................................................................................... 4-96 
4.13.4.1  Control and Conservation .................................................................. 4-97 
4.13.4.2  Reprocessing and Recovery Systems ................................................. 4-98 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xiii 

4.13.5  Comparative Waste Management Impacts of No-Action Alternative  .................... 
 Scenarios .......................................................................................................... 4-99 
4.13.5.1  No-Action Alternative ........................................................................ 4-99 
4.13.5.2  Reasonable Alternatives ..................................................................... 4-99 

5. MITIGATION MEASURES ............................................................................................................... 5-1 
5.1  Impact Summary .............................................................................................................. 5-1 

5.1.1  Land Use ............................................................................................................. 5-1 
5.1.2  Transportation ..................................................................................................... 5-2 
5.1.3  Geology and Soils ............................................................................................... 5-2 
5.1.4  Water Resources ................................................................................................. 5-3 
5.1.5  Ecological Resources .......................................................................................... 5-3 
5.1.6  Air Quality .......................................................................................................... 5-4 
5.1.7  Noise ................................................................................................................... 5-4 
5.1.8  Historical and Cultural Resources ...................................................................... 5-4 
5.1.9  Visual/Scenic Resources ..................................................................................... 5-5 
5.1.10  Socioeconomic .................................................................................................... 5-5 
5.1.11  Environmental Justice ......................................................................................... 5-5 
5.1.12  Public and Occupational Health.......................................................................... 5-5 

5.1.12.1  Nonradiological–Normal Operations ................................................... 5-6 
5.1.12.2  Radiological–Normal Operations ......................................................... 5-6 
5.1.12.3  Environmental Effects of Accidents .................................................... 5-7 

5.1.13  Waste Management ............................................................................................ 5-7 
5.2  Mitigations ....................................................................................................................... 5-7 

5.2.1  Land Use ............................................................................................................. 5-7 
5.2.2  Transportation ..................................................................................................... 5-8 
5.2.3  Geology and Soils ............................................................................................... 5-9 
5.2.4  Water Resources ................................................................................................. 5-9 
5.2.5  Ecological Resources ........................................................................................ 5-11 
5.2.6  Air Quality ........................................................................................................ 5-11 
5.2.7  Noise ................................................................................................................. 5-12 
5.2.8  Historical and Cultural Resources .................................................................... 5-12 
5.2.9  Visual/Scenic Resources ................................................................................... 5-13 
5.2.10  Socioeconomic .................................................................................................. 5-13 
5.2.11  Environmental Justice ....................................................................................... 5-13 
5.2.12  Public and Occupational Health........................................................................ 5-13 

5.2.12.1  Nonradiological-Normal Operation ................................................... 5-14 
5.2.12.2  Radiological-Normal Operations ....................................................... 5-14 
5.2.12.3  Environmental Effects on Accidents .................................................. 5-16 

5.2.13  Waste Management ........................................................................................... 5-16 
6 ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUREMENTS AND MONITORING PROGRAMS .............................. 6-1 

6.1  Radiological Monitoring .................................................................................................. 6-1 
6.1.1  Effluent Monitoring Program ............................................................................. 6-1 

6.1.1.1  Gaseous Effluent Monitoring ............................................................... 6-4 
6.1.1.2  Liquid Effluent Monitoring .................................................................. 6-5 

6.1.2  Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program ............................................. 6-5 
6.1.2.1 Sampling Program ................................................................................ 6-5 
6.1.2.2 Procedures ............................................................................................ 6-8 
6.1.2.3 Reporting .............................................................................................. 6-8 

6.2  Physiochemical Monitoring ............................................................................................. 6-9 
6.2.1  Introduction ......................................................................................................... 6-9 
6.2.2  Evaluation and Analysis of Samples................................................................... 6-9 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xiv 

6.2.3  Effluent Monitoring ............................................................................................ 6-9 
6.2.4  Stormwater Monitoring Program ...................................................................... 6-10 
6.2.5  Environmental Monitoring ............................................................................... 6-12 
6.2.6  Meteorological Monitoring ............................................................................... 6-12 
6.2.7  Biota .................................................................................................................. 6-13 
6.2.8  Quality Assurance ............................................................................................. 6-13 
6.2.9  Lower Limits of Detection ................................................................................ 6-13 

6.3  Ecological Monitoring ................................................................................................... 6-14 
6.3.1  Maps ................................................................................................................. 6-14 
6.3.1 General Ecological Conditions of the Site ........................................................ 6-14 
6.3.3  Affected Important Ecological Resources ........................................................ 6-15 
6.3.4  Monitoring Program Elements .......................................................................... 6-16 
6.3.5  Observations and Sampling Design .................................................................. 6-17 

6.3.5.1  Vegetation .......................................................................................... 6-18 
6.3.5.2  Birds ................................................................................................... 6-18 
6.3.5.3  Mammals ............................................................................................ 6-19 
6.3.5.4  Reptilian and Amphibians .................................................................. 6-19 

6.3.6  Statistical Validity of Sampling Program ......................................................... 6-20 
6.3.7  Sampling Equipment ......................................................................................... 6-20 
6.3.8  Method of Chemical Analysis .......................................................................... 6-20 
6.3.9  Data Analysis and Reporting Procedures ......................................................... 6-20 
6.3.10  Agency Consultation ......................................................................................... 6-20 
6.3.11  Organization Responsible for Reviewing the Monitoring Program on an  .............. 

 Ongoing Basis .................................................................................................. 6-20 
6.3.12  Established Criteria ........................................................................................... 6-20 

7. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS ............................................................................................................ 7-1 
7.1  Proposed Action Economic Cost-Benefits, Facility Construction and Operation ........... 7-1 

7.1.1  Introduction ......................................................................................................... 7-1 
7.1.2  Basis of Construction and Operating Costs-Benefit Estimates for the Proposed 

Action ................................................................................................................. 7-2 
7.1.3  Assumptions in the Cost-Benefit Analysis ......................................................... 7-4 
7.1.4  Construction and Pre-Startup Costs .................................................................... 7-5 

7.1.4.1  Capital Cost Estimating Methods ......................................................... 7-5 
7.1.4.2  Capital Cost Estimates for the IIFP Commercial Facility .................... 7-5 

7.1.5  Operation Costs .................................................................................................. 7-8 
7.1.5.1  Raw Materials ...................................................................................... 7-8 
7.1.5.2  Utilities ................................................................................................. 7-8 
7.1.5.3  Selling and Distribution ....................................................................... 7-9 
7.1.5.4  Operational and Maintenance Materials ............................................ 7-10 
7.1.5.5  Labor .................................................................................................. 7-10 
7.1.5.6  Waste Disposal ................................................................................... 7-11 
7.1.5.7  Insurance and Taxes ........................................................................... 7-12 
7.1.5.8  Decommissioning Fund ..................................................................... 7-13 

7.2  Regional Economics ...................................................................................................... 7-14 
7.2.1.  Recent Trends in Economic Growth and Employment .................................... 7-14 
7.2.2  Trends in Income .............................................................................................. 7-16 

7.2.2.1  New Mexico Income/Poverty ............................................................ 7-16 
7.2.2.2  Texas Income/Poverty ........................................................................ 7-18 
7.2.2.3  Local Nine-County Income ................................................................ 7-18 

7.3  No-Action Alternative and Reasonable Alternative Actions ......................................... 7-19 
7.4  Summary of Cost-Benefits of the Proposed IIFP Facility ............................................. 7-20 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xv 

8  SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES ............................................................. 8-1 
8.1  Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts ................................................................ 8-1 
8.2  Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources Used In Project Construction 

and Operation ................................................................................................................... 8-1 
8.2.1  Irreversible Resource Commitments ................................................................... 8-1 
8.2.2  Irretrievable Resource Commitments ................................................................. 8-2 

8.3 Short-Term and Long-Term Impacts ............................................................................... 8-3 
8.3.1  Land Use Impacts ............................................................................................... 8-3 
8.3.2  Transportation Impacts ....................................................................................... 8-4 
8.3.3  Geology and Soils Impacts ................................................................................. 8-5 
8.3.4  Water Resources Impacts .................................................................................... 8-6 
8.3.5  Ecological Resources Impacts ............................................................................ 8-7 
8.3.6  Air Quality Impacts ............................................................................................ 8-8 
8.3.7  Noise Impacts ..................................................................................................... 8-9 
8.3.8  Historic and Cultural Resource Impacts ........................................................... 8-10 
8.3.9  Visual/Scenic Resources Impacts ..................................................................... 8-11 
8.3.10  Socioeconomic Impacts .................................................................................... 8-12 
8.3.11  Environmental Justice ....................................................................................... 8-13 
8.3.12  Public and Occupational Health Impacts .......................................................... 8-13 
8.3.13  Waste Management Impacts ............................................................................. 8-15 

8.4  Relationship Between Short-Term Use of The Environment and The Maintenance and 
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity ..................................................................... 8-17 

8.5  No-Action Alternative ................................................................................................... 8-19 
8.6 Reasonable Alternative Actions ..................................................................................... 8-19 
8.7  Conclusion ..................................................................................................................... 8-20 

9. LIST OF REFERENCES .................................................................................................................... 9-1 
10. LIST OF PREPARERS ..................................................................................................................... 10-1 
 
  



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xvi 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

 

Appendix A Glossary         A-1 
Appendix B Consultation Letters        B-1 
Appendix C Environmental Justice        C-1 
 
  



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xvii 

LIST OF FIGURES 

                        Page 

Figure 1- 1 General Location of the Proposed IIFP 640-Acre Section ...................................................... 1-1 
Figure 1- 2 Projected IIFP Facility Estimated Annual Capacity ................................................................ 1-4 
Figure 1- 3 UF6 Cylinders Stored at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant .............................................. 1-6 
Figure 1- 4 IIFP Location in Southeastern New Mexico ......................................................................... 1-12 
Figure 1- 5 Location of the Proposed IIFP Site ....................................................................................... 1-13 
Figure 1- 6 Easements on IIFP Site ......................................................................................................... 1-30 

 
Figure 2- 1 Location of Proposed IIFP Site ............................................................................................... 2-2 
Figure 2- 2 IIFP Site Map with Surrounding Industrial Properties. ........................................................... 2-3 
Figure 2- 3 Location of the IIFP Facility within Section 27 of the Proposed Site ..................................... 2-3 
Figure 2- 4 DUF6 to DUF4 Plant Major Flows .......................................................................................... 2-7 
Figure 2- 5 SiF4 Plant Major Flows ........................................................................................................... 2-8 
Figure 2- 6 BF3 Plant Major Flows .......................................................................................................... 2-10 
Figure 2- 7 DUF6 to Oxide Plant Major Flows ........................................................................................ 2-11 
Figure 2- 8 Plant KOH Process Scrubber System Major Flows .............................................................. 2-12 
Figure 2- 9 Environmental Protection Process Major Flows ................................................................... 2-13 
Figure 2- 10 IIFP Facility Site Plan ......................................................................................................... 2-20 
Figure 2- 11 Solar Ground-mount Grid System ....................................................................................... 2-27 
Figure 2- 12 Roof-Solar Units ................................................................................................................. 2-27 
Figure 2- 13 Paducah GDP with Thousands of UF6 Cylinders Stored in Foreground ............................. 2-39 
Figure 2- 14 UF6 Cylinders Stored at the Portsmouth GDP .................................................................... 2-40 
Figure 2- 15 Estimated DUF6 Generated from New Enrichment Plants in the U.S. ................................ 2-41 
 

 
Figure 3- 1 Lea County New Mexico ........................................................................................................ 3-1 
Figure 3- 2 Land Status for the Area around the Proposed IIFP Site......................................................... 3-2 
Figure 3- 3 Topographic Map of the Proposed IIFP Site ........................................................................... 3-3 
Figure 3- 4 Industries Located Around the International Isotopes Site ..................................................... 3-4 
Figure 3- 5 Power Plant Located Across Highway NM 483 from IIFP Facility ....................................... 3-5 
Figure 3- 6 Xcel Energy Maddox Station East of the IIFP Facility ........................................................... 3-5 
Figure 3- 7 Colorado Energy Station Northeast of the IIFP Facility ......................................................... 3-6 
Figure 3- 8 DCP Midstream Linam Ranch Plant Southeast of the IIFP Facility ....................................... 3-6 
Figure 3- 9 New Mexico Active Mines, 2007 ........................................................................................... 3-7 
Figure 3- 10 New Mexico Mineral Production Value and Revenue Generated, 1989-2007 ..................... 3-8 
Figure 3- 11 Percentage of Production Value, Employment, Payroll and Revenue by Commodity, 2007 .... 
 ................................................................................................................................................................... 3-9 
Figure 3- 12 Transportation Infrastructure for Southeastern New Mexico .............................................. 3-10 
Figure 3- 13 Regional Physiography ....................................................................................................... 3-14 
Figure 3- 14 Llano Estacado and Vicinity ............................................................................................... 3-14 
Figure 3- 15 Physiography of Southeast New Mexico ............................................................................ 3-15 
Figure 3- 16 The Mescalero Ridge As It Crosses Lea County at Proposed IIFP Site ............................. 3-16 
Figure 3- 17 Major Physiographic Features of the Permian Basin Region (With Cross-Section Line to 

Figure 3-18) ........................................................................................................................ 3-17 
Figure 3- 18 Major Physiographic Features of the Permian Basin Region (Below Sea Level View) ..... 3-17 
Figure 3- 19 Detailed Map Showing Lea County Earthquakes from 1962 to 1998 ................................. 3-19 
Figure 3- 20 Seismicity of New Mexico and Bordering Areas ................................................................ 3-21 
Figure 3- 21 New Mexico Seismic Hazard for a Moment Magnitude (Md) 6 Earthquake ..................... 3-22 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xviii 

Figure 3- 22 Detailed Map Showing Lea County Seismic Hazard for a Moment Magnitude (Md) 6 
Earthquake .......................................................................................................................... 3-22 

Figure 3- 23 General Soil Map, Lea County, New Mexico ..................................................................... 3-24 
Figure 3- 24 Custom Soil Resource Report Soil Map of the IIFP Site .................................................... 3-26 
Figure 3- 25 Typical New Mexico Water Cycle ...................................................................................... 3-28 
Figure 3- 26 Ogallala Aquifer .................................................................................................................. 3-29 
Figure 3- 27 Watercourses, Floodplains, and Playas Map ....................................................................... 3-29 
Figure 3- 28 Water-Level Changes in the Ogallala Aquifer, Predevelopment to 2005 ........................... 3-40 
Figure 3- 29 Present-day Delaware Basin Fluid Flow and Water Chemistry .......................................... 3-42 
Figure 3- 30 Water Wells Located on the Proposed IIFP Site ................................................................. 3-43 
Figure 3- 31 Topographical Map of Area around IIFP Site at Arkansas Junction ................................... 3-44 
Figure 3- 32 Grasslands of National Forest Systems New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas ..................... 3-45 
Figure 3- 33 Hairy Grama Vegetation ..................................................................................................... 3-49 
Figure 3- 34 Ring Muhly Grass in Semi Desert Grasslands .................................................................... 3-50 
Figure 3- 35 Site Photograph of Ground Cover on IIFP Site ................................................................... 3-50 
Figure 3- 36 The Lesser Prairie Chicken ................................................................................................. 3-53 
Figure 3- 37 Lesser Prairie Chicken Historic and Current Distribution .................................................. 3-55 
Figure 3- 38 Female Sand Dune Lizard Under Shinnery Oak ................................................................. 3-56 
Figure 3- 39 Sand Blowout Surrounded by Shinnery Oak, Exemplifying Optimal Sand Dune Lizard 

Habitat ................................................................................................................................ 3-56 
Figure 3- 40 Expected Range of the Sand Dune Lizard ........................................................................... 3-57 
Figure 3- 41 Photograph of the Northern Aplomado Falcon ................................................................... 3-58 
Figure 3- 42 Black-Footed Ferret in a Snow Environment ...................................................................... 3-60 
Figure 3- 43 American Peregrine Falcon ................................................................................................. 3-61 
Figure 3- 44 Arctic Peregrine Falcon ....................................................................................................... 3-62 
Figure 3- 45 Baird’s Sparrow .................................................................................................................. 3-63 
Figure 3- 46 Bell’s Vireo ......................................................................................................................... 3-65 
Figure 3- 47 Burrowing Owl .................................................................................................................... 3-66 
Figure 3- 48 Yellow-Billed Cuckoo ......................................................................................................... 3-67 
Figure 3- 49 Black-Tailed Prairie Dogs ................................................................................................... 3-69 
Figure 3- 50 Swift Fox ............................................................................................................................. 3-70 
Figure 3- 51 Final Land Cover Map Showing a Subset of Land Cover Classes in the Legend ............... 3-74 
Figure 3- 52 Extreme and Average Daily Temperatures for the Hobbs Station ...................................... 3-80 
Figure 3- 53 Average Total Monthly Precipitation for the Hobbs Weather Station ................................ 3-80 
Figure 3- 54 Average Daily Precipitation for the Hobbs, New Mexico Weather Station ........................ 3-82 
Figure 3- 55 Extreme and Average Precipitation Recorded at the Hobbs Weather Station .................... 3-83 
Figure 3- 56 Wind Roses for Midland-Odessa, Roswell, Hobbs, and Eunice for 1993 .......................... 3-85 
Figure 3- 57 Wind Rose for Midland-Odessa, 1987-1991 ....................................................................... 3-86 
Figure 3- 58 Wind Distribution for Midland-Odessa, 1987-1991 (NCDC, 1998) ................................... 3-87 
Figure 3- 59 Distribution of Stability Classes for Midland-Odessa, 1987-1991 ..................................... 3-88 
Figure 3- 60 Tornado Probability Map of the United States (all Intensities) ........................................... 3-89 
Figure 3- 61 Counties Designated Nonattainment for Criteria Air Pollutants ......................................... 3-93 
Figure 3- 62 Topographic Map Around the Proposed IIFP Site .............................................................. 3-96 
Figure 3- 63 Survey Area Conducted at the IIFP Site ............................................................................. 3-99 
Figure 3- 64 Archeological Sites/Surveys Around the IIFP Site ........................................................... 3-101 
Figure 3- 65 San Jose Projectile Point (IO 1) ........................................................................................ 3-101 
Figure 3- 66 Underground Gas Pipeline Going Southeast to Northwest ............................................... 3-103 
Figure 3- 67 Mark West Pinnacle 2 Lines Going East and West ........................................................... 3-103 
Figure 3- 68 Duke Energy Field Services in Approximate Center of Section ....................................... 3-104 
Figure 3- 69 Power Tex and PNM Gas Services Facility in Approximate Center of Section ............... 3-104 
Figure 3- 70 Buildings within the IIFP Facility ..................................................................................... 3-105 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xix 

Figure 3- 71 Region of Influence within a 80-km (50-mi) Radius of the IIFP Facility ......................... 3-107 
Figure 3- 72 Nine-County Area of Influence around the IIFP Site ........................................................ 3-108 
Figure 3- 73 Percent Change in Lea County Between 1990 and 2000, by Census Tract ...................... 3-113 
Figure 3- 74 Population Projections by Areas in Lea County Through 2030 ........................................ 3-115 
Figure 3- 75 Natural Increase in Lea County, by Race/Ethnicity: 1990 to 2005 ................................... 3-117 
Figure 3- 76 Comparison of Annual Growth in Total Employment for Lea County, New Mexico, and the 

United States ..................................................................................................................... 3-119 
Figure 3- 77 Lea County Total Employment versus Employment in the Mining and Extraction Industries, 

1969 to 2004 ..................................................................................................................... 3-121 
Figure 3- 78 Vacant Housing Units in Lea County by Type and Area in Census Year 2000 ................ 3-129 
Figure 3- 79 Population 18 Years and Older with a High School Diploma or Higher .......................... 3-131 
Figure 3- 80 Ionizing Radiation Exposure of the Population of the United States ................................ 3-137 

 
 

Figure 4- 1 Integrated Facility ................................................................................................................... 4-2 
Figure 4- 2 Aerial Photograph of Southeastern New Mexico and West Texas in the Hobbs Area ........... 4-3 
Figure 4- 3 Cities and Major Roads around Hobbs New Mexico .............................................................. 4-7 
Figure 4- 4 Water Wells Located on the Proposed IIFP Site ................................................................... 4-28 
Figure 4- 5 Sand Dune Lizard Habitat Areas ........................................................................................... 4-35 
Figure 4- 6 Percentage of People Highly Annoyed From Environmental Noise ..................................... 4-51 
Figure 4- 7 DCP Midstream Pipeline Junction ........................................................................................ 4-58 
Figure 4- 8 Xcel Lines Going Northeast .................................................................................................. 4-58 
Figure 4- 9 PMN Gas Services Line Going Northwest and Southwest Looking Southwest ................... 4-59 
Figure 4- 10 Caliche Road Looking West Through Approximate Center ............................................... 4-59 
Figure 4- 11 Caliche Pit in Southeast Corner of Section Looking North ................................................ 4-60 
Figure 4- 12 Midstream Fluid Tank at Center of West Side of Section ................................................... 4-60 
Figure 4- 13 Pipeline PNM Gas Services Facility in Approximate Center of Section ............................ 4-61 
Figure 4- 14 Pumpjack in Southeastern New Mexico ............................................................................. 4-62 
Figure 4- 15 Hobbs NM Population Projections ...................................................................................... 4-65 
Figure 4- 16 Job Growth Projections for Hobbs, New Mexico by 2014 ................................................. 4-67 
Figure 4- 17 New Mexico Junior College Fall Credit and Workforce Training Enrollment ................... 4-68 
Figure 4- 18 Ethnic Breakdown for Hobbs, New Mexico ....................................................................... 4-74 
Figure 4- 19 Lea County Population, Census 2000 by Census Tract ...................................................... 4-77 
Figure 4- 20 Sector Compass Rose Diagram around the IIFP Site .......................................................... 4-88 

 
Figure 6- 1 Modified Site Features with Sampling Stations and Monitoring Locations. .......................... 6-2 
Figure 6- 2Topographical Map of Area around IIFP Site at Arkansas Junction ...................................... 6-14 
Figure 6- 3 Grasslands around the IIFP Site ............................................................................................ 6-15 
Figure 6- 4 Lesser Prairie-Chicken Habitat around the IIFP Facility ...................................................... 6-16 
Figure 6- 5 Location of Sand Dune Lizard Habitat around IIFP Site ...................................................... 6-17 

 
Figure 7- 1 Nine-County Economic Impact Area around the IIFP Facility ............................................... 7-2 
Figure 7- 2 Change in Ethnicity/Race for Texas ...................................................................................... 7-15 
Figure 7- 3 Median Household Income by Race/Ethnicity in Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Counties 

in New Mexico, 2000 ........................................................................................................... 7-16 
Figure 7- 4 Percent of Households in Poverty by Race/Ethnicity in Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan 
Counties in New Mexico, 2000................................................................................................................ 7-17 
Figure 7- 5 Percent of Households in Poverty by Household Structure in Metropolitan and 
Nonmetropolitan Counties in New Mexico, 2000 ................................................................................... 7-17 
 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xx 

LIST OF TABLES 

                 Page 

Table 1- 1 Phase 1 and Phase 2 Facility Inventories .................................................................................. 1-5 
Table 1- 2 Project Major Milestones .......................................................................................................... 1-7 
Table 1- 3 Abbreviations for Codes and Standards ................................................................................. 1-11 
Table 1- 4 Required Federal and State Permits ........................................................................................ 1-31 
 

Table 2- 1 Design Efficiencies for Process Vent Off-gas Treatment Equipment .................................... 2-17 
Table 2- 2 IIFP Plant Major Process Vent Stacks .................................................................................... 2-18 
Table 2- 3 Major Buildings and Estimated Sizes ..................................................................................... 2-25 
Table 2- 4 Evaluation Criteria for Site Selection ..................................................................................... 2-37 
Table 2- 5 DOE Inventory of Depleted UF6 ............................................................................................ 2-40 
Table 2- 6 Summary of Expected Impacts from Operation of the Paducah and ...................................... 2-44 
 
Table 3- 1 Characteristics of Uranium Cylinders .................................................................................... 3-12 
Table 3- 2 Seismic Criteria for New Mexico Site .................................................................................... 3-18 
Table 3- 3 Strongest Earthquakes in New Mexico – 1980 through May 1998 ........................................ 3-20 
Table 3- 4 Summary of Characteristics of the Primary Soils in Southern High Plains Area in Lea County, 

New Mexico ........................................................................................................................... 3-25 
Table 3- 5 Characterization of Soils in Proposed Site ............................................................................. 3-27 
Table 3- 6 Ogallala Aquifer – Stored Water in Lea County .................................................................... 3-31 
Table 3- 7 Ogallala Aquifer Annual Water Quality Averages for Hobbs and Eunice, New Mexico ...... 3-38 
Table 3- 8 Lea County Historical Water Use ........................................................................................... 3-39 
Table 3- 9 Flow across the New Mexico-Texas Border .......................................................................... 3-42 
Table 3- 10 Mammals, Birds, and Amphibians/Reptiles Potentially Inhabiting the Proposed IIFP Site and 

Vicinity, and Their Habitat or Seasonal Preferences ............................................................. 3-47 
Table 3- 11 Listed and Sensitive Species With Species of Concern in Lea County ................................ 3-52 
Table 3- 12 RTE Specie or Specie of Concern in Lea County, New Mexico Land Covers .................... 3-76 
Table 3- 13 Weather Stations at Hobbs, New Mexico ............................................................................. 3-77 
Table 3- 14 Summary of Monthly Temperature at Hobbs, New Mexico, from 1914 to 2006 ................ 3-78 
Table 3- 15 Annual Temperature Summaries for all Hobbs, NM Weather Stations ............................... 3-78 
Table 3- 16 Monthly Average Number of Days Maximum Temperature Less Than or Equal to 32oF or 

Greater Than or Equal to 90oF .............................................................................................. 3-79 
Table 3- 17 Temperature Extremes at Hobbs, New Mexico .................................................................... 3-79 
Table 3- 18 Summary of Monthly Precipitation at Hobbs, New Mexico, from 1914 to 2006 ................ 3-81 
Table 3- 19 Number of Days of Measurable Rainfall in Hobbs, NM ...................................................... 3-83 
Table 3- 20 Monthly Average Number of Day Rainfall Greater Than or Equal to 0.10 Inches .............. 3-84 
Table 3- 21 Estimates of the 24-Hour 100-Year Rain Event in Hobbs, New Mexico ............................. 3-84 
Table 3- 22 Weather Stations Located Near the Proposed IIFP Site ....................................................... 3-85 
Table 3- 23 Wind Dynamics for Hobbs and Roswell from 1996 to 2006 ............................................... 3-88 
Table 3- 24 Average Morning and Afternoon Mixing Heights (Midland-Odessa, Texas) ...................... 3-90 
Table 3- 25 Criteria Pollutants ................................................................................................................. 3-91 
Table 3- 26 EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards and State of New Mexico Air Quality 

Standards .............................................................................................................................. 3-92 
Table 3- 27 Total Annual Emissions of Air Pollutants at Lea County, New Mexico, and Andrews and 

Gaines Counties, Texas In Comparison with Larger New Mexico/Texas Counties ............ 3-93 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xxi 

Table 3- 28 Density of Annual Emissions at Lea County, New Mexico, and Andrews and Gaines 
Counties, Texas In Comparison with Larger New Mexico/Texas Counties ........................ 3-94 

Table 3- 29 Noise Levels of Common Sources ....................................................................................... 3-95 
Table 3- 30 Site Acceptability Noise Standards as Established by U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development ........................................................................................................................ 3-97 
Table 3- 31 Federal Highway Administration Noise Abatement Criteria ............................................... 3-98 
Table 3- 32 Isolated Occurrences (UTM NAD 27, Zone 13) ................................................................ 3-100 
Table 3- 33 State Population Level Estimates for the Region of Influence ........................................... 3-111 
Table 3- 34 State Annual Population Growth Estimates for the Region of Influence ........................... 3-112 
Table 3- 35 Population Growth Projections in the Region of Influence ................................................ 3-112 
Table 3- 36 Distribution of Lea County Population Estimates July 1, 2001 to July 1, 2006 ................. 3-114 
Table 3- 37 Lea County’s Annual Growth Rate by Area: July 1, 2000 to July 1, 2006 ........................ 3-115 
Table 3- 38 Percentage of Minority and Low-Income Census Block Groups Within 80 Kilometers (50 

Miles) of the Proposed IIFP Site ........................................................................................ 3-118 
Table 3- 39 Employment in the Region of Influence for Census Year 2000 ......................................... 3-120 
Table 3- 40 Unemployment Rate for the Region of Influence (2001-2006) .......................................... 3-120 
Table 3- 41 Employment in the Various Industries in New Mexico in Year 2000 ................................ 3-122 
Table 3- 42 Employment in the Various Industries in Texas in Year 2000 ........................................... 3-123 
Table 3- 43 Lea County Wage and Salary Employment by Sector, 2001-2006 .................................... 3-124 
Table 3- 44 Income Levels for the Nine-County Region in Census Year 2000 .................................... 3-125 
Table 3- 45 Gross Receipts Tax Distributions for Lea County .............................................................. 3-126 
Table 3- 46 Housing in the Region of Influence around the IIFP Site for Census Year 2000 ............... 3-127 
Table 3- 47 Lea County Housing Units by Type Geographical Area for Census Year 2000 ................ 3-128 
Table 3- 48 Vacant Housing Units in Lea County, by Area in Census Year 2000 ................................ 3-129 
Table 3- 49 Education Characteristics in the Region of Influence for Census Year 2000..................... 3-130 
Table 3- 50 Education Attainment in the Region of Influence for Census Year 2000 .......................... 3-130 
Table 3- 51 Highest Educational Attainment of Population 18 Years and Older in Lea County .......... 3-131 
Table 3- 52 Public School Districts in Lea County ................................................................................ 3-132 
Table 3- 53 Typical Average Concentration Ranges of Terrestrial Radionuclides ............................... 3-135 
Table 3- 54 Nonfatal Occupational Injuries Projected for Construction and Operations  of the IIFP 

Facility ................................................................................................................................ 3-138 
Table 3- 55 Estimated Annual Quantities of Waste Generated at the IIFP Facility .............................. 3-140 

 

Table 4- 1 East-West Traffic Volume on U.S. Highways 62/180 ............................................................. 4-8 
Table 4- 2 North-South Traffic Volumes on Other Highways in the Area of Influence ........................... 4-8 
Table 4- 3 Workers 16 Years and Over Commuting to Work in Lea County ........................................... 4-9 
Table 4- 4 Annual Incident-Free Transportation Radiological Dose to the Public and Worker .............. 4-15 
Table 4- 5 Radionuclide Inventory of Uranium Cylinders ...................................................................... 4-16 
Table 4- 6 Radiological Consequences for the Population from Severe Transportation Accidents 

Involving Depleted Uranium Hexafluoridea .......................................................................... 4-16 
Table 4- 7 Radiological Consequences for the Maximally Exposed Individual from Severe Transportation 

Accidents Involving Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride........................................................... 4-17 
Table 4- 8 Chemical Consequences for the Population from Severe Transportation Accidents Involving 

Depleted Uranium Hexafluoridea ........................................................................................... 4-18 
Table 4- 9 Chemical Consequences for the Maximally Exposed Individual from Severe Transportation 

Accidents Involving Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride........................................................... 4-18 
Table 4- 10 Lea County Historical Water Use: 1977-1998 ..................................................................... 4-27 
Table 4- 11 Emission Rates during Construction1 ................................................................................... 4-39 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xxii 

Table 4- 12 Predicted Property-Boundary Air Concentrations and Applicable National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards ................................................................................................................. 4-40 

Table 4- 13 Air Emissions during Operation of On-Site Boilers ............................................................. 4-41 
Table 4- 14 Estimated Air Emissions during Operation of On-Site Generators ...................................... 4-41 
Table 4- 15 Annual Emissions at Lea County, New Mexico, and Andrews and Gaines Counties, Texas In 

Comparison with Larger New Mexico/Texas Counties ....................................................... 4-42 
Table 4- 16 Dispersion Coefficients for Gaussian Plume Models ........................................................... 4-44 
Table 4- 17 Annual Average Atmospheric Dispersion Coefficients........................................................ 4-45 
Table 4- 18 Attenuated Noise Levels (Decibels A-Weighteda) Expected for Operation of Construction 

Equipment ............................................................................................................................ 4-48 
Table 4- 19 Summary of Capital Cost Estimate for Phase 1 and Phase 2 FEP/DUP Facility ................. 4-66 
Table 4- 20 Plant Estimated Labor for Plant Personnel ........................................................................... 4-68 
Table 4- 21 Estimated Economic Benefits to Region (Local and State) Surrounding the IIFP ............... 4-71 
Table 4- 22 Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action on Minority and Low-Income Populations ........ 4-75 
Table 4- 23 Estimated Annual Non-Radiological Gaseous Effluent. ...................................................... 4-81 
Table 4- 24 Estimated and Bounding Radiological Releases from the Stacks ........................................ 4-81 
Table 4- 25 Annual and Committed Dose Equivalents for Exposures to the MEI from Gaseous Effluents .. 
 ................................................................................................................................................................. 4-86 
Table 4- 26 Annual and Committed Dose Equivalents for Exposures to the Nearest Resident from 

Gaseous Effluents ................................................................................................................. 4-86 
Table 4- 27 Estimated Dose Rates for Site Boundary Locations, MEI, and Nearest Resident ................ 4-87 
Table 4- 28 Collective Dose Equivalents to All Ages Population (Person-Sv) (gas release pathways) ......... 
 ................................................................................................................................................................. 4-90 
Table 4- 29 Collective Dose Equivalents to All Ages Population (Person-rem) (gas release pathways) ....... 
 ................................................................................................................................................................. 4-91 
 

Table 6- 1 Gaseous Effluent Sampling Program........................................................................................ 6-4 
Table 6- 2 Radiological Sampling and Analysis Program ......................................................................... 6-6 
Table 6- 3 Physiochemical Sampling ....................................................................................................... 6-11 
Table 6- 4 Stormwater Monitoring Program ............................................................................................ 6-11 
Table 6- 5 Required Minimum Detectable Concentrations for Environmental Sample Analyses........... 6-13 
 
Table 7- 1 Summary of Capital Cost Estimate for Phase 1 IIFP Facility .................................................. 7-6 
Table 7- 2 Summary of Incremental Capital Cost Estimate for Expansion to Phase 2 .............................. 7-6 
Table 7- 3 Summary of Capital Cost Estimate for Total IIFP Facility (Phase 1 and 2)............................. 7-7 
Table 7- 4 Estimated Construction Labor Costs ........................................................................................ 7-7 
Table 7- 5 Estimated Replacement Capital ................................................................................................ 7-7 
Table 7- 6 Major Raw Materials and Treating Agents .............................................................................. 7-8 
Table 7- 7 Utility Estimated Rates ............................................................................................................. 7-9 
Table 7- 8 Estimated Labor for Phase 1 Facility ..................................................................................... 7-11 
Table 7- 9 Estimated Labor for Total IIFP Facility (Phase 1 and 2) ........................................................ 7-11 
Table 7- 10 Estimated Range of Annual Waste Disposal Costs .............................................................. 7-12 
Table 7- 11 Estimated Tax Revenues to State and Local Communities for Total 40-Year Period Expressed 

in Thousands of Dollars in Year 2009$) .............................................................................. 7-13 
Table 7- 12 Nine-County Region Population .......................................................................................... 7-15 
Table 7- 13 Income Levels for the Nine-County Region ......................................................................... 7-19 
Table 7- 14 Socioeconomic Impacts of the No-Action and Reasonable Alternative Scenarios .............. 7-20 
Table 7- 15 Estimated Expenditures and Expected Created Jobs ............................................................ 7-21 
Table 7- 16 Estimated Economic Benefits to Region (Local and State) Surrounding the IIFP ............... 7-21 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xxiii 

Table 7- 17 Qualitative Environmental Costs/Benefits During Construction and Operation of the IIFP 
Facility ..................................................................................................................................................... 7-22 
 

Table 8- 1 Estimated Annual Quantities of Waste Generated at the IIFP Facility .................................. 8-15 

 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page xxiv 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

International Isotopes Fluorine Products (IIFP), Inc., a wholly owned subsidiary of International Isotopes, 
Inc. (INIS), is applying for a license from the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) to construct 
and operate a uranium-processing facility (henceforth referred to as the Proposed IIFP Plant (or the 
Facility). IIFP is currently requesting an NRC license for a possession limit of 750,000 kilograms of 
depleted uranium (kg U) during Phase 1. Prior to the Phase 2 expansion, IIFP will prepare and submit an 
amended license application for the Phase 2 facility, including possession of up to 2,200,000 kilograms of 
depleted uranium. IIFP also has a written agreement with the State of New Mexico for maximum limits 
for uranium and chemicals to be stored, handled or processed on the proposed site at any given time. This 
Environmental Report is being submitted to the NRC by IIFP to comply with the 10 CFR 51, 
“Environmental Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions,” 
requirements in support of the licensing of the Proposed IIFP Facility.  

Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action is the issuance of an NRC license under Title 10 CFR Part 40, “Domestic Licensing 
of Source Material” for the IIFP plant. The license application and supporting documentation addresses 
construction and operation of a facility to utilize depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUF6) to produce high-
purity inorganic fluorides, uranium oxides, and anhydrous hydrofluoric acid. There is no known existing 
or planned private commercial de-conversion facility in the U.S. or in this hemisphere.  

International Isotopes Fluorine Products (IIFP), Inc. proposes to build and operate a new uranium 
processing plant near Hobbs in Lea County, New Mexico (referred to as the Hobbs site) and to provide 
services to the uranium enrichment industry for de-conversion of depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUF6) 
into uranium oxide for long-term stable disposal. The company will also include a commercial plant to 
produce specialty fluoride gas products for sale. High-purity silicon tetrafluoride (SiF4) and boron 
trifluoride (BF3) will be manufactured in the IIFP facility by utilizing the fluorine derived from the de-
conversion of DUF6. The fluoride gas products are highly valuable for applications in the electronic, solar 
panel, and semi-conductor markets. In addition, anhydrous hydrogen fluoride (AHF) is a by-product of 
the de-conversion process and is sold as an important chemical for various industrial applications. 

The plant facility will be constructed in phases based on the projected amounts of DUF6 generated by 
U.S. commercial enrichment plants and the available amounts for de-conversion services. It is anticipated 
that certain early construction activities will be accomplished prior to issuance of a license by NRC. Early 
construction activities will be preparatory in nature and will not involve any process or safety-related 
equipment or systems. 

The IIFP facility will be constructed in two phases, with Phase 1 completing the DUF6 to depleted 
uranium tetrafluoride (DUF4) process and the DUF4 to fluorine products processes and the supporting 
infrastructure of the plant. The Phase 1 plant is scheduled for startup by the end of 2012. IIFP plans to 
expand the facility de-conversion capacity by completing construction of a Phase 2 plant with a scheduled 
start by mid-2016. The Phase 2 plant will consist of additional de-conversion capacity using a process for 
direct conversion of DUF6 to uranium oxides. 

The initial plant (Phase 1) will be built and operated during the early timeframe when new privately 
owned uranium enrichment facilities and expansions will be coming on-line; with increasingly large 
amounts of DUF6 accumulation projected. In performing the de-conversion services, the DUF6 is 
converted to DUF4. The DUF4 is then reacted with oxides of silicon or boron to produce high-purity 
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silicon tetrafluoride (SiF4) or boron trifluoride (BF3) gas products, respectively. In both Phase 1 and 2 
plants, the DUF6 ultimately has its fluoride content extracted as a value-added product or by-product, and 
the depleted stable uranium oxide is sent to licensed disposal facility. 

Need for Proposed Action 

IIFP proposes to use its patented Fluorine Extraction Process for recovering the fluorine value in the 
depleted uranium hexafluoride tails. The planned integrated facility utilizes fluorine extracted from the 
de-converted DUF6 to produce the high-purity fluoride gas products, while serving the uranium 
enrichment suppliers/customers in resolving disposition of their depleted uranium tails. 

Gaseous uranium hexafluoride (DUF6) is produced commercially as the feed material for isotopic 
enrichment of uranium in existing and planned commercial plants. The enriched DUF6 is processed 
further into uranium oxide pellets for preparation of fuel rods that are utilized in nuclear reactors for 
generating electrical power. Uranium hexafluoride is the normal assay feed for all of the existing uranium 
enrichment commercial plants; gaseous diffusion and centrifuge processes. It will also be the feed 
material used in the planned laser-based enrichment plant utilizing the SILEX process.  

Four new commercial enrichment plants in the U.S. are either in planning or construction phases, and the 
accumulated amounts of DUF6 are projected to increasingly grow. IIFP is designing, engineering and 
licensing the nation’s first privately-owned commercial facility for de-conversion of DUF6 to meet this 
increasing need. 

Comparison of Alternatives 

The No-Action Alternative would have no local impact on current land use; transportation; geology and 
soils; air, water, and ecological resources; historical and cultural resources; visual/scenic resources; noise; 
environmental justice and waste management. The No-Action Alternative would result in the loss of 
socioeconomic opportunities for local communities. 

If the Department of Energy (DOE) were to process commercial tails materials at their Paducah, KY or 
Piketon, OH facilities (currently under construction), an expansion would be required for one or both of 
these facilities for additional throughput with SMALL to MODERATE impacts. If the commercial 
enrichment companies were to store tails on-site indefinitely, there would be some impacts from having to 
construct large storage facilities. Eventually, additional SMALL to MODERATE impacts would be 
incurred when the uranium would need to be de-converted to a more stable form for disposal.  

The Proposed Action, in comparison to the No-Action Alternative, would also have SMALL impacts on 
land use, historical and cultural resources, visual/scenic resources, air and water resources, geology and 
soils, noise, and environmental justice. Transportation impacts are expected to be MODERATE during 
the construction period due to increased traffic on New Mexico Highway 483. Otherwise, transportation 
impacts are expected to be SMALL. Wildlife populations on the proposed site will be altered during 
construction but will not be destabilized; therefore, direct and indirect impacts during construction to 
wildlife will be MODERATE. Overall impacts to wildlife and biotic communities from the construction, 
operations, and decommissioning of the proposed IIFP facility will be SMALL. 

Reasonable Alternatives were considered in comparison to the Proposed Action. One Reasonable 
Alternative considered includes other commercial enrichment plants constructing their own de-conversion 
facilities using their own technologies with impacts expected to be SMALL to MODERATE, depending 
upon the site-specific conditions. If those companies build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it 
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is expected that the land use impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are greater than the Proposed Action, 
if aqueous HF generated by the Reasonable Alternative is not marketable or sold. This potentially greater 
impact is due to the difference in the Reasonable Alternative technology that produces aqueous HF and in 
the treatment and generation of CaF2 waste if it cannot be sold. 

Another Reasonable Alternative is that two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities 
overseas, and they could choose to ship their DUF6 from the U.S. to their facilities for de-conversion. 
This alternative would require the other two enrichment companies in the U.S. to rely upon the No-Action 
Alternative or the Reasonable Alternatives stated in previous paragraphs. 

Those companies that have existing overseas facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 
overseas long-distances and may have to return the waste oxides to the United States for licensed disposal 
or may have to arrange with other countries for disposal. It is expected that transportation impacts for this 
option of shipping the DUF6 overseas may be greater than the Proposed Action. If those companies were 
to use their own technologies, it is expected that the aqueous HF, if not sold, would result in larger 
impacts than the Proposed Action.  

Conclusion 

The Proposed Action is to construct and operate a facility at Hobbs, New Mexico. Short-term impacts of 
the proposed IIFP facility on the public and the environment would be controlled and minimized to the 
extent practical with the implementation of mitigation measures and good resource management practices 
as described in Chapter 5. Considering both private and public benefits and costs, the proposed IIFP 
facility would result in socioeconomic net benefits in the affected communities. The construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of the proposed IIFP facility at the Hobbs, New Mexico site would 
require short-term uses of environmental resources that would have an overall SMALL adverse impact on 
the environment and the quality of life for the public. 
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AC   alternating current 
ACI   American Concrete Institute 
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AEP   American Electric Power 
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ATSDR  Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
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bgs   below ground surface 
BLM   Bureau of Land Management 
BLS   Bureau of Labor Statistics 
BMP  Best Management Practices 
BOD   biochemical oxygen demand 
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CA   Controlled Area 
CAA   Clean Air Act 
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CAM   Continuous Air Monitor 
CAP   Corrective Action Program 
CBG   Census Block Group 
CCZ   Contamination Control Zone 
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CFR   Code of Federal Regulations 
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COO   Chief Operating Officer 
CWA   Clean Water Act 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Report (ER) constitutes one portion of an application being submitted by 
International Isotopes Fluorine Products (IIFP) to construct and operate a facility that will utilize depleted 
uranium hexafluoride (DUF6) to produce high purity inorganic fluorides, uranium oxides, and anhydrous 
hydrofluoric acid (AHF). The proposed IIFP facility will be located near Hobbs, New Mexico (Figure 1-
1). The ER for this proposed facility serves two primary purposes. First, it provides information that is 
specifically required by the NRC to assist it in meeting its obligations under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (USC, 2009a) and the agency’s NEPA-implementing regulations. Second, it 
demonstrates that the environmental protection measures proposed by IIFP are adequate to protect both 
the environment and the health and safety of the public. 

 

Figure 1- 1 General Location of the Proposed IIFP 640-Acre Section 

IIFP has prepared this ER to meet the requirements specified in 10 CFR 51, Subpart A, particularly those 
requirements set forth in 10 CFR 51.45(b)-(e). The organization of this ER is generally consistent with 
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NUREG-1748, “Environmental Review Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with NMSS 
Programs, Final Report” (NRC, 2003a). 

This ER evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed IIFP facility. Accordingly, this document 
discusses the Proposed Action, the need for and purposes of the Proposed Action, applicable regulatory 
requirements, impacts, consequences, etc. as included in the following chapters: 

• Chapter 1, “Introduction of the Environmental Report,” identifies briefly the general Proposed 
Action, the affected region and site area, the Proposed Action schedule for implementation and 
the applicable regulations with the current status. 

• Chapter 2, “Alternatives,” describes in more detail the Proposed Action, process descriptions and 
considers the Reasonable Alternatives, if any, to the Proposed Action. 

• Chapter 3, “Description of the Affected Environment,” describes the proposed IIFP facility and 
the environment potentially affected by the Proposed Action. 

• Chapter 4, “Environmental Impacts,” presents and compares the potential impacts resulting from 
the Proposed Action and its alternatives. 

• Chapter 5, “Mitigation Measures,” identifies mitigation measures that could eliminate or lessen 
the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action. 

• Chapter 6, “Environmental Measurements and Monitoring Programs,” describes environmental 
measurements and monitoring programs. 

• Chapter 7, “Cost-Benefit Analysis,” provides a cost benefit analysis. 
• Chapter 8, “Summary of Environmental Consequences,” summarizes those environmental 

consequences of the Proposed Action. 
• Chapter 9 provides a list of references. 
• Chapter 10 provides a list of preparers. 

1.1  General Description of the IIFP Facility and Proposed Action 

International Isotopes Fluorine Products (IIFP), Inc., a wholly owned subsidiary of International Isotopes, 
Inc. (INIS), will build and operate a new uranium processing facility (plant) near Hobbs in Lea County, 
New Mexico. The IIFP Fluorine Extraction Process and Depleted Uranium De-conversion Plant 
(FEP/DUP) will provide services to the uranium enrichment industry for converting (de-conversion) 
depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUF6) into uranium oxide for long-term stable disposal.  

The IIFP facility will also include a commercial plant to produce specialty fluoride gas products for sale. 
High-purity silicon tetrafluoride (SiF4) and boron trifluoride (BF3) will be manufactured at the IIFP 
facility by utilizing the fluorine derived from the de-conversion of DUF6. The fluoride gas products are 
highly valuable for applications in the electronic, solar panel, and semi-conductor markets. In addition, 
anhydrous hydrogen fluoride (AHF) is a product of the de-conversion and is sold as a chemical in demand 
for various important industrial applications. 

Depleted uranium hexafluoride referred to as “tails” is the by-product of uranium enrichment. Enrichment 
is required as a vital step in the nuclear fuel cycle to produce fuel for nuclear reactors. All of the existing 
and planned commercial uranium enrichment processes use uranium hexafluoride (UF6) as the process 
feed gas to produce isotopic enriched UF6. Upon further processing, the enriched uranium material results 
in the desired nuclear fuel product. The depleted tails may have some residual value but will ultimately 
require disposal. A commercial service is needed in the U.S. to convert the DUF6 into the more stable 
uranium oxide for long term disposal. This process is generally referred to as “de-conversion”. IIFP is 
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proposing to design, engineer and license the nation’s first privately-owned commercial facility for de-
conversion of DUF6.  

DUF6 continually will be generated at existing and planned commercial uranium enrichment plants. 
Additional commercial uranium enrichment plants currently being built or planned in the U.S. will result 
in generation of increasingly large volumes of DUF6. One new commercial uranium enrichment plant is 
built and scheduled to start up within the next year. One other is licensed and under construction, and two 
others are in the engineering and licensing review stages. Large amounts of DUF6 tails material from 
those facilities will ultimately need de-conversion for stable disposal. The IIFP proposed action will serve 
much of that need by providing the commercial de-conversion capability at the IIFP facility near Hobbs, 
NM 

The IIFP initial Phase 1 plant, scheduled for operation by end of 2012 consists of two main chemical 
processes that, when integrated, will comprise the Fluorine Extraction Process and Depleted Uranium De-
conversion Plant (FEP/DUP). In performing the de-conversion services, IIFP utilizes the fluoride 
extracted from the DUF6 de-conversion to manufacture high-purity silicon tetrafluoride (SiF4) and boron 
trifluoride (BF3). These fluoride gas products are valuable materials for applications in the solar, 
semiconductor, and electronics industries. In addition, anhydrous hydrogen fluoride (AHF) is a by-
product of the de-conversion process and is sold as a high demand chemical for various industrial 
applications. 

In the Phase 1 processes, the DUF6 is received from the toll service de-conversion customer, vaporized in 
containment-type autoclaves and fed to a reaction vessel where the DUF6 reacts with gaseous hydrogen to 
produce DUF4 and anhydrous hydrofluoric acid (AHF). The DUF4 is withdrawn from the reaction vessel 
as a powdered solid and transferred to the FEP building. The AHF is condensed, packaged into approved 
tank trailers; the product sold and shipped to customers for use in industrial chemical applications. In the 
FEP process, the DUF4 derived from the de-conversion process is mixed with either silicon dioxide (SiO2) 
or boron oxide (B2O3) and the mix is heated in a rotary calciner to effect the reaction for producing the 
SiF4 and BF3, respectively. The product off-gas (either SiF4 or BF3) passes through pre-condensers to 
remove trace impurities mainly hydrogen fluoride. The purified product is collected in a cold trap system 
operating at cryogenic temperature, then evaporated and compressed into storage containers where it is 
later packaged into customer or transporter-owned containers for shipment to the customer. Final off-
gases, consisting primarily of nitrogen, air, hydrofluoric acid (HF) and trace quantities of fluoride are 
treated in a 3-stage scrubbing system, before being venting to the atmosphere. Process liquors from the 
scrubber system are treated to regenerate and recycle the scrubber treating agent for reuse in the 3-stage 
scrubbing system. Uranium oxide from the second-stage reaction vessel is packaged and shipped to an 
off-site licensed disposal facility. 

The future Phase 2 facility will be an expansion of the Phase 1 facility, which provides additional de-
conversion capability using a chemical process for direct de-conversion of DUF6 to uranium oxide. The 
Phase 2 plant is scheduled to be built and operational by mid- 2016. In the Phase 2 process, DUF6 is 
received from the toll-service de-conversion customer, vaporized in containment-type autoclaves and fed 
to a first-stage reaction vessel where the DUF6 reacts with a steam-HF vapor mix to produce depleted 
uranyl oxyfluoride (DUO2F2) and concentrated HF vapor. The DUO2F2 is withdrawn as a powder and fed 
to a second-stage reaction vessel and heated with steam to form uranium oxide powder and HF vapor. The 
HF vapors from both of the reaction vessel stages are condensed and fed to a fractional distillation 
column where AHF is withdrawn from the top of the column and aqueous HF is taken from the bottom 
and recycled as feed reactant to the first-stage reaction vessel. The AHF is packaged into approved tank 
trailers; the product is sold and shipped to customers for use in industrial chemical applications. Uranium 
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oxide from the second-stage reaction vessel is packaged and shipped to an off-site licensed disposal 
facility. 

Construction of the Phase 1 plant is expected to begin in late 2011 and start up in the late 2012. The 
expansion construction for a Phase 2 plant is expected to begin in 2015 and operations start up in late 
2016. At the end of its useful life, the plant would be decommissioned consistent with the 
decommissioning plan that is developed and submitted in the IIFP License Application, Chapter 10, 
“Decommissioning”. 

IIFP is designing the company’s Phase 1 plant annual capacity for de-converting approximately 300 
DUF6 cylinders per year; equivalent to about 7.3 million pounds of DUF6 per year (lb/yr) or 3.3 million 
kilograms per year (kg/yr). The Phase 1 plant also has a designed production capacity of approximately 2 
million lb/yr (0.9 million kg/yr) of specialty fluoride products, and 1 million lb/yr (0.45 million kg/yr) 
AHF.  

Upon completion of Phase 2, the integrated facility will have an overall total de-conversion capacity of 
nearly 800 DUF6 cylinders; about 21.7 million lb/yr (9.8 million kg/yr) DUF6. Nearly 5.7 million lb/yr 
(2.6 million kg/yr) of AHF product is projected to be produced and sold. A schematic of the process flows 
and designed operational capacity for the plant is presented as Figure 1-2. A more detailed description of 
the IIFP Facility processes and the Facility site plan illustrating buildings and layout are provided in 
Chapter 2 of the ER. 

 

All uranium in the above flowchart is “depleted”. 
Figure 1- 2 Projected IIFP Facility Estimated Annual Capacity 
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1.2  Purpose and Need for Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action is the issuance of an NRC license under Title 10 Code of Federal Regulations Part 
40, “Domestic Licensing of Source Material” for the IIFP plant. The license application and supporting 
documentation addresses pre-license construction, construction after license approval and operation of a 
facility to utilize depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUF6) to produce high-purity inorganic fluorides, 
uranium oxides, and anhydrous hydrofluoric acid. There is no known existing or planned private 
commercial de-conversion capacity in the U.S. or in this hemisphere. This ER is prepared and submitted 
for both the Phase 1 and Phase 2 facilities.  

IIFP is currently requesting an NRC license for a possession limit of 750,000 kilograms of depleted 
uranium (kg U) during Phase 1. Prior to the Phase 2 expansion, IIFP will prepare and submit an amended 
license application for the Phase 2 facility, including a possession of up to 2,200,000 kilograms of 
depleted uranium. The environmental impact evaluation conducted by this ER has been prepared for the 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 integrated facility. The average projected on-site inventories of uranium materials 
and major chemicals for both phases of the facility are presented in Table 1-1. IIFP has a written  

Table 1- 1 Phase 1 and Phase 2 Facility Inventories 

Material 
Maximum Limit 

Agreement with New 
Mexico1 

Projected Average 
 Phase 1 

Projected Average 
 Phase 2 

Total Depleted Uranium  
(DUF6, DUO2 and DUF4)2 

4,851,000 lbs 
(2,200,000 kg) See Note 2 See Note 2 

DUF6 See Note 2 15-20 full cylinders 25-50 full cylinders 

DUF6 in Process See Note 2 43,000-66,000 lbs 
(19,500-30,000 kg) 

82,000-130,000 lbs 
(37,300-59,000 kg) 

DUF4 See Note 2 140,000-300,000 lbs 
(63,600-136,400 kg) 

140,000-300,000 lbs 
(63,600-136,400 kg) 

Uranium Oxides as DUO2 See Note 2 340,000-470,000 lbs 
(154,500-213,600 kg) 

600,000-990,000 lbs 
(272,000-450,000 kg) 

HF (aqueous) 51,400 lbs 
(23,300 kg) 

10,000-15,000 lbs 
(4,500-6,800 kg) 

40,000-48,000 lbs 
(18,200-21,800kg) 

AHF 99,200 lbs 
(45,000 kg) 

31,000-35,000 lbs 
(14,000-15,900 kg) 

40,000-50,000 lbs 
(18,200-22,700 kg) 

SiF4  (Packaged + 
 in process) 

142,700 lbs 
(64,700 kg) 

48,000-70,000 lbs 
(21,800-31,800 kg) 

48,000-70,000 lbs 
(21,800-31,800 kg) 

BF3 (Packaged +  
in process) 

49,400 lb 
(22,400 kg) 

17,000-33,000 lbs 
(7,800-15,000 kg) 

17,000-33,000 lbs 
(7,800-15,000 kg) 

KOH 17,900 lbs 
(8,100 kg) 

15,000-17,000 lbs 
(6,800-7,700 kg) 

15,000-17,000 lbs 
(6,800-7,700 kg) 

CaF2 
80,500 lbs 
(36,500 kg) 

45,000-50,000 lbs 
(20,400-22,700 kg) 

45,000-50,000 lbs 
(20,400-22,700 kg) 

1 IIFP Integrated Plant Maximum Inventories submitted to the State of Mexico per Agreement.  
2 Projected Averages: see individual breakdowns for DUF6 in cylinders and in process; DUF4 and DUO2. Maximum limits Total Depleted 
Uranium includes limits for DUF6 in cylinders and in process; DUF4 and DUO2.  
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agreement with the New Mexico Environment Department (NMED) on maximum limits of total uranium 
and chemical inventories. 

1.2.1 Need for Proposed Action 

De-conversion of DUF6, on a plant scale, is being performed in Europe; however, there is no commercial 
de-conversion capability at present in the United States. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is 
building two facilities for depleted uranium de-conversion, one in Paducah, Kentucky and the other in 
Piketon, Ohio. Those DOE facilities are intended to process the tens of thousands of depleted uranium 
hexafluoride cylinder inventory backlog that DOE already has waiting to be processed (See Figure 1-3, 
“UF6 Cylinders Stored at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant.”) By most accounts the processing of 
existing DOE inventory may require from 20 to 25 years, potentially leaving the private commercial 
sector without a commercial alternative for de-conversion services for a long time. Additional details are 
provided in Section 2.1 “Detailed Description of Alternatives.” 

 

 

Figure 1- 3 UF6 Cylinders Stored at the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant 

1.2.2 Applicant for the Proposed Action 

The name and address of the responsible official is as follows: 

International Isotopes, Inc. 
Steve Laflin  
President and Chief Executive Officer (CEO) 
4137 Commerce Circle 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401 

The President and CEO of International Isotopes is Steve Laflin, a citizen of the United States of 
America. International Isotope’s principal location for business is Idaho Falls, Idaho. The proposed IIFP 
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facility will be located in Lea County, near Hobbs, New Mexico. No other companies will be present or 
operating on the IIFP owner-controlled property other than services specifically contracted by IIFP. 

IIFP is responsible for the design, quality assurance, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
FEP/DUP facility. The President reports to the International Isotopes Board of Directors.  

1.2.3 Projected Construction and Operational Startup Schedules 

Construction of the Phase 1 plant is expected to begin in late 2011 and start up of operations in the late 
2012. IIFP intends to request an exemption for some pre-license construction that could start by early 
2011. In this ER, pre-license construction is considered in evaluating the environmental impacts. It is 
anticipated that approval for pre-license construction will be obtained and that some selective 
construction activities will be accomplished prior to issuance of a license by NRC. These pre-license 
construction activities will be preparatory in nature and will not involve any process or safety related 
equipment or systems. 

Construction of the Phase 2 plant is expected to begin in early 2015 and start up of operations is project to 
begin in mid-year 2016. At the end of its useful life, the plant will be decommissioned consistent with the 
decommissioning plan that is developed and being submitted in the IIFP license application. 

Costs for Capital investment, construction, operation and decommissioning are discussed in this ER 
Chapter 7. 

Major milestones are shown in Table 1-2. 

Table 1- 2 Project Major Milestones 

Milestones Projected Date 
Submit Licensing Application to NRC for Phase 1 
Facility 

End of 2009 

Environmental Report to NRC for Phases 1 and 2 End of 2009 
Complete Engineering for Phase 1 3rd Quarter 2011 
Start Pre-Licensing Construction Early 2011 
Obtain NRC License for Phase 1 3rd Quarter 2011 
Initiate Phase 1 Facility Construction 3rd Quarter 2011 
Complete Construction of Phase 1 Facility 3rd Quarter 2012 
Start up Phase 1 Facility  4th Quarter 2012 
Submit Phase 2 amended License Application 2nd Quarter 2013 
Complete Phase 2 Engineering and Initiate Phase 2 
Facility Construction 

1st Quarter 2015 

Complete Construction of Phase 2 Facility 1st Quarter 2016 
Startup Phase 2 Plant  2nd Quarter 2016 

1.3 Basis of the IIFP Facility Design and Technology 

1.3.1 Background 

IIFP has acquired patents and developed technology for producing high-purity fluoride products utilizing 
the otherwise waste fluorine contained in depleted uranium tails. The company built and operated a 
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relatively small-scale germanium tetrafluoride (GeF4) testing and production facility in Idaho using FEP 
technology. As part of its patent acquisitions, IIFP obtained substantial technical information, data and 
results from larger-scale pilot plant operations of the former patent-owners. IIFP plans to make the new 
FEP/DUP facility into a larger plant for manufacturing silicon tetrafluoride (SiF4) and boron trifluoride 
(BF3), both of which are in demand commercially. 

DUF4 is the major raw material in supplying the fluorine for production of high-purity fluoride products 
when using the FEP technology. The DUF4 obtained from de-conversion of DUF6 results in the by-
product AHF, which is a very marketable. The company has been using DUF4 obtained from DOE 
residual inventories in its production of GeF4. Additional stock of DOE DUF4 is available during the near 
term for conducting pilot demonstrations of other FEP product options or for initial startup. The 
availability of those inventories, however, is limited both in volume and in the time frame that DOE 
seems willing to make the material available. There are not sufficient existing inventories of DOE DUF4 
to meet IIFP requirements for FEP product demand; therefore IIFP is building the DUF6 to DUF4 process 
as part of the Phase 1 facility. Likewise, the projected demand for de-conversion services is expected to 
exceed the demand for fluorine products. IIFP is proposing to build the Phase 2 plant for direct de-
conversion of DUF6 to uranium oxide to meet the projected growing need for de-conversion services for 
the uranium enrichment industries. 

1.3.2 Facility Environmental Design Philosophy 

The IIFP commercial plant conceptual design is based on: 1) applied chemistry, 2) pilot plant studies by 
IIFP and others, and 3) experiences in commercial operations of related uranium and fluorine industrial 
technologies. The concept considers and includes feasible engineering applications relative to 
environmental, radiological protection and safety found in similar facilities. The basis for selecting and 
developing the plant design concept is supported by: 

• Uranium hexafluoride technology for UF4 production is straight-forward. It has a proven track 
record on a plant scale with many years of operating experience at several facility locations.  

• The IIFP GeF4 process has been operated and is a general demonstration of the FEP process. That 
operational data and experience are available and useful in designing and operating a similar SiF4 
and BF3 process plants. 

• IIFP acquired the FEP patented technology from a prior owner who conducted relatively pilot-
scale demonstration tests for SiF4. This pilot testing provided “proof-in-principle” for the 
chemistry, reaction kinetics, product purity, certain operating parameters and continuous unit 
operations. 

• Reactions of UF6 with steam and water to produce uranium oxide are well known and 
demonstrated on a commercial scale.  

• Pyrohydrolyis of UO2F2 (an intermediate compound of the steam-UF6 reaction in the direct oxide 
process) is proven on a commercial scale (Morel, 2008). 

• Distillation in HF production plants is operated on an industrial scale by others for commercial 
sale of AHF. It follows the general principles of distillation process engineering. 

• Many of the filters, scrubbers and other release prevention measures are proven designs based on 
existing technologies and experience already in place in the chemical, gas and AHF industry.  

There is significant work in the project related to design, engineering and operation of process equipment 
and systems in safe manner. In an increasingly rigorous public health environment, the safe handling and 
processing of uranium hexafluoride and resulting fluoride products are of utmost importance. Those needs 
are being met in the IIFP facility through a strong environmental safety and health (ESH) design 
philosophy and synergy of the design and licensing teams. A concurrent engineering approach is being 
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implemented for licensing, development, safety analysis, environmental assessment, and the design and 
engineering activities.  

IIFP is committed to designing, constructing and operating a facility that meets all environmental 
regulatory requirements, minimizes the environmental impact and is safe to both the public and 
employees. For example, gaseous or particulate emissions from process equipment are cleaned or 
captured using multi-stage scrubbing or particulate collection systems. The systems are configured in 
series to ensure the desired efficiency of removal and also to provide back-up protection if operational 
parameters were to deviate from the normal. Chemical treating solutions used in cleaning air emissions 
are regenerated in an environmental protection process (EPP) and recycled for reuse in the air emission 
scrubber systems. Most of these redundant systems are not required to meet environmental standards but 
are incorporated because of IIFP’s stringent philosophy for eliminating, as much as possible, any 
discharge to the environment.  

The strategy of minimizing impacts to the environment, safety and health are addressed through an 
engineering design philosophy that includes: 1) minimizing inventories of chemicals stored on site and 
subsequently minimizing source terms, 2) installing secondary containment of potential chemical hazards 
where needed, 3) minimizing the use of intake water, 4) adopting a process water zero-discharge to the 
environment design, 5) re-circulation and re-use of necessary cooling water, 6) double-contingency and 
redundancy on selected key systems, 7) defense-in-depth layers of protection with first priority on 
engineered controls where needed, 8) multi-treatment devices configured in series , and 9) “green” 
techniques for providing alternative energy supply sources where feasible. 

1.3.2.1 Design Basis and Philosophy for Minimum Environmental Impact 

The design philosophy and subsequent engineering control criteria for the overall plant relative to 
Environmental, Safety, and Health (ESH) include: 

• Water intake and its usage are minimized; currently estimated at an average of 3 to 4.5 
thousand gallons per day. 

• Design and engineering with respect to seismic events and consequences is being based on 
“g-force” lateral movement relative to a minimum 2,500-year return period.  

• Solar panels are used where feasible to power selected outside and building lighting and some 
auxiliaries. 

• Ground water source heat pump loops are designed and installed where feasible to provide 
heat and cooling to auxiliary buildings. 

• Uranium hexafluoride cylinders are controlled inside a containment-type autoclave when 
being heated or fed to the process. DUF6 cylinders are not lifted or transported when the 
material inside the cylinder in a liquid state. 

• Air coolers or chillers are used to achieve the desired cooling temperatures by recirculation in 
the process, thereby avoiding once-through cooling water directly or indirectly. 

• Air emission sources are controlled and minimized by using 2-3 stage in-series scrubber and 
dust collection systems for gaseous emissions and particulates, respectively for in-depth 
layers of control. 

• Wastewater is minimized at the point source with a design target of no process water 
discharge to surface waters or ground. Process water is treated and recycled for reuse in the 
scrubber systems or for return as make-up water to some processes. This water treatment 
facility is called the Environmental Protection Process (EPP). 

• Areas where AHF is collected or stored and where significant AHF potential source terms are 
involved are in a containment-type building that includes fluoride detection, automatic 
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isolation valves, and automatic water deluge spray system. Likewise, packaging areas where 
truck tube-trailers for AHF and FEP products are loaded are inside a containment-type 
building including detection, automatic isolation valves and water deluge spray system. 
Packaging of SiF4 or BF3 into small customer-owned cylinders is performed inside enclosed 
packaging manifolds and vented to an emergency scrubber in event of a leak or release.  

• Dust collection systems are designed to capture solid uranium particulate materials at the 
source and to eliminate spread of those materials during maintenance. 

• Purge and evacuation systems are included to control emissions prior to and during opening 
of equipment and systems that may contain hazardous vapors or gases. 

• Exhaust hood and capture systems are located in selected general areas where there are 
hazardous materials to provide back-up emergency control and evacuation in event of leak. 
Exhausts are sent to a scrubbing system to treat the emission. 

• Process areas where chemicals or hazardous materials are stored or processed are provided 
where applicable with pad areas including containment-type dikes or curbing. Pumps and 
conduits are installed for transporting leaked or spilled materials either back to storage or to 
the EPP for treatment. 

• Containment-type hoods and boxes are used where withdrawal of hazardous material samples 
are taken for necessary analysis. 

• Storm water sewer systems are designed for a 100-year return period maximum 1-hour 
rainstorm. Storm water runoff is collected in double-lined retention (evaporation) basins with 
capacity equal to or greater the 100-year case.  

• Sanitary water usage is minimized by design of water-saving shower, lavatory and toilet 
fixtures. Sanitary wastewater is tertiary treated, with resulting biomass sent to a licensed 
receiving off-site facility. Treated sanitary water is either evaporated or used on site for 
landscape or tree watering. 

1.3.2.2 Design Basis Standards and Codes 

The primary applicable codes and standards (editions applicable at time of design) for the design and 
building requirements of the IIFP Facility include the following: 

• Uniform Plumbing Code (UPC) as amended by the New Mexico Plumbing Code 
(NMPC). 

• International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) as amended by the New Mexico Energy 
Conservation Code (NMECC). 

• Uniform Mechanical Code (UMC) as amended by the New Mexico Mechanical Code 
(NMMC). 

• International Building Code (IBC) as amended by the New Mexico Commercial Building 
Code (NMCBC). 

• National Electrical Code (NEC) as amended by the New Mexico Electrical Code 
(NMEC). 

• International Fire Code (IFC). 
• NFPA 10 Portable Fire Extinguishers. 
• NFPA 13 Installation of Sprinkler Systems. 
• NFPA 20 Installation of Stationary Pumps for Fire Protection. 
• NFPA 22 Water Tanks for Private Fire Protection. 
• NFPA 24 Installation of Private Fire Service Mains and Their Appurtenances. 
• NFPA 45 Fire Protection for Laboratories Using Chemicals. 
• NFPA 54 National Fuel Gas Code. 
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• NFPA 55 Storage, Use and Handling of Compressed Gases and Cryogenic Fluids in 
Portable and Stationary Containers, Cylinders and Tanks. 

• NFPA 72 National Fire Alarm Code. 
• NFPA 85 Boiler and Combustion Systems Hazards Codes. 
• NFPA 90A Installation of Air-conditioning and Ventilating Systems. 
• NFPA 90B Installation of Warm Air Heating and Air-conditioning Systems. 
• NFPA 101 Life Safety Code – 2006 Edition. 
• NFPA 110 Emergency and Standby Power Systems. 
• NFPA 430 Storage of Liquid and Solid Oxidizers 
• NFPA 780 Installation of Lightning Protection Systems. 
• NFPA 801 Fire Protection for Facilities Handling Radioactive Materials. 
• ASME/ANSI B16 Standard for Pipe and Fittings. 
• ASME/ANSI B31 Pressure Piping (includes, power piping, process piping, gas piping, 

etc.). 
• ASME Section VIII, Div 1 Design and Fabrication of Pressure Vessels. Latest Edition. 
• API 620 Design and Fabrication of Atmospheric Storage Tanks. 
• AISC Standards for Steel Construction. 
• ASTM Standards for Steel Building Construction. 
• ACI for Concrete Construction. 

The abbreviations of the organizations for the codes and standards are listed in Table 1-3. 

Table 1- 3 Abbreviations for Codes and Standards 

Code/Standard Organization 
NFPA National Fire Protection Association 
ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers 
ANSI American National Standards Institute 
API American Petroleum Institute 

AISC American Institute of Steel Construction 
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials 

ACI American Concrete Institute 

1.3.3 The Proposed Site 

The Proposed IIFP Site is located in a 640-acre Section of Southeast New Mexico, approximately 23 km 
(14 mi) west of Hobbs, New Mexico (population 28,657). The site is located in Lea County, 
approximately 27 km (17 mi) west of the Texas state border, 85 km (53 mi) northwest of Andrews, Texas 
(population 10,182) and 308 km (242 mi) southeast of Albuquerque, New Mexico (population 712,728). 
The nearest large population center (>100,000 population) and commercial airport is the Midland-Odessa, 
Texas area which is approximately 134 km (83 mi) to the southeast. See Figure 1-4, “IIFP Location in 
Southeastern New Mexico.” 

Lea County is situated with elevations varying from approximately 884 m (2,900 ft) in the southeast to 
approximately 1341 m (4,400 ft) in the northwest with an average elevation of 1,220 m (4,000 ft) above 
mean sea level (msl). Lea County covers 11,381 km2 (4,393 mi2) or approximately 1,138,114 ha 
(2,822,522 acres) which is three times the size of Rhode Island and only slightly smaller than 
Connecticut. From north to south, Lea County spans 173 km (108 mi); the county spans 70 km (44 mi) 
from east to west at its widest point. 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 1-12 

The site is located approximately 23 km (14 mi) west of the nearest city, which is Hobbs, New Mexico 
(population 28,657). The site lies along the north side of U.S. Highways 62/180 (U.S. 62/180) and the 
east side of New Mexico Highway 483 (NM 483). Refer to Figure 1-5, “Location of the Proposed IIFP 
Site.” U.S. 62/180 intersects NM 18 providing access from the city of Hobbs south to Eunice and Jal. 
New Mexico 132 runs north from Hobbs at the intersection with U.S 62/180 to Knowles and Denver City. 

The Proposed IIFP Site location will be carved out of 958.7 ha (2,369 ac) in Township 18S, Range 37E, 
Sections 26, 27, 34, and 35. The approximate center of the IIFP Site is located approximately at latitude 
32 degrees and 43 min North and 103 degrees and 20 min West longitude. 

U.S. 62/180 runs southwest to Carlsbad, New Mexico, approximately 50 miles from the proposed site. 
U.S. 62/180 runs east through Seminole, Texas, 28 miles from Hobbs to Forth Worth, Texas, 340 miles 
from the site. 

 

Figure 1- 4 IIFP Location in Southeastern New Mexico 

The IIFP Site is currently owned by the State of New Mexico and is being transferred to Lea County and 
then will be transferred to INIS for use for construction of this project. The transfer process is expected to 
be completed by the end of 2009. In the interim, the State of New Mexico has granted a 6-month right of 
access to the property. A preliminary archeological survey and legacy characterization of the property has 
been completed. See Section 1.4.7, “Surveys Conducted,” for the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
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for information on the legacy characterization of the site. For complete details for the archeological 
survey, see Section 3.8.2, “Archaeological or Historic Surveys.” 

The site is undeveloped and some portions utilized by the oil and gas and the electrical industries. Several 
power lines and underground power lines run generally east to west and several gas pipelines run north 
and west as well as east to west. See Section 1.4.7, “Surveys Conducted,” for a listing of transmission 
lines, pipelines, and other miscellaneous structures and facilities on the site. 

Surrounding property consists of vacant land and the industrial Xcel Energy Cunningham Station on the 
west boundary (NM 483) of the IIFP proposed property line, Xcel Energy Maddox Station on the east 
side, and Colorado Energy Station on the northeast of the site. Cattle grazing, on nearby sites, occurs 
throughout the year. Land around the proposed site has been mostly developed by the oil and gas 
industry. The nearest residence is situated at the northeast of the Site approximately 8.5 km (5.3 mi) from 
the northern boundary. There are no known public recreational areas within 8 km (5 mi) of the Site. 

 

Figure 1- 5 Location of the Proposed IIFP Site 

1.4 Applicable Regulatory Requirements and Status 

In addition to the NRC licensing and regulatory requirements, a variety of environmental regulations 
apply to the IIFP plant during the construction and operational phases. These regulations require permits 
from, consultations with, or approvals by, other governing or regulatory agencies. 

NM 483 

US 62/180 



ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 1-14 

1.4.1 Federal Agencies 

This section describes the Federal laws, regulations, Executive Orders, and agencies that apply or are 
involved with licensing and permitting of the IIFP Facility. The facility is privately owned and operated. 
Under this scenario, NRC is the licensor of the facility. 

1.4.1.1 National Environmental Policy Act  

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as Amended (42 U.S.C. §4321 et seq.) 
establishes national environmental policy and goals for the protection, maintenance, and enhancement of 
the environment to ensure all Americans a safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally 
pleasing environment. NEPA provides a process for implementing these specific goals within the Federal 
agencies responsible for the action. As part of the licensing process for the proposed facilities, the NRC 
will prepare an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) in accordance with the NEPA requirements and NRC 
regulations [10 Part 51; CFR, 2009d)] for the implementing NEPA. 

1.4.1.2 Atomic Energy Act  

The Atomic Energy Act, of 1954, as amended (42 U.S.C. §2011 et seq.) 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 sector. When the license application for the proposed facilities is 
approved, the NRC would license and regulate the possession, use, storage, and transfer of licensed 
nuclear materials to protect public health and safety as stipulated in 10 CFR Parts 20, 30, 40, and 70 
(CFR, 2009b; CFR, 2009c; CFR, 2009f).  

The primary governing regulations would be: a) 10 CFR Part 40 (CFR, 2009c), “Domestic Licensing of 
Source Material,” which provides requirements for a license to possess and use source nuclear materials 
and b) applicable parts10 CFR Part 70, “Domestic Licensing of Special Nuclear Material,” specifically 
Subpart (H)(CFR, 2009f). Subpart (H) particularly addresses requirements in paragraph 70.61 and 70.72 
as those pertaining to performance requirements, safety program, and Integrated Safety Analysis (ISA). 

Other applicable regulations include 10 CFR Part 20 (CFR, 2009a), “Standards for Protection against 
Radiation,” 10 CFR Part 30 (CFR, 2009b), “Rules of General Applicability to Domestic Licensing of By-
product Material,” and 40 CFR 71 (CFR, 2009m), “Packing and Transportation of Radioactive Material.” 
Either of the primary regulations, 10 CFR Part 40 or 10 CFR Part 70, invoke Appendix B of 10 CFR Part 
50 for “Quality Assurance,” where applicable, 10 CFR Part 51(CFR, 2009d) for implementation of NEPA 
for NRC decisions on granting licenses, and 10 CFR Parts 73, 74, and 75 for physical protection, material 
control and accountability, and International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) requirements, if applicable. 
Other NRC regulations such as 10 CFR Parts 2, 10, 11, 25, 26, 95, 170 and 171 may apply in the 
licensing process, such as security, special nuclear material access authorization, fitness-for-duty, NRC 
fees, and other programs required for the license. 

The NRC principal guidance documents being followed by IIFP personnel for environmental assessment 
and safety analysis in developing the license application are: 1) the “Standard Review Plan for the Review 
of a License Application for a Fuel Cycle Facility,” NUREG-1520, Final Report, (NRC, 2002c) or most 
recent revision, and 2) the “Environmental Review Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with 
NMSS Programs,” NUREG 1748, Final Report, (NRC, 2003a), or most recent revision. 
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1.4.1.3 Clean Air Act  

The Clean Air Act (CAA) as Amended (42 U.S.C. §7401 et seq.) establishes regulations to ensure air 
quality and authorizes individual States to manage permits. The Clean Air Act: (1) requires the EPA to 
establish NAAQS as necessary to protect the public health with an adequate margin of safety, from an 
known or anticipated adverse effects of a regulated pollutant (42 U.S.C. §7409 et seq.); (2) requires 
establishment of national standards of performance for new or modified stationary sources of atmospheric 
pollutants (42 U.S.C. §7411); (3) requires specific emission increases to be evaluated so as to prevent a 
significant deterioration in air quality (42 U.S.C. §7470 et seq.); and (4) requires specific standards for 
releases of hazardous air pollutants (including radionuclides) (42 U.S.C. §7412). These standards are 
implemented through implementation plans developed by each State with EPA approval. CAA requires 
sources to meet air quality standards and obtain permits to satisfy those standards. CCA authority has 
been delegated to the state of New Mexico. 

1.4.1.4 Clean Water Act  

The Clean Water Act (CWA) as amended (33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq.) requires the EPA to set national 
effluent limitations and water-quality standards, and establishes a regulatory program for enforcement. 
Specifically, Section 402(a) of the Act establishes water-quality standards for contaminants in surface 
waters. The CWA requires a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit before 
discharging any point source pollutant into waters of the U.S. EPA Region 6 administers this program 
with an oversight review by the New Mexico Environment Department Water Quality Bureau 
(NMED/WQB). The NPDES General Permit for Industrial Stormwater is required for point source 
discharge of stormwater runoff from industrial or commercial facilities to State waters. Construction of 
the proposed facilities would require an NPDES Construction Stormwater General Permit from EPA 
Region 6 and an oversight review by the NMED/WQB. Section 401 of the CWA requires States to certify 
that the permitted discharge would comply with all limitations necessary to meet established State water-
quality standards, treatment standards, or schedule of compliance. Section 404 of the CWA requires a 
permit to place dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. The EPA implements the CWA in 40 CFR 
100-135. 

In April 2004, the State of New Mexico began the process of assuming NPDES permitting 
responsibilities within the State (NMED, 2004a). Jurisdiction would be transferred from the EPA Region 
6 to the New Mexico Environment Department Surface Water Quality Bureau. After the transfer of 
jurisdiction is complete, State implementation of NPDES permitting would be phased in over a five-year 
period (NMED, 2004b). 

1.4.1.5 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act  

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) as Amended (42 U.S.C. §6901 et seq.) requires 
the EPA to define and identify hazardous waste; establish standards for its transportation, treatment, 
storage, and disposal; and require permits for persons engaged in hazardous waste activities. Section 3006 
of the RCRA (42 U.S.C. §6926) allows States to establish and administer these permit programs with 
EPA approval. EPA Region 6 has delegated regulatory jurisdiction to the New Mexico Environment 
Department Hazardous Waste Bureau for nearly all aspects of permitting in accordance with the New 
Mexico Hazardous Waste Act. Regulations imposed on a generator or on a treatment, storage, and/or 
disposal facility vary according to the type and quantity of material or waste generated, treated, stored, 
and/or disposed. IIFP plans to sell CaF2 that is a by-product of the process water treatment and recycle. 
The Proposed IIFP Facility may be classified as a large quantity generator of hazardous waste (meaning it 
is expected to generate more than 1,000 kg (2,200 lb) of such waste per month) in the event that the CaF2 
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generated at the EPP is not sold as a by-product. See Section 4.13, “Waste Management Impacts.” 
Hazardous wastes are not disposed of on site; instead, IIFP plans to store any RCRA wastes on site for 
less than 90 days and then transfer the waste to appropriately permitted treatment, storage, and disposal 
facilities. 

The RCRA addresses underground storage tanks (USTs) containing petroleum products or hazardous 
chemicals. The NMED has also been authorized to by EPA to regulate USTs in accordance with 20.5 
NMAC. NMED also regulates above ground petroleum storage tanks. There is no UST at the IIFP facility 
site. 

1.4.1.6 Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act  

The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980 as Amended (42 U.S.C. §2021 et seq.) amended the 
Atomic Energy Act to specify that the Federal Government is responsible for disposal of low-level 
radioactive waste generated by its activities. States are responsible for non-federal low-level radioactive 
waste generated in their state. The Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980 provides for and 
encourages interstate compacts to carry out the State responsibilities. Low-level radioactive waste would 
be generated from activities conducted from the proposed facilities. Low-Level radioactive waste from 
the IIFP facility will be sent to a licensed disposal facility. 

1.4.1.7 Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act  

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986, 42 U.S.C. §11001 et seq., (also 
known as Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) Title III) which is the major 
amendment to the Comprehensive, Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
(42 U.S.C. § 9601), establishes the requirements for the Federal, State, and local governments, Indian 
tribes, and industry regarding emergency planning and “Community Right-to-Know” reporting on 
hazardous and toxic chemicals. The “Community Right-to-Know” provisions increase the public’s 
knowledge and access to information on chemicals at individual facilities, their uses, and releases into the 
environment. States and communities working with facilities can use the information to improve chemical 
safety and protect public health and the environment. This Act requires emergency planning and notice to 
communities and government agencies concerning the presence and release of specific chemicals. IIFP 
has prepared an Emergency Plan, received comments from local community emergency service 
organization relative to this plan. The EPA implements this Act under regulations found in 40 CFR Parts 
355, 370, and 372 (CFR, 2009ff). This Act requires the proposed facilities to report on hazardous and 
toxic chemicals used and produced at the facility, and to establish emergency planning procedures in 
coordination with the local communities and government agencies. New Mexico has parallel legislation. 

1.4.1.8 Safe Drinking Water Act  

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) as Amended (42 U.S.C. §300f et seq.) was enacted to protect the 
quality of public water supplies and sources of drinking water. The New Mexico Environment 
Department Drinking Water Bureau, under 42 U.S.C. §300g-2 of the Act, established standards applicable 
to public water systems. These regulations include maximum contaminant levels (including those for 
radioactivity) in public water systems. Other programs established by the SDWA include the Sole Source 
Aquifer Program, the Wellhead Protection Program, and the Underground Injection Control Program. In 
addition, the Act seeks to protect underground sources of drinking water from contaminated releases and 
spills (for example, implementing a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan). The EPA-
delegated authority is responsible for ensuring compliance with the SDWA’s national Primary Drinking 
Water Standards by approving the NMED’s Drinking Water Regulations (DWRs). IIFP plans to have two 
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wells into the Ogallala Aquifer and a small packaged water treatment facility that will meet the SDWA 
requirements. 

1.4.1.9 Noise Control Act  

The Noise Control Act of 1972, as Amended (42 U.S.C. §4901 et seq.) delegates the responsibility of 
noise control to state and local governments. Commercial facilities are required to comply with Federal, 
State, interstate, and local requirements regarding noise control. Lea County does not have a local noise 
control ordinance. Design of equipment will consider noise control as a key design element. Based on the 
current design concept, there is no significant concern that IIFP processes and equipment would present 
unique issues with respect to noise control. 

1.4.1.10  National Historic Preservation Act  

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as Amended (16 U.S.C. §470 et seq.) was 
enacted to create a national historic preservation program, including the National Register of Historic 
Places and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). Section 106 of the NHPA requires 
Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties. The Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation regulations implementing Section 106, found in 36 CFR Part 800, were 
revised and became effective on August 5, 2004. These regulations call for public involvement in the 
Section 106 consultation process, including Indian tribes and other interested members of the public, as 
applicable. No major issue is identified that would preclude licensing and permitting the proposed site. 

1.4.1.11  Endangered Species Act  

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as Amended (16 U.S.C. §1531 et seq.) was enacted to 
prevent further decline of endangered and threatened species and to restore those species and their critical 
habitats. Section 7 of the Act requires consultation with either or both the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services 
(USFWS) of the U.S. Department of the Interior and the National Marine Fisheries Service of the U.S. 
Department of Commerce to determine whether endangered and threatened species or their critical 
habitats are known to be in the vicinity of the Proposed Action. There is no known threatened or 
endangered species on the Site. The State of New Mexico has similar legislation. 

1.4.1.12  Occupational Safety and Health Act  

The Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, as Amended (29 U.S.C. §651 et seq.) establishes 
standards to enhance safe and healthy working conditions in places of employment throughout the United 
States. The Act is administered and enforced by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA), a U.S. Department of Labor agency. The identification, classification, and regulation of 
potential occupational carcinogens are found in 29 CFR §1990.101 (CFR, 2009mm), while the standards 
pertaining to hazardous materials are listed in 29 CFR §1910.120 (CFR, 2009g). The OSHA regulates 
mitigation requirements and mandates proper training and equipment for workers. New Mexico 
implements State OSHA statutes. The Proposed IIFP Facility complies with required the requirements of 
these regulations. 

1.4.1.13  Hazardous Materials Transportation Act  

The Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (49 U.S.C §1801 et seq.) regulates transportation of 
hazardous material (including radioactive material) in and between States. According to the Act, States 
may regulate the transport of hazardous material as long as they are consistent with the Act or the U.S. 
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Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations provided in 49 CFR Parts 171-177 (CFR, 2009hh; CFR, 
2009ii; CFR, 2009ii). Title 49 CFR Part 173, Subpart I, contains regulations regarding packaging for 
transportation of radionuclides. Transportation of the hazardous material (including radioactive material) 
to and from the proposed facilities requires compliance with the DOT regulations. 

1.4.1.14  Environmental Standards for Uranium Fuel Cycle  

These regulations (40 CFR Part 190, Subpart B) (CFR, 2009u) establish the maximum doses to the body 
or organs resulting from operational normal releases received by members of the public. These 
regulations were promulgated under the authority of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended and have 
been incorporated by reference in the NRC regulations in 10 CFR §20.1301(e). Portions of the proposed 
facilities require compliance with these regulations for any emissions from normal operations. 

1.4.1.15  National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants  

The IIFP Site is being licensed by the NRC. Subsequently, radionuclide releases in “National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants” (NESHAPS) (40 CFR Part 61; CFR, 2009k) are likely to be 
exempt from NESHAPS in accordance with Subpart I. During the federal and State permitting process, 
any changes in NESHAPS requirements will be re-evaluated.  

1.4.2 Applicable Executive Orders 

1.4.2.1 Executive Order 11514  

This Executive Order (EO, 1970) directs Federal agencies to monitor and control their activities to protect 
and enhance the quality of the environment. It also requires the agencies to include the public in the 
decision-making process for agency actions. The public will be included in any environmental evaluations 
performed by NRC. 

1.4.2.2 Executive Order 11988 

This Executive Order (EO, 1977) directs Federal agencies to establish procedures to ensure that the 
potential effects of flood hazards and floodplain management are considered for any action undertaken in 
a floodplain and that floodplain impacts be avoided to the extent practicable. The proposed facilities are 
not within a floodplain. 

1.4.2.3 Executive Order 12898 

This Executive Order (EO, 1994) requires Federal agencies to address environmental justice in minority 
populations and low-income populations (59 FR 7629), and directs Federal agencies to identify and 
address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse health or environmental effects of their 
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations. In response to this 
Executive Order, the NRC has issued a final policy statement on the “Treatment of Environmental Justice 
Matters in NRC Regulatory and Licensing Actions” (69 FR 52040; August 24, 2004) and environmental 
justice procedures to be followed in NEPA documents prepared by the NRC’s Office of Nuclear Material 
Safety and Safeguards. No environmental justice related issues have been identified that would preclude 
licensing the IIFP facility. 
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1.4.2.4 Executive Order 13007  

This Executive Order (EO, 1996) directs Federal agencies to protect and preserve American Indian 
Tribes’ religious practices by providing access to and ceremonial uses of sacred sites by Tribal religious 
practices where feasible and permitted by law. This Order also states that Federal agencies will maintain 
government-to-government relations with Tribal governments. The NRC will contact regional federally 
recognized Indian tribes, soliciting their interest in being consulting parties in the consultation process for 
the proposed project. 

1.4.2.5 Executive Order 13175 

This Executive Order (EO, 2000) directs Federal agencies to establish processes to ensure meaningful and 
timely input through consultation and collaboration with Tribal officials in the development of regulatory 
policies that have Tribal implications. The NRC would contact regional federally recognized Indian 
tribes, to solicit any interest they may have as with Executive Order 13007 above. 

1.4.3 Involved Federal Agencies 

1.4.3.1 Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

The Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, gives the NRC regulatory jurisdiction over the design, 
construction, operation, and decommissioning of the facility specifically with regard to assurance of 
public health and safety. The NRC would perform periodic surveillance of construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the plant. 

The NRC establishes standards for protection against radiation hazards arising out of licensed activities. 
The NRC licenses are issued pursuant to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and the Energy 
Organization Act of 1974. The regulations apply to all persons who receive, possess, use or transfer 
licensed materials. 

The NRC has already established a project manager within their agency for the IIFP project. NRC and 
IIFP have met a number of times and have conducted discussions face-to-face and by telephone and 
electronic media. IIFP has apprised the NRC and their project manager of the IIFP project description, 
schedule and licensing work methodologies that are underway. The NRC is expecting the license 
applications to be submitted per the schedule. They are preparing to have resources available within the 
timeframe of the IIFP projected schedule to conduct that review and approval activity. 

1.4.3.2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

The EPA has primary authority relating to compliance with the CAA, CWA, SDWA, and RCRA. Except 
for the CWA, EPA Region 6 has delegated regulatory jurisdiction to the New Mexico Environment 
Department (NMED) Hazardous Waste Bureau (HWB) for nearly all aspects of permitting, monitoring, 
and reporting activities relating to these statutes and associated programs. 

“Environmental Standards for the Uranium Fuel Cycle” (40 CFR 190.10 Subpart B (a)) establishes the 
maximum doses to the body organs resulting from operational normal releases and received by members 
of the public. “The annual dose equivalent does not exceed 25 millirems to the whole body, 75 millirems 
to the thyroid, and 25 millirems to any other organ of any member of the public as a result of planned 
discharges of radioactive materials, radon and its daughters excepted, to the general environment from 
uranium fuel cycle operations and to radiation from operations.”  
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SDWA provides for protection of public water supply systems and underground sources of drinking 
water. 40 CFR 141.2 (CFR, 2009t) defines public water supply systems as systems that provide water for 
human consumption to at least 25 people or at least 15 connections. Underground sources of drinking 
water are also protected from contaminated releases and spills by this act. The proposed facilities use site 
groundwater to treat for potable water. 

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (40 CFR 350 to 372) establishes the 
requirements for Federal, State, and local governments, Indian Tribes, and industry regarding emergency 
planning and “Community Right-to-Know” reporting on hazardous and toxic chemicals. The Community 
Right-to-Know provisions help increase the public’s knowledge and access to information on chemicals 
at individual facilities, their uses, and releases into the environment. States and communities, working 
with facilities, can use the information to improve chemical safety and protect public health and the 
environment. 

NPDES General Permit for Industrial Stormwater is required for point source discharge of stormwater 
runoff from industrial or commercial facilities to the waters of the state. All new and existing point source 
industrial stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity require a NPDES Stormwater Permit 
from the EPA Region 6 and an oversight review by the New Mexico Water Quality Bureau. Most 
common is a general permit which is available to almost any industry, but there is also an option to obtain 
an individual NPDES permit. 

A NPDES General Permit for Construction Stormwater is required since construction of the facility will 
involve the grubbing, clearing, grading or excavation of more than 1 acre of land. This will require a 
NPDES Construction Stormwater General Permit (CGP) from the EPA Region 6 and an oversight review 
by the NMED/WQD. Various land clearing activities such as off-site burrow pits for fill material may 
also be covered under this general permit. As part of this permitting process, a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be developed and a Notice of Intent (NOI) will be filed with the EPA at 
least two days prior to the commencement of construction activities. 

1.4.3.3 U.S. Department of Transportation  

Transport of licensed nuclear materials and hazardous chemicals requires compliance with DOT enabling 
regulations including the following: 

• 49 CFR 107, Hazardous Materials Program Procedures, Subpart G: “Registration and Fee to 
DOT as a Person who Offers or Transports Hazardous Materials. 

• 49 CFR 171, “General Information, Regulations and Definitions.” 
• 49 CFR 172, “Hazardous Materials Table, Special Provisions, Hazardous Materials 

Communications, Emergency Response Information, Training Requirements and Security Plans.” 
• 49 CFR 173, Shippers-General Requirements for Shipments and Packages, Subpart I: 

“Radioactive Materials.”  
• 49 CFR 177, “Carriage by Public Highway.”  
• 49 CFR 178, “Specification for Packaging.” 
•  49 CFR 173.301, “Compressed Gas.” 

All provisions of these enabling regulations will be met prior to the transport of any licensed nuclear 
material. 
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1.4.3.4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

CWA established a permit program under Section 404 to be administered by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) to regulate the discharge of dredged or fill material into “the waters.” The USACE 
also evaluates wetlands, floodplains, dam inspection, and dredging of waterways. The proposed facilities 
construction site does not impact or involve any wetlands, surface waters, dams, or other waterways. 

1.4.3.5 Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

The Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 became law in order to increase the safety of workers in 
the workplace. It provides that the Department of Labor establish employee safety and health standards. 
Applicable regulations are found in 29 CFR 1910 (CFR, 2009g) for general industry and 29 CFR for 
construction activities. OSHA regulates mitigation requirements and mandates proper training and 
equipment for workers. The IIFP Occupational Safety and Health (OSH) Program, documentation and 
implementing procedures will be developed and implemented within the applicable OSHA requirements. 

1.4.3.6 U.S. Department of Interior 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) will be responsible for the protection of threatened and 
endangered species. Currently, there is no known threatened or endangered species on the selected facility 
Site. 

1.4.4.  State Agencies 

This section describes the State laws, regulations, and agencies that would apply or be involved with 
licensing and permitting at the Site. 

1.4.4.1 New Mexico Air Quality Control Act 

New Mexico Statutes Annotated (NMSA), Chapter 74, “Environmental Improvement,” Article 2, “Air 
Pollution,” and implementing regulations in NMAC Title 20, Environmental Protection, Chapter 2, “Air 
Quality,” establishes air-quality standards and permit requirements prior to construction or modification 
of an air-contaminant source. These regulations also define requirements for an operating permit for 
major producers of air pollutants and impose emission standards for hazardous air pollutants. 

1.4.4.2 New Mexico Radiation Protection Act 

NMSA, Chapter 74, Article 3, “Radiation Control,” establishes State requirements for worker protection 
from radiation sources. If the facilities are privately owned, the State will require registration of security 
X-ray machines. The implementation regulations are in NMAC, Title 20, Chapter 3. 

1.4.4.3 New Mexico Water Quality Act 

NMSA, Chapter 74, Article 6, “Water Quality,” and implementing regulations found in NMAC Title 20, 
Chapter 6, “Ground and Surface Water Protection,” establishes water-quality standards and applies to 
permitting prior to construction, during operation, closure, post-closure, and abatement, if necessary. 
Generally, a permit is required for discharges that could impact surface or ground water. Any 
impoundments for sewage treatment facilities, cooling water or other discharges that exceed the standards 
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listed in 20.6.2.3103 NMAC or contain toxic constituents require a permit. No environmental or site 
issues were identified that would preclude permitting the facilities at the Site. 

1.4.4.4 New Mexico Groundwater Protection Act 

NMSA, Chapter 74, Article 6B, “Groundwater Protection,” and the implementing regulations found at 
NMAC Title 20, Chapter 5, establishes State standards for protection of groundwater from leaking 
underground and above ground storage tanks. 

1.4.4.5 New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act 

NMSA, Chapter 74, Article 4, “Hazardous Waste,” and implementing regulations found in NMAC Title 
20, Environmental Protection, Chapter 4, “Hazardous Waste,” establishes state standards for the 
management of hazardous wastes. The NMED regulations implementing the Resource Conservation 
Recovery Act (RCRA) are found in NMAC Title 20 Chapter 4 (NMAC, 2009) Regulations imposed on a 
generator or on a treatment, storage, and/or disposal (TSD) facility vary according to the type and quality 
of material or waste generated, treated, stored, and/or disposed. The method of treatment, storage, and/or 
disposal also impacts the extent and complexity of the requirements. The IIFP plant may generate 
hazardous waste during construction and operation. These hazardous wastes will be temporarily stored 
and shipped off site for treatment and disposal in accordance with applicable NMAC and RCRA 
requirements. Source, special nuclear or by-product material as defined by the Atomic Energy Act is 
specifically excluded from the definition of a solid waste and therefore is not a hazardous waste regulated 
under RCRA. 

The IIFP facilities will not store (other than temporarily) or dispose of hazardous waste on site. IIFP may 
need a permit for operation of its Environmental Protection Process under the authority of RCRA or the 
New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act; requiring further review with the state. 

1.4.4.6 New Mexico Hazardous Chemicals Information Act 

NMSA, Chapter 4, Article 4E-1, Hazardous Chemicals Information Act, implements the hazardous 
chemicals information and toxic release reporting requirements of the Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) Title 
III) for covered facilities. 

1.4.4.7 New Mexico Wildlife Conservation Act 

NMSA, Chapter 17, Game and Fish, Article 2, “Hunting and Fishing Regulations,” and Part 3, “Wildlife 
Conservation Act,” requires a permit and coordination if a project may disturb habitat or otherwise affect 
threatened or endangered species. There is at this time no known threatened or endangered species on the 
Site. 

1.4.4.8 New Mexico Raptor Protection Act 

NMSA, Chapter 17, Articles 2-14 makes it unlawful to take, attempt to take, possess, trap, ensnare, 
injure, maim, or destroy any species of hawks, owls, and vultures.  
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1.4.4.9 New Mexico Endangered Plant Species Act 

NMSA, Chapter 75, “Miscellaneous Natural Resource Matters,” Article 6, “Endangered Plants,” requires 
coordination with the state if a proposed project affects an endangered plant species. There is at this time 
no known threatened or endangered species occurring on the selected plant Site 

1.4.4.10 Threatened and Endangered Species of New Mexico 

NMAC Title 19, Natural Resources and Wildlife, Chapter 33, “Endangered and Threatened Species,” 
19.33.6.8, establishes the list of threatened and endangered wildlife species. There is at this time no 
known threatened or endangered species on the selected plant Site. 

1.4.4.11 Endangered Plant Species 

NMAC Title 19, Chapter 21, “Endangered Plants,” establishes an endangered plant species list and rules 
for collection. There is no known threatened or endangered species on the Site at this time. 

1.4.4.12 Transportation and Highway 

NMAC Title 18, Chapter 31, Part 6, “State Highway Access Management Requirements,” establishes 
state highway access management requirements that will protect the functional integrity of and 
investment in, the state highway system. 

1.4.4.13 State Trust Lands Land Exchanges 

NMAC Title 19, Chapter 2, Part 21, “Land Exchanges,” establishes State standards and procedures for 
exchanges of lands held in trust, including consideration of cultural and natural resources and wildlife. 

1.4.4.14 New Mexico Cultural Properties Act 

NMSA, Chapter 18, Libraries and Museums, Article 6, “Cultural Properties,” establishes the SHPO and 
requirements to prepare an archaeological and historic survey and consult with SHPO. The cultural 
resource inventory has been completed. The survey for cultural resources consisted of a file search, field 
inventory, and inventory report.  

1.4.4.15 Registration of Tanks 

NMAC, Title 20, Chapter 5, Part 2, “Registration of Tanks,” establishes the state standards for the 
regulation of petroleum storage tanks. If needed, such storage tanks will be designed in accordance with 
state requirements and registration application made. 

1.4.4.16 New Mexico Night Sky Protection Act 

NMSA Chapter 74, Article 12, “Night Sky Protection,” establishes requirements to preserve and enhance 
the state’s dark sky while promoting safety, conserving energy and preserving the environment for 
astronomy. These requirements will be addressed during detailed design of the facility. 
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1.4.4.17 New Mexico Occupational Safety and Health 

NMSA, Chapter 50, Sections 1-25, and implementing regulations at NMAC Title 11, “Labor Workers 
Compensation,” Chapter 5, “Occupational Safety and Health” establishes state requirements for assuring 
safe and healthful working conditions for every employee. These state regulations are being followed to 
ensure any additional requirements beyond the federal OSHA regulations are adequately addressed. 

1.4.4.18 Environmental Improvement Act - Drinking Water Regulations 

NMSA 1978, Sections 74 1-8 and 74 1-13.1 require the establishment of drinking water standards for 
New Mexico. These regulations are found at 20.7.10 NMAC. The proposed facilities use on site 
groundwater supplies. Under the New Mexico drinking water regulations at Title 20 Chapter 7, the 
facility would be classified as a non-transient, non-community water supply system because it regularly 
serves greater than 25 people. 

1.4.5 Involved State Agencies 

NMED is charged with responsibility to manage and protect human health and the environment in the 
State of New Mexico. The NMED consists of several divisions that have responsibility for various 
permits and environmental programs. The general and specific NMED permits and permit requirements 
are discussed below under the NMED Bureau that has responsibility for reviewing and approving the 
permitting action. 

1.4.5.1 New Mexico Air Quality Bureau 

For the New Mexico Air Quality Bureau (NMED/AQB), the AQB Permitting Section processes permit 
applications for industries that emit pollutants to the air. The Permitting Section consists of two groups: 
New Source Review and Title V. New Source Review (NSR) is responsible for issuing Construction 
Permits, Technical and Administrative Revisions or Modifications to existing permits, Notices of Intent 
(NOI) for smaller industrial operations, and No Permit Required (NPR) determinations. The two types of 
Permits issued for larger industrial facilities are as follows (NMAC, 2002a): 

• Construction Permits are required for any person constructing a stationary source which has a 
potential emission rate greater that 10 lb/hour or 25 tons per year of any regulated air contaminant 
for which there is a National or New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standard. If the specified 
threshold is exceeded for any one regulated air contaminant, all regulated air contaminants with 
National or New Mexico Ambient Air Quality Standards emitted are subject to permit review. 
Within this regulation, the potential emission rate for nitrogen dioxide is based on total oxides of 
nitrogen; all sources with the potential emission rate greater than 10 lb/hour, or 25 tons/year, of 
criteria pollutants (such as nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide). Air quality permits must be 
obtained for new or modified sources. 

• Operating Permits (under Title V) are required for major sources that have a potential to emit 
more than 100 tons/year for criteria pollutants. In addition, major sources also include facilities 
that have the potential to emit greater than 10 tons/year of a single Hazardous Air Pollutant, or 25 
tons/year of any combination of Hazardous Air Pollutants. Generally, mobile sources are not 
required to obtain an operating permit from AQB; however, there are provisions for inspection 
and maintenance of mobile sources in certain non-attainment areas. Lea County, New Mexico, is 
not located in a non-attainment area. 
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1.4.5.2 New Mexico Water Quality Bureau  

Within the New Mexico Environment Department/Water Quality Bureau (NMED/WQB), the NPDES 
General Permit for Industrial Storm water is required for point source discharge of storm water runoff 
from industrial or commercial facilities to the waters of the state. All new and existing point source 
industrial storm water discharges associated with industrial activity require NPDES Storm Water Permits 
from the EPA Region 6 and an oversight review by the NMED/WQB. The facility may be eligible to 
claim the “No Exposure” exclusion for industrial activity of the NPDES Storm water Phase II regulations. 
As such, the owner would submit a No Exposure Certification immediately prior to initiating operational 
activities at the Site. The owner also has the option of filing for coverage under the Multi-Section General 
Permit (MSGP). If this option is chosen, the owner then files a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the EPA at 
least two days prior to the initiation of operations. There is also an option to obtain an individual NPDES 
permit. The facility may be required to obtain this type of permit based on facility final design. A decision 
regarding which option is appropriate for the IIFP facility will be made in the future based on detailed 
design engineering. 

An NPDES General Permit for Construction Storm water likely will be required. Construction of the 
facility will involve the grubbing, clearing, grading or excavation of more than 1 acre of land coverage. It 
will require application for the NPDES Construction Storm water General Permit from the EPA Region 6 
and an oversight review by the New Mexico Water Quality Bureau. Various land clearing activities such 
as off-site borrow pits for fill material may also be covered under this general permit. IIFP will also 
develop a SWPPP and file a NOI with the EPA at least two days prior to the commencement of 
construction activities. 

The New Mexico Water Quality Bureau requires that the facilities that discharge an aggregate waste of 
more than 2,000 gallons per day septic systems apply for and submit a groundwater discharge permit and 
plan. Discharges to surface impoundments, such as retention basins, may also require a groundwater 
discharge permit. This requirement is based on the assumption that these discharges have the potential of 
affecting groundwater. The IIFP plant design concept currently includes tertiary treatment for about 
3,000-4,500 gallons per day of sanitary waste water followed by reuse of water within the facility or for 
site landscaping water supply. The design concept also addresses storm water disposition by collecting 
and evaporating in retention basins. Both of these water sources will have been sampled and the sanitary 
water will have been tertiary treated. However, a groundwater discharge permit may still be required. 
Based on experience at two nearby industrial facilities, it is concluded that the facility will be able to 
secure this permit. The groundwater discharge permit/plan is required under New Mexico Administrative 
Code (NMAC) 20.6.2.3104 NMAC. Section 20.6.2.3104 NMAC of the New Mexico Water Quality 
Control Commission Regulations (20.6.2 NMAC) requires that any person proposing to discharge 
effluent or leachate so that it may move directly or indirectly into groundwater must have an approved 
discharge permit, unless a specific exemption is provided for in the Regulations. Pursuant to Regulation 
20.6.2.3108 NMAC, NMED will, within 30 days of deeming the application administratively complete, 
publish a public notice and allow 30 days for public comment before taking final action on a discharge 
permit. Following completion of the public notice process, the NMED will issue a draft permit for review 
and comment. A public hearing will be held if NMED determines that there is significant public interest. 
It takes approximately 180 days to process a complete application and issue a discharge permit if no 
public hearing is held. 

An Aquatic Resource Alteration Permit (ARAP/Section 401 Certification) is for activities that involve 
physically altering waters (streams and wetlands) of the State, including water withdrawals that have the 
potential to significantly degrade the water quality in the stream. Persons who conduct any activity that 
involves the alteration of waters of the State require a state and possibly a federal permit. Federal permits 
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are required for projects involving the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S. or 
wetlands. Aquatic Resource Alteration Permits (ARAP) would be required for any alteration of state 
waters, including wetlands that do not require a federal permit. Under Section 401 of the federal Clean 
Water Act, States can review and approve, condition, or deny all federal permits or licenses that might 
result in a discharge to state waters, including wetlands. A 401 certification confirms compliance with the 
state water quality standards. Activities that require a 401 certification include Section 404 permits issued 
by the USACE. The State of New Mexico has a cooperative agreement and joint application process with 
the USACE relating to 404 permits and 401 certifications. No Corps of Engineers jurisdictional wetlands 
at this time have been identified on the Site.  

1.4.5.3 New Mexico Hazardous Waste Bureau  

The New Mexico Environment Department/Hazardous Waste Bureau (NMED/HWB) mission is to 
provide regulatory oversight and technical guidance to New Mexico hazardous waste generators and 
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities as required by the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Act [HWA; 
Chapter 74, Article 4, NMSA 1978] and regulations promulgated under the Act. In general, the 
regulations promulgated pursuant to the Hazardous Waste Act incorporate the federal requirements under 
the RCRA, 40 CFR 260-283, by reference. The bureau issues hazardous waste permits for all phases, 
quantities and degrees of hazardous waste management including treating, storing and disposing of listed 
or hazardous materials. 

Hazardous Waste Permits are required for the treating, storing or disposing of hazardous wastes. Source, 
special nuclear or by-product material as defined by the Atomic Energy Act is specifically excluded from 
the definition of a solid waste and therefore cannot be a hazardous waste regulated under the RCRA. Any 
person owning or operating a new or existing facility that treats, stores, or disposes of a hazardous waste 
must obtain a hazardous waste permit from the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Bureau. 

1.4.5.4 New Mexico State Land Office  

A Right-of-Entry Permit is required to access state land. Surface Resources section of the New Mexico 
State Land Office (NMSLO) administers renewable resources and sustainable activities on state trust land 
and works to enhance environmental quality of the lands. Also, it manages the biological, archeological, 
and paleontological resources. Surface Resources administers agriculture leases, rights of way, and 
special access permits. It is responsible for mapping, surveying, geographic information systems, and 
records management. If the Site is not State-owned land, a Right-of-Entry Permit is not required. If State 
lands are used for background or off-site monitoring locations, a permit is required. IIFP possesses the 
Right of Entry Permit so NMSLO could conduct environmental surveys on the land prior to the land 
being transferred, or easement granted to IIFP. 

1.4.5.5 New Mexico Department of Game and Fish  

Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species Survey permits will be required to conduct site surveys. The 
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF) mission is to assist all New Mexico wildlife in 
need. The program funds four general categories: research, public education, habitat protection, and 
wildlife rehabilitation, including rare threatened and endangered species. Permits will be obtained to 
conduct rare, threatened and endangered (TRE) surveys for both plants and animals, in accordance with 
the timeframe requirements prior to construction. 
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1.4.5.6 New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department  

The mission of the Forestry Division within New Mexico Environment Department/Energy, Minerals and 
Natural Resources Department (NMED/EMNRD) includes the protection of endangered plant species. 
The program describes the rules and permitting requirements during scientific investigations and 
collection activities. No threatened or endangered species are thought to be present on the proposed Site. 

1.4.5.7 New Mexico Radiological Control Bureau  

Radiation machine is defined by the New Mexico Radiation Protection Regulations (NMRPR) as any 
device capable of producing radiation except those which produce radiation only from radioactive 
material. The bureau regulates radiation machines used for non-destructive testing and their usage in 
accordance with the requirements of the NMRPR (20.3 NMAC) (NMAC, 2001a). Registrants are 
required to maintain hardcopies of pertinent parts of the regulations. Mandatory parts include 20.3.2, 
20.3.4 (except appendices), and 20.3.10. Other parts apply, as applicable, for the type of use. The facility 
may periodically use non-destructive (x-ray) inspection systems for welding inspections. If the output at 1 
foot from the unit exceeds 0.5 mR/hr, then the x-ray unit will be registered with the State Radiological 
Control Bureau under NMAC 20.3.11. 

1.4.5.8 New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office  

Cultural properties, including prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, historic buildings and other 
structures, and traditional cultural properties located on state land in New Mexico are protected by the 
Cultural Properties Act. It is unlawful for any person to excavate, injure, destroy, or remove any cultural 
property or artifact on state land without a permit. It is also unlawful for any person to intentionally 
excavate any unmarked human burial, and any material object or artifact interred with the remains, 
located on any non-federal or non-Indian land in New Mexico without a permit. Any cultural sites that are 
eligible for listing on the National Registry of Historic Places will be avoided or data recovery will be 
performed. These efforts would be coordinated with the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). IIFP through the Economic Development Corporation of Lea County arranged for a 
subcontractor to obtain a permit and performed an archaeological survey. See ER Section 3.8.2, 
“Archeological or Historic Surveys,” for complete details of the survey. 

1.4.5.9 New Mexico Office of the State Engineer  

Groundwater monitoring wells are permitted through Office of the State Engineer (OSE) and well 
locations along with the boring logs are submitted to the OSE. Monitoring wells are likely to be required 
at yet-to-be-determined locations in selected site areas. Future detailed engineering and hydrological 
studies will identify the appropriate systems and locations. 

1.4.6 Support from Local Agencies 

Historically, Lea County has supported nuclear industries coming to the area, as evidence in the extensive 
public meetings held to fulfill the requirements for the National Enrichment Facility (NEF) licensure and 
for consideration of the Global Nuclear Energy Partners (GNEP) projects (EDCLC, 2008). Current local 
and state officials support IIFP Facility coming to Lea County as evidenced by the letters found in the 
Appendix B and the written agreement with NMED on chemical inventories. 

The purpose and objectives of this site evaluation have been communicated and coordinated to-date with 
local organizations. Officials in Lea and Eddy County area have been contacted for pertinent information 
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to support this preliminary assessment. Emergency support services for the proposed facilities at the Site 
would be coordinated at the appropriate time with state and local agencies. Those services would include 
central dispatch points of contact for fire, Emergency Medical Services (EMS) and the local law 
enforcement personnel. Mutual aid inter-agreements exist between local police departments, county 
sheriff departments, and the New Mexico State Police, which are activated if additional police support is 
needed. Mutual aid agreements also exist for additional fire and medical services.  

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) will be developed between IIFP and police, fire and medical 
emergency service organizations before construction begins at the Facility. The local and State emergency 
services indicate a willingness to develop MOU’s with IIFP as evidenced by the letters in ER Appendix B 
and in the IIFP License Application, Chapter 8, “Emergency Management.” Signees would include local 
police departments, local sheriff offices, and the New Mexico Department of Public Safety, which 
includes both the New Mexico State Police and the New Mexico Office of Homeland Security and 
Emergency Management.  

Local emergency responders and medical facilities are well prepared and trained to respond to releases of 
radioactive materials and contaminated personnel. Routine emergency response drills and specialized 
training have been conducted by the Department of Energy (DOE) for local personnel as well as 
emergency responders along the major transportation corridors to and from the Lea and Eddy County 
areas as a contingency for any transuranic (TRU) waste incidents related to any shipment to the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) facility (DOE, 1997a). MOUs have also been signed between Louisiana 
Energy Systems with Eunice, Hobbs, Lea County, and New Mexico organizations for fire and medical 
emergency services for the NEF (LES, 2004). 

1.4.7 Surveys Conducted 

A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) has been conducted by BBC International, Inc. (BBC) 
of the property located in Township 18 South, Range 36 East near Hobbs, New Mexico (BBCI, 2009). 
The purpose of the ESA was to permit IIFP to satisfy one of the requirements to qualify for the innocent 
landowner defense, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) liability: that is, the practices that constitute “all appropriate inquiries into the previous 
ownership and uses of the property consistent with good commercial or customary practice” as defined in 
42 USC 9601 (35) (B). BBC examined the site reviewed and researched available databases of 
government environmental agencies. The ESA as performed to the American Standard Testing Method 
(ASTM) E 1527-00, Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase 1 Environmental 
Assessment Process. The Phase 1 ESA revealed no evidence of soil staining or distressed vegetation. Two 
above ground storage tanks were observed at the site. There was no evidence of underground storage 
tanks at the site. There are four high voltage electric power transmission lines crossing the property. 

BBC International developed the following list of transmission lines and pipelines crossing the site: 

• Xcel Energy high voltage transmission line going northeast across site. See Figure 4-9 in Section 
4.9.4, “Significant Visual Impacts.” 

• Mark West Pinnacle two pipelines going west across site. See Figure 3-67 in Section 3.9.4, 
“Important Landscape Characteristics.” 

• DCP Midstream two pipelines going east and west. 
• DCP Midstream pipeline junction going north and south. See Figure 4-7 in Section 4.9.3, 

Aesthetic and Scenic Quality Rating. 
• DCP Midstream third pipeline going north and south. 
• DCP Midstream fourth pipeline going east and west across site. 
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• DCP Midstream fifth pipeline going east and west across site. 
• Chaparral Pipeline/Teppco first pipeline going east and west. 
• Chaparral Pipeline/Teppco second pipeline going east and west. 
• Plains Pipeline LP pipeline going east and west across site. 
• Dynegy Midstream Services LP pipeline going east and west. 
• PNM Gas Service pipeline going northeast and southwest. See Figure 4-9 in ER Section 4.9.4, 

“Significant Visual Impacts.” 
• Unmarked pipeline row going southeast to northwest through center of site. See Figure 3-66 in 

ER Section 3.9.4, “Important Landscape Characteristics.” 

Other structures or miscellaneous facilities of the site identified by BBC International include the 
following: 

• Duke Energy pipeline facility in approximate center of site. See Figure 3-68 in ER Section 3.9.4, 
“Important Landscape Characteristics.” 

• Power Tex and PNM Gas Service pipeline facility in approximate center. See Figure 3-69 in ER 
Section 3.9.4, “Important Landscape Characteristics.” 

• PNM Gas Service pipeline facility in approximate center of site. See Figure 4-14 in ER Section 
4.9.4.1, “Physical Facilities Out of Character with Existing Features.” 

• Caliche road in approximate center leading to a caliche pit. See Figures 4-11 and 4-12 in ER 
Section 4.9.4, Significant Visual Impacts. 

• DCP Midstream fluid collection Tank at the center of the west side. See Figure 4-13 in ER 
Section 4.9.3, Significant Visual Impacts. 

• Teppco pipeline clean-out trap in approximate center of the west side.  
• Groundwater monitoring well monitored by Xcel Energy in the northwest corner of site. 

Various government agency databases were reviewed to determine the regulatory status of the site and 
adjacent properties within one mile and to identify any record of violations or concerns of an 
environmental nature. Below are the databases reviewed by BBC International and the results of those 
reviews: 

• Underground storage tanks (UST) List: No USTs were registered at the site and no UST sites 
were within the 0.15 mile radius of the search. 

• Leaking underground storage tanks (LUST) List: The LUST consist of UST systems which have 
had releases reported of greater than 25 gallons of petroleum products. No LUST sites are located 
with 0.5 mile of the site. 

• NMED solid waste database: The NMED Solid Waste Bureau maintains a database indicating the 
presence of landfills that are currently open or have been closed. The site, adjacent properties, and 
properties within 0.5 mile of the site were not listed on the NMED database summary. 

• Emergency Response Notification System List: This database is maintained by the USEPA which 
records sites where spills of hazardous materials have occurred. The site and adjacent properties 
did not appear on the list. 

• The National Priorities List (NPL): Database compiled by the USEPA and identifies sites which 
have been designated as Superfund sites or are being considered for Superfund status. The site, 
adjacent properties, and properties within one mile of the site did not appear on the NPL. 

• CERCLA List (Active): The Comprehensive Environmental Response and Liability Information 
System (CDRCLIS) List compiled by the federal government and includes sites which could 
possibly be contaminated and may require cleanup. No properties with 0.5 mile of the site 
appeared on the list. 
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• Treatment, Storage, and Disposal (TSD) List: This database is compiled by the USEPA and 
records RCRA sites permitted for treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous materials. The site 
and adjacent properties did not appear on the TSD List. 

• RCRA Notifiers List: This list specifies all sites within 0.15 mile of the site which have been 
registered as large or small generators of hazardous waste. No properties appeared on the RCRA 
Notifiers List. 

Other pertinent findings of the ESA are as follows: 

• Review of historical aerial photographs did not review any obvious environmental concerns. 
• No structures and no suspected asbestos containing materials (ACM) were observed on the site. 
• No lead contamination or potential lead contamination was observed at the site. 
• The city of Hobbs and Lea County shows slight traces of radon according to the EPA radon 

survey. It is not considered a hazard due to the low percentages found. 
• A review of the title search revealed numerous right-of-ways. See Figure 1-6, Easements on IIFP 

Site. 
• Additionally, a cultural resource survey was conducted on the site. Three isolated occurrences 

were encountered during the survey. The isolated occurrences have been completely recorded in a 
manner consistent with current standards and do not require any additional work. See ER Section 
3.8.2, “Archaeological or Historic Surveys,” for complete details of the survey. 

 

Figure 1- 6 Easements on IIFP Site 

IIFP 40-Acre Site 
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1.5 Building Permits and Licenses 

Building Permits for foundations, structures, electrical and mechanical systems will be required from 
New Mexico Regulation and Licensing/Construction Industries Division (NMRL/CID). These permits are 
required for temporary construction-related structures, such as office trailers, and all permanent 
structures. Site security fencing will also require a permit from NMRL/CID. There are no known local or 
county zoning issues that should preclude use of the site. Codes and standards that will be used for the 
plant design basis engineering including those provided in Section 1.3.2.2 “Design Basis Standards and 
Codes.” 

A number of licenses and permits will be required for construction and operation of the IIFP plant. A 
summary of licenses and permits that are currently known to be required are listed in the Table 1-4. 
During the federal and State permitting process, any changes in requirements will be re-evaluated.  

 



ER
-I

FP
-0

01
 R

ev
is

io
n 

A
 –

FE
P/

D
U

P 
Pl

an
t E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l R

ep
or

t 
D

ec
em

be
r 2

7,
 2

00
9 

 
Pa

ge
 1

-3
1 

T
ab

le
 1

- 4
 R

eq
ui

re
d 

Fe
de

ra
l a

nd
 S

ta
te

 P
er

m
its

 

Po
te

nt
ia

l  
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
t 

A
ge

nc
y 

C
om

m
en

t/S
ta

tu
s 

Pr
oj

ec
te

d 
T

im
e 

Fr
am

e 

F
ed

er
al

 
10

 C
FR

 P
ar

t 4
0,

  
N

R
C

 
Th

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 II

FP
 li

ce
ns

e 
ap

pl
ic

at
io

n 
is

 b
ei

ng
 su

bm
itt

ed
. 

En
d 

of
 2

00
9 

N
PD

ES
 G

en
er

al
 P

er
m

it 
Fo

r I
nd

us
tri

al
 

St
or

m
w

at
er

 
EP

A
 R

eg
io

n 
6a  

II
FP

 w
ill

 fi
le

 fo
r c

ov
er

ag
e 

un
de

r t
he

 M
ul

ti-
Se

ct
or

 G
en

er
al

 P
er

m
it.

 
2nd

 Q
tr 

20
10

 

10
 C

FR
 P

ar
t 7

0,
 1

0 
C

FR
 P

ar
t 4

0,
 1

0 
C

FR
 

Pa
rt 

30
 

N
R

C
 

Th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 II
FP

 li
ce

ns
e 

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n 

is
 b

ei
ng

 su
bm

itt
ed

. 
En

d 
of

 2
00

9 

N
PD

ES
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

St
or

m
w

at
er

 G
en

er
al

 
Pe

rm
it 

EP
A

 R
eg

io
n 

6/
N

M
ED

 

II
FP

 w
ill

 fi
le

 fo
r c

ov
er

ag
e 

un
de

r t
he

 G
en

er
al

 C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
Pe

rm
it 

fo
r 

co
ns

tru
ct

io
n 

ac
tiv

iti
es

 o
n 

si
te

. I
IF

P 
w

ill
 d

ev
el

op
 a

 S
to

rm
w

at
er

 
Po

llu
tio

n 
Pr

ev
en

tio
n 

Pl
an

 a
nd

 fi
le

 a
 N

ot
ic

e 
of

 In
te

nt
. 

2nd
 Q

tr 
20

10
 

St
at

e 

A
cc

es
s P

er
m

it 
N

M
D

O
T 

II
FP

 a
nd

/o
r L

ea
 C

ou
nt

y 
w

ou
ld

 c
oo

rd
in

at
e 

to
 o

bt
ai

n 
ap

pr
ov

al
, i

f 
ne

ce
ss

ar
y,

 fo
r a

dd
in

g 
an

 e
nt

ry
 p

oi
nt

 fr
om

 U
. S

. 6
2/

18
0 

or
 N

M
 4

83
. 

Th
e 

pe
rm

it,
 if

 is
su

ed
, w

ou
ld

 st
ip

ul
at

e 
an

y 
sa

fe
ty

 e
nh

an
ce

m
en

ts
 

ne
ce

ss
ar

y 
to

 th
e 

hi
gh

w
ay

. 

2nd
 Q

tr 
20

10
 

A
ir 

C
on

st
ru

ct
io

n 
Pe

rm
it 

N
M

ED
/A

Q
B

 

A
n 

ai
r c

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

pe
rm

it 
m

ay
 n

ot
 b

e 
re

qu
ire

d 
be

ca
us

e 
pr

op
os

ed
 

II
FP

 e
m

is
si

on
s w

ou
ld

 b
e 

be
lo

w
 F

ed
er

al
 a

nd
 S

ta
te

 re
gu

la
to

ry
 li

m
its

 
de

pe
nd

in
g 

on
 c

re
di

ts
 fo

r s
ta

ck
 h

ei
gh

ts
 a

nd
 c

on
tro

l e
qu

ip
m

en
t. 

N
ee

d 
de

te
rm

in
at

io
n 

w
ith

 S
ta

te
. 

If
 re

qu
ire

d,
 su

bm
it 

by
 2

nd
 

Q
tr 

20
10

. 

A
ir 

O
pe

ra
tio

n 
Pe

rm
it 

N
M

ED
/A

Q
B

 
A

n 
ai

r o
pe

ra
tio

n 
pe

rm
it 

m
ay

 n
ot

 b
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

be
ca

us
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 II
FP

 
em

is
si

on
s w

ou
ld

 b
e 

be
lo

w
 th

e 
Fe

de
ra

l a
nd

 S
ta

te
 re

gu
la

to
ry

 li
m

its
 

de
pe

nd
in

g 
on

 a
bo

ve
 c

re
di

ts
. N

ee
d 

de
te

rm
in

at
io

n 
w

ith
 S

ta
te

. 

If
 re

qu
ire

d,
 w

ou
ld

 su
bm

it 
2nd

 Q
tr 

20
11

. 

N
ES

H
A

P 
Pe

rm
it 

N
M

ED
/A

Q
B

 
A

 N
ES

H
A

P 
pe

rm
it 

is
 li

ke
ly

 n
ot

 re
qu

ire
d 

be
ca

us
e 

th
e 

pr
op

os
ed

 II
FP

 
em

is
si

on
s w

ou
ld

 b
e 

be
lo

w
 F

ed
er

al
 a

nd
 S

ta
te

 re
gu

la
to

ry
 li

m
its

. N
ee

d 
to

 d
et

er
m

in
e 

w
ith

 S
ta

te
. 

If
 re

qu
ire

d,
 su

bm
it 

by
 3

rd
 

Q
tr,

 2
01

1.
 

G
ro

un
dw

at
er

 D
is

ch
ar

ge
 

Pe
rm

it/
Pl

an
 

N
M

ED
/W

Q
B

 
II

FP
 w

ill
 su

bm
it 

G
ro

un
dw

at
er

 D
is

ch
ar

ge
 P

er
m

it 
/ P

la
n 

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n 

to
 

th
e 

N
M

ED
/W

Q
B

. 
3r

d 
Q

tr 
20

10
 



ER
-I

FP
-0

01
 R

ev
is

io
n 

A
 –

FE
P/

D
U

P 
Pl

an
t E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l R

ep
or

t 
D

ec
em

be
r 2

7,
 2

00
9 

 
Pa

ge
 1

-3
2 

Po
te

nt
ia

l  
R

eq
ui

re
m

en
t 

A
ge

nc
y 

C
om

m
en

t/S
ta

tu
s 

Pr
oj

ec
te

d 
T

im
e 

Fr
am

e 

N
PD

ES
 In

du
st

ria
l 

St
or

m
w

at
er

 
N

M
ED

/W
Q

B
 

II
FP

 h
as

 th
e 

op
tio

n 
of

 c
la

im
in

g 
N

o 
Ex

po
su

re
” 

ex
cl

us
io

n.
 

M
ak

e 
de

te
rm

in
at

io
n 

by
 3

rd
 

Q
tr 

20
10

. I
f r

eq
ui

re
d,

 
su

bm
it 

by
 1

st
 Q

tr 
20

11
. 

N
PD

ES
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

St
or

m
w

at
er

 P
er

m
it 

N
M

ED
/W

Q
B

 
II

FP
 w

ill
 fi

le
 fo

r c
ov

er
ag

e 
un

de
r t

he
 G

en
er

al
 C

on
st

ru
ct

io
n 

Pe
rm

it 
fo

r 
co

ns
tru

ct
io

n 
ac

tiv
iti

es
 o

n 
si

te
. I

IF
P 

w
ill

 d
ev

el
op

 a
 S

to
rm

w
at

er
 

Po
llu

tio
n 

Pr
ev

en
tio

n 
Pl

an
 a

nd
 fi

le
 a

 N
ot

ic
e 

of
 In

te
nt

. 
2nd

 Q
tr 

20
10

 

H
az

ar
do

us
 W

as
te

 
Pe

rm
it 

N
M

ED
/H

W
B

 
II

FP
 w

ou
ld

 b
e 

cl
as

si
fie

d 
as

 a
 g

en
er

at
or

; t
he

re
fo

re
, a

 h
az

ar
do

us
 w

as
te

 
pe

rm
it 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
re

qu
ire

d.
 

3rd
 Q

tr 
20

11
 

EP
A

 W
as

te
 A

ct
iv

ity
 

EP
A

 ID
 N

um
be

r 
N

M
ED

/H
W

B
 

Th
is

 n
um

be
r i

s r
eq

ui
re

d 
fo

r t
he

 st
or

ag
e 

an
d 

us
e 

of
 h

az
ar

do
us

 
ch

em
ic

al
s. 

3rd
 Q

tr 
20

11
 

M
ac

hi
ne

-P
ro

du
ce

d 
M

ac
hi

ne
-P

ro
du

ce
d(

X
-

R
ay

 In
sp

ec
tio

n)
 

N
M

ED
/R

C
B

 

R
eg

is
tra

tio
n 

is
 re

qu
ire

d 
fo

r s
ec

ur
ity

 n
on

de
st

ru
ct

iv
e 

in
sp

ec
tio

n 
(x

-
ra

y)
 m

ac
hi

ne
s. 

Th
e 

R
C

B
 w

ill
 b

e 
no

tif
ie

d 
th

at
 e

qu
ip

m
en

t w
ou

ld
 b

e 
re

gi
st

er
ed

, b
ut

 th
e 

re
gi

st
ra

tio
n 

w
ou

ld
 b

e 
de

fe
rr

ed
 u

nt
il 

eq
ui

pm
en

t 
sp

ec
ifi

ca
tio

ns
 a

re
 a

va
ila

bl
e.

 M
ay

 b
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

by
 c

on
tra

ct
or

 w
ith

 th
ei

r 
ow

n 
pe

rm
it.

 

D
ec

id
e 

w
ho

 h
ol

ds
 p

er
m

it 
by

 1
st
 Q

tr 
20

11
. 

R
ar

e,
 T

hr
ea

te
ne

d,
 &

 
En

da
ng

er
ed

 S
pe

ci
es

 
Su

rv
ey

 P
er

m
it 

N
M

D
FG

 
Th

is
 p

er
m

it 
w

ou
ld

 b
e 

re
qu

ire
d 

fo
r c

on
du

ct
in

g 
su

rv
ey

s o
f t

he
 U

.S
. 

B
ur

ea
u 

of
 L

an
d 

M
an

ag
em

en
t (

B
LM

) l
an

ds
.  

1st
 Q

ua
rte

r 2
01

0 

R
C

R
A

 O
pe

ra
tio

ns
 

Pe
rm

it 

EP
A

 

M
ay

 In
vo

lv
e 

N
M

ED
/H

W
B

 

Pe
rm

it 
lik

el
y 

no
t r

eq
ui

re
d 

fo
r t

he
 E

PP
 o

pe
ra

tio
n,

 b
ut

 n
ee

d 
to

 c
on

fir
m

 
w

ith
 th

e 
St

at
e.

 

If
 re

qu
ire

d,
 w

ou
ld

 su
bm

it 
pe

rm
it 

ap
pl

ic
at

io
n 

4th
 Q

tr 
20

11
. 

R
ig

ht
-o

f-
En

try
 P

er
m

it 
N

M
SL

O
 

II
FP

 h
as

 o
bt

ai
ne

d 
th

is
 p

er
m

it 
fo

r e
nt

ry
 o

nt
o 

Se
ct

io
n 

26
, 2

7,
 3

4,
 o

r 
35

. 
C

om
pl

et
ed

. 

St
at

e 
La

nd
 S

w
ap

 
A

rr
an

ge
m

en
t 

N
M

SL
O

 
Th

is
 a

rr
an

ge
m

en
t r

eq
ui

re
s t

ha
t a

n 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

ta
l a

ss
es

sm
en

t a
nd

 a
 

cu
ltu

ra
l r

es
ou

rc
es

 su
rv

ey
 b

e 
co

nd
uc

te
d 

on
 la

nd
s o

ff
er

ed
 fo

r 
ex

ch
an

ge
.. 

B
ot

h 
su

rv
ey

s h
av

e 
be

en
 

co
m

pl
et

ed
 

C
la

ss
 II

I C
ul

tu
ra

l 
Su

rv
ey

 P
er

m
it 

N
M

SH
PO

 
II

FP
 h

as
 o

bt
ai

ne
d 

th
is

 p
er

m
it 

to
 c

on
du

ct
 su

rv
ey

s o
n 

Se
ct

io
n 

26
, 2

7,
 

34
, o

r 3
5.

 
C

om
pl

et
ed

 
N

PD
ES

 –
 N

at
io

na
l P

ol
lu

ta
nt

 D
is

ch
ar

ge
 E

lim
in

at
io

n 
Sy

st
em

; E
PA

 –
 U

.S
. E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l P

ro
te

ct
io

n 
A

ge
nc

y;
 N

ES
H

A
P 

– 
N

at
io

na
l E

m
is

si
on

s S
ta

nd
ar

ds
 fo

r H
az

ar
do

us
 A

ir 
Po

llu
ta

nt
s;

  
N

M
D

O
T 

– 
N

ew
 M

ex
ic

o 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f T

ra
ns

po
rta

tio
n;

 N
M

ED
/A

Q
B

 –
 N

ew
 M

ex
ic

o 
En

vi
ro

nm
en

t D
ep

ar
tm

en
t /

A
ir 

Q
ua

lit
y 

B
ur

ea
u;

  
N

M
ED

/H
W

B
 –

 N
ew

 M
ex

ic
o 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t D

ep
ar

tm
en

t/H
az

ar
do

us
 W

as
te

 B
ur

ea
u;

 N
M

ED
/R

C
B

 –
 N

ew
 M

ex
ic

o 
En

vi
ro

nm
en

t D
ep

ar
tm

en
t/R

ad
io

lo
gi

ca
l C

on
tro

l B
ur

ea
u;

  
N

M
ED

/W
Q

B
 –

 N
ew

 M
ex

ic
o 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
t D

ep
ar

tm
en

t/W
at

er
 Q

ua
lit

y 
B

ur
ea

u;
 N

M
D

G
F 

– 
N

ew
 M

ex
ic

o 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f G

am
e 

an
d 

Fi
sh

; N
M

SL
O

 –
 N

ew
 M

ex
ic

o 
St

at
e 

La
nd

 O
ff

ic
e;

  
N

M
SH

PO
 –

 N
ew

 M
ex

ic
o 

St
at

e 
H

is
to

ric
 P

re
se

rv
at

io
n 

O
ff

ic
e.

 
 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 2-1 

2 ALTERNATIVES 

The first part of this Chapter 2 further discusses the Proposed Action, including the process, facility 
infrastructure descriptions and decommissioning. The latter part of the Chapter focuses on evaluation of 
the Alternatives. The Chapter considers the potential environmental impacts associated with a No-Action 
Alternative and Reasonable Alternatives as compared to the Proposed Action. The purpose and need of 
the Proposed Action, schedules, description of the site location, facility design capacities and proposed 
material possession license limits and chemical inventories have all been described in the IIFP 
Environmental Report (ER) Chapter 1. 

2.1 Proposed Action 

Gaseous uranium hexafluoride (UF6) is produced commercially as the feed material for isotopic 
enrichment of uranium in existing and planned commercial plants. The enriched UF6 is processed further 
for use in fuel rods of nuclear reactors for generating electrical power. Uranium hexafluoride is the 
normal assay feed for all of the existing uranium enrichment commercial plants; gaseous diffusion and 
centrifuge processes. It will also be the feed material used in the planned laser-based enrichment plant; 
the SILEX process currently under Nuclear Regulatory Commission license review. As a result of the 
enrichment processes, DUF6 remains as a by-product (tails). The tails cannot be disposed in the chemical 
form of UF6 owing to its increased hazard. There is currently no facility in the U.S. for converting the 
tails into a form suitable for disposal.  

Large quantities of DUF6 have been stored in its solid state in cylinders at the Department of Energy 
(DOE) enrichment sites for many years. In recent years, the U.S government decided to render the stored 
DUF6 into stable oxide form for disposal. The Department of Energy is now constructing their own plants 
to de-convert their large stockpile of DUF6 to oxides. The DOE stockpiles and backlog of tails for de-
conversion were generated by DOE, prior to the privatization of uranium enrichment. 

DUF6 continually will be generated at existing and planned commercial uranium enrichment plants. 
Additional commercial uranium enrichment plants currently being built or planned in the U.S. will result 
in generation of increasingly large volumes of DUF6. One new commercial uranium enrichment plant is 
built and scheduled to start up within the next year. One other is licensed and under construction, and two 
others are in the engineering and licensing review stages. Large amounts of tails material from those 
facilities will ultimately need de-conversion for stable disposal. The IIFP Proposed Action will serve part 
of that need by providing a commercial de-conversion capability at the IIFP facility near Hobbs, NM. 

IIFP is proposing to design, engineer and license what is likely to be the nation’s first privately-owned 
commercial facility for de-conversion of DUF6. As described in Chapter 1, the facility is proposed to be 
built in two phases.  

Phase 1, with a projected startup date of late 2012, consists mainly of two processes: 

• DUF6 de-conversion to depleted uranium tetrafluoride (DUF4), i.e. the DUF6 to DUF4 plant. 
• The Fluorine Extraction Process for producing SiF4 and BF3 by reacting the DUF4 produced 

in the de-conversion step with the oxides of silicon (SiO2) and boron (B2O3), respectively 

The phase 2 plant, scheduled for startup in mid-2016 will have an additional process for direct de-
conversion of DUF6 to uranium oxide.  
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2.1.1  Proposed Site and Location 

The proposed IIFP site Section consists of 259 ha (640-ac), of which approximately 16.2 ha (40-ac) is the 
facility site proper. The surrounding acres around the approximately 40-acre site primarily serve as an 
environmental buffer. The site is located 14 miles west of Hobbs, New Mexico on U.S. Highways 62/180 
(U.S. 62/180) near the New Mexico/Texas State line in Lea County, New Mexico. See Figure 2-1, 
Location of Proposed IIFP Site. The site 640-acre Section lies along the north side of U.S. 62/180 and 
along the east side of New Mexico Highway 483 (NM 483). 

 

Figure 2- 1 Location of Proposed IIFP Site 

The area surrounding the site consists of vacant land and industrial properties. The general area consisting 
of four (4) approximate 640-acre Sections is delineated in Figure 2-2, “IIFP Site Map with Surrounding 
Industrial Properties.” The Proposed IIFP Facility will be built on 16.2 ha (40 ac) of one of the 259-ha 
(640-ac) Sections (Section 27). The approximate 40-acre plot is shown in Figure 2-3. The approximate 
center of the 40-acre site is latitude 32 degrees, 43 minutes North and 103 degrees 20 minutes West 
longitude. 

The proposed site is located within Township 18S, Range 37E, and Sections 26, 27, 34, and 35. The site 
is relatively flat with slight undulations in elevation. Surrounding properties consist of vacant land and the 
industrial Xcel Energy Cunningham Generating Station on the west boundary; Xcel Energy Maddox 
Generating Station 3 km (2 mi) east of the site; and Colorado Energy Generating Station located 5 km (3 
mi) southeast from the center of the site along U.S. 62/180. Several power lines and underground power 
lines generally run across the proposed site generally east to west, and several gas pipelines run north and 
south as well as east to west. The proposed IIFP Site as well as land around the proposed site has been 
mostly developed by the oil and gas industries. 

Further description of the site area and the current state of the site is provided in Section1, Chapter 3 of 
this ER.  

Impacts to the site area are determined to be “Small”, except during full construction when transportation 
and ecological impacts could be “Moderate” for some specific wildlife travel corridors. Controls are 
identified in ER Chapter 5 that mitigate the “Moderate” impacts. 
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Figure 2- 2 IIFP Site Map with Surrounding Industrial Properties. 

 

Figure 2- 3 Location of the IIFP Facility within Section 27 of the Proposed Site 
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2.1.2 Site Construction 

The Proposed Action construction and startup schedules are provided in the ER Chapter 1. 

IIFP is proposing to request an exemption from NRC to conduct some pre-license preparatory type 
construction activities. The pre-licensing construction proposes activities only affect the timing of work 
and will not increase the scope or environmental impact of facility construction. Potential pre-licensing 
construction activities may include the following: 

• Clearing land, 
• Site grading and erosion control, 
• Installing main entrance roadbed and drainage to highway, 
• Installing construction trailer, 
• Preparing preliminary site roadways and gravel parking area, 
• Potential drilling of water wells, 
• Constructing power substation, 
• Stubbing in gas line to the meter, 
• Beginning administration building construction, 
• Beginning warehouse building construction, 
• Installing geothermal heating/cooling loops, and 
• Installing firewater tanks. 

Throughout this ER, where applicable, pre-license construction is considered in evaluating the 
environmental impacts and is determined to have a “SMALL” impact in each of the impact areas 
evaluated. 

Construction will occur in three phases. The first phase will involve certain pre-licensing construction 
tasks based on NRC approval of the exemption request. The activities will be preparatory in nature and 
will not involve any process or safety related equipment or systems. A Spill Prevention Control 
Countermeasures Plan and an NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit with the General Construction 
Permit will be completed prior to the implementation of pre-license construction activities. 

After NRC approval of the license, general construction will begin and any unfinished pre-licensing 
construction activities, including buildings, completion of roads and pads, and installation of systems and 
equipment, will be completed for the Phase 1 facility. The third construction phase is expected to begin in 
2015 and will complete the Phase 2 facility to add additional DUF6 de-conversion capacity. 

The Hobbs, New Mexico site characteristics are such that it will not likely need major earth grading or 
movement. Excavation is required for sewer systems, roads, pads, building foundations and floors, etc.  

During the construction phases of the IIFP Site, conventional earthmoving and grading equipment will be 
used. The removal of very dense soil (caliche) may require the use of heavy equipment with ripping tools. 
Soil removal work for foundations will be controlled to minimize excavation. In addition, loose soil 
and/or damaged caliche will be removed prior to installation of foundations for seismically designed 
structures. Less than 10% of the total 640-Section area will be disturbed. 

The IIFP facility will require the installation of water, natural gas, and electrical utility lines. It is 
expected that some of these utilities will be installed during the pre-licensing construction period.  
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On–site wells will be utilized to supply potable water, process makeup water, and fire water. The site is 
over the Ogallala Aquifer. There are several existing wells on the site that will be investigated for use in 
lieu of installing new wells. 

The natural gas line feeding the site will connect to an existing, nearby line. This will minimize impacts 
of short-term disturbances related to the placement of the tie-in line.  

A new electrical transmission line is proposed for providing electrical service to the IIFP facility. There 
are currently 115 and 230 kV transmission lines along U.S. Highway 62/180 (U.S. 62/180) and New 
Mexico Highway 483 (NM 483). In conjunction with the new electrical lines serving the site, the local 
electrical utility company will install an independent substation to ensure service.  

2.1.3 Process Description of the Proposed Action 

A description of the IIFP Facility location and site and a general description of the plant processes 
employed to carry out the Proposed Action are provided in the IIFP Environmental Report (ER) Chapter 
1. A more detailed description of the facility processes is presented in the following sections. The 
following sections explain the de-conversion process and how the fluorine contained in the DUF6 is 
extracted and utilized in the production and commercial sale of AHF and valuable fluoride products. 

2.1.3.1 Process Chemistry 

The IIFP integrated commercial plant involves the following major chemical stoichiometry reactions: 

DUF6 to DUF4 Process 

UF6 + H2 → UF4 + 2HF       

SiF4 Process 

SiO2 + UF4 → SiF4 + UO2 (or U3O8)      

BF3 Process 

2B2O3 + 3UF4 → 4BF3 + 3UO2 (or U3O8)     

DUF6 De-conversion to Oxide (Phase 2 Plant) Process 

UF6 +2H2O → UO2F2 + 4HF      

3UO2F2 + 3H2O → U3O8 + 6HF + 0.5O2     

Air and Water Treatment Systems 

HF + H2O → HF (aqueous)      

HF + KOH → KF + H2O      

3SiF4 + 4KOH → 2K2SiF6 + 2H2O + SiO2    

SiO2 + 2KOH → K2SiO3 + H2O      

4BF3 + 3KOH → 3KBF4 + B(OH)3     

2HF + Ca(OH)2 → CaF2 + 2H2O     

2KF + Ca(OH)2 → CaF2 + 2KOH        
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2.1.3.2 De-conversion of DUF6 to DUF4 

DUF6 can be converted to DUF4 by a high temperature reaction with hydrogen. The basic chemical 
equation is: 

UF6 (gaseous) + H2 (gas) → UF4 (solids) + 2HF (anhydrous) 

The DUF4 is used as a feed material to produce high-purity fluoride products of SiF4 and BF3 

The IIFP facility near Hobbs, New Mexico receives DUF6 material in a solid physical state and typically 
contained in 14-ton cylinders. The cylinders received are owned by the supplier (the IIFP de-conversion 
customer) of the DUF6 and are built by requirement to American National Standards Institute (ANSI) 
standards (ANSI, 2001). The DUF6 suppliers (customer) have approval though their NRC license to use 
the type 48-Y or may have approval for type 48-G cylinder design for containing DUF6. Cylinders 
shipped to the IIFP plant are transported by truck trailers that are Department of Transportation (DOT) 
approved. The 48-Y cylinder is approved for multi-shipments, provided it meets the ANSI mechanical 
integrity and inspection requirements during its use. If cylinders are used for multi-shipments to IIFP and 
returns, the supplier/customer retains ownership of the cylinders. 

The type 48-G cylinders may require a DOT exemption for over-the-road shipment. The type 48-G 
cylinders have been shipped in the past by the Department of Energy, but typically it has been used in the 
industry as an on-site storage cylinder for DUF6. If a customer were to contract for shipments of DUF6 to 
the IIFP facility using type 48-G cylinders, the arrangement would require completely emptying the 
cylinder into the IIFP process and providing for final disposition of the empty cylinder. One potential 
means of disposing of the empty cylinder is to use it as a waste container for uranium oxide that is sent to 
the licensed disposal facility.  

The DUF6 cylinder is placed in a containment-type autoclave; where the contents are vaporized. The 
DUF6 vapor is fed to a reaction vessel where it undergoes exothermic reaction to produce DUF4 and AHF. 
The DUF4 solid powder is continuously withdrawn from the reaction vessel bottom through a cooling 
screw mechanism and transferred to storage hoppers. A 2-stage dust collector system is provided to 
control and recycle DUF4 dusts that are internal to the solids handling equipment and generated by air or 
gas flows associated with the handling equipment. The DUF4 in the storage hoppers is transferred to the 
FEP plant for use as raw material feed in producing SiF4 and BF3. 

Off-gases from the reaction vessel leave the cooling screw equipment and pass through a series of filters 
and carbon-bed traps to remove entrained particulates and residual traces of un-reacted DUF6, 
respectively. The off-gas flow exiting the carbon-bed trap system passes through heat exchangers where 
the by-product AHF is condensed. Residual off-gases exit the condenser equipment to a hydrogen burner 
system to remove or combust any un-reacted hydrogen gas followed by a 3-stage scrubbing system 
designed for removing trace quantities of fluorides. Off-gas flow through the plant scrubbing system is 
described in Section 2.1.3.6.  

The AHF that liquefies in the condenser equipment is drained to storage tanks that are located in a 
containment-type building. The AHF product is chemically separated from licensed material and 
physically stored in a building separate from licensed material. The AHF is temporarily stored and then 
loaded into tank-truck trailers inside the containment-type building for shipment to customers. The trailers 
are Department of Transportation (DOT) approved for shipment.  

Major flows for the process are shown in Figure 2-4. 
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Figure 2- 4 DUF6 to DUF4 Plant Major Flows 

2.1.3.3 SiF4 Production  

The IIFP method of SiF4 production in the FEP/DUP plant involves the reaction of solid particulate 
uranium tetrafluoride (UF4) with solid particulate silicon dioxide (SiO2) as follows: 

SiO2 (solids) + UF4 (solids) = SiF4 (gas) + UO2 (solids) (or U3O8 solids) 

In the production of SiF4, using the IIFP patented FEP process, silicon dioxide (SiO2) powder is mixed 
with DUF4 and continuously fed to a rotary calciner where the mixture is heated and reacted to form SiF4 
and uranium oxide. The mass flow of the feed mixture is controlled through the rotary calciner to ensure 
the desired reaction residence time. The resulting SiF4 gas product and trace impurities exit the rotary 
calciner as an off-gas while the uranium oxide powder discharges at the end of the rotary calciner through 
a cooling screw mechanism and transfers to storage hoppers. A two-stage dust collector system is 
provided to control and recycle uranium oxide dusts that are internal to the solids handling equipment and 
generated by air or gas flows associated with the handling equipment. The uranium oxide in the storage 
hoppers is packaged into DOT approved shipping containers and transported to an off-site licensed 
disposal facility. 

Off-gas leaves the rotary calciner and flows through two-stages of filters to capture entrained particulates. 
Particles captured by the filter system are recycled back as feed to the rotary calciner. After exiting the 
filter system, the off-gas flow passes through a pre-condenser system to remove HF and other trace gas 
contaminants; followed by a two-stage cold trap system that collects the SiF4 product.  
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The SiF4 product is collected by solidifying the gas in the cold trap system. More than one cold trap is 
utilized for operating in a loading and unloading cycle. When a trap is loaded, the coolant temperature is 
set to allow the product to warm and transfer to a storage vessel. The SiF4 product is chemically separated 
from licensed material and physically stored in a building separate from licensed material. The product is 
packaged as a gas from the storage vessel, using a compressor, into customer cylinders or tube trailers 
that are a type design approved by the Department of Transportation (DOT).  

The final residual off-gas, which is not collected in the cold trap and passes through the cold trap system, 
flows to the 3-stage plant KOH scrubbing system for treatment to remove trace amounts of fluorides 
before venting to the atmosphere. Off-gas flow through the scrubbing system is described in Section 
2.1.3.6.  

Figure 2-5 depicts the SiF4 major process flows.       

8  

Figure 2- 5 SiF4 Plant Major Flows 

2.1.3.4 BF3 Production  

The BF3 production process follows essentially the same IIFP patented FEP technology as in the SiF4 
process, but involves the reaction of solid particle boric oxide with the DUF4 as follows: 

2B203 (solids) + 3UF4 (solids) → 4BF3 (gas) + 3U02 (solids) (or U308 solids)   

The BF3 process does include preheating of the feed mixture prior to feeding it to the rotary calciner to 
remove moisture and minimize the amount of HF impurities in the product gas stream. 
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In the production of BF3, boric oxide (B2O3) is mixed with DUF4 powder and continuously fed to a pre-
heater, where the temperature is controlled to cause reaction of small amounts of the DUF4 with the 
moisture that may be contained in the mixture. The resulting HF leaves the pre-heater as a vapor and 
passes through filters and then on to the plant KOH scrubbing system for treatment and conversion to 
potassium fluoride. 

The mixed powder leaves the discharge end of the pre-heater then enters a rotary calciner where it is 
heated and forms BF3 gas and uranium oxide powder. The BF3 product, traces of AHF, and gas 
contaminants leave the rotary calciner as off-gases. The uranium oxide powder exits the discharge end of 
the rotary calciner through a cooling screw mechanism and transfers to storage hoppers. A two-stage dust 
collector system is provided to control and recycle uranium oxide dusts produced in the system during 
this process.  

The uranium oxide in the storage hoppers is packaged into DOT approved shipping containers and 
transported to an off-site licensed disposal facility. 

Off-gas from the rotary calciner flows through two-stages of filters to capture entrained particulates. The 
particles captured by the filter systems are recycled back as feed to the rotary calciner. After exiting the 
filter system, the off-gas flow passes through a pre-condenser system to remove AHF and other trace gas 
contaminants; followed by a two-stage cold trap system that collects the BF3 product.  

The BF3 product is collected by solidifying in the cold trap system. More than one cold trap is utilized for 
operating in a loading (collecting) and unloading cycle. When a cold trap is ready to unload, the coolant 
temperature is set to allow the product to warm and transfer to a storage vessel. 

The BF3 product is chemically separated from licensed material and physically stored in a building 
separate from the licensed material. The product is packaged as a gas from the storage vessel, using a 
compressor, into customer cylinders or tube trailers that are a type/design approved by the Department of 
Transportation (DOT). 

The final residual off-gas exits the cold-trap system and passes to the three-stage plant KOH scrubbing 
system for treatment to remove trace amounts of fluorides before being vented to the atmosphere. Off-gas 
flows through the plant scrubbing system as described in Section 2.1.3.6. 

The BF3 plant major flows are shown in Figure 2-6. 
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Figure 2- 6 BF3 Plant Major Flows 

2.1.3.5 De-conversion of DUF6 Directly to Oxide 

When a future Phase 2 plant expansion is completed, the additional amounts of the depleted DUF6 
received from supplier/customers for toll de-conversion services may not be used to make FEP products. 
Any additional amounts of DUF6 not utilized in the FEP are directly de-converted to uranium oxide, 
mainly as U3O8, and are shipped to an off-site licensed facility for disposal. The final AHF stream is a 
valuable product that is sold for commercial applications. 

In the direct de-conversion to oxide process, the DUF6 feed is vaporized in the same type design 
autoclaves as in the DUF6 to DUF4 plant. The DUF6 vapor is fed to a first-stage reaction vessel. The 
vaporized DUF6 reacts with a feed of vaporized mixture of hydrogen fluoride and steam that is recycled 
from the back end (distillation system) of the process. The reaction results in the formation of uranyl 
oxyfluoride (DUO2F2) and hydrofluoric acid (HF).  

The DUO2F2 powder is withdrawn from the bottom of the reaction vessel and enters a second-stage 
reaction vessel where it undergoes a reaction with steam to form uranium oxide (U3O8) and HF. A more 
concentrated HF vapor mixture and water exits the tops of the first and second stage reaction vessels and 
is condensed using heat exchanger equipment. The condensed concentrated HF is then distilled to 
produce commercial grade AHF. The resulting distillation bottom material of lesser concentrated HF is 
recycled, vaporized and returned as feed to the first-stage reaction vessel.  

Uranium oxide formed in the second-stage reaction vessel discharges the vessel through a cooling screw 
mechanism and transfers to storage hoppers. A two-stage dust collector system is provided to control and 
recycle uranium oxide dusts that are generated by air or gas flows associated with the solids handling 
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equipment. The uranium oxide in the storage hoppers is packaged into DOT approved shipping containers 
and transported to an off-site licensed disposal facility. 

The plant major flows are shown in Figure 2-7. 

 

Figure 2- 7 DUF6 to Oxide Plant Major Flows  

2.1.3.6 Process Off-gas Emissions Treatment (Plant KOH Scrubbing System) 

Final off-gas streams from the DUF6 to DUF4, SiF4 and BF3 processes (comprised mostly of nitrogen, air 
and trace fluorides) enter the Plant KOH Scrubbing System. The off-gases flow through this three -stage 
scrubber system for treatment prior to be vented to the atmosphere.  

There are two parallel line systems that are basically alike to provide operating flexibility. Each scrubber 
line consists of a primary wet venturi scrubber, followed by a secondary countercurrent-flow gas-liquid 
packed tower. The third-stage tertiary scrubber is designed to treat gas flow exiting the secondary packed 
tower scrubber though a bed of sized coke. The coke is wetted by an aqueous KOH solution that serves as 
the scrubber liquor. An aqueous KOH solution is used and recycled within each of the scrubbers until the 
concentration of KOH (spent) needs replenishment. The KOH solution concentration in the scrubber 
equipment is maintained at a safe margin to ensure it effectively reacts (scrubs) with fluoride components 
in the gas stream.  
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When there is a need to replenish the KOH scrubbing liquor concentration, some of the spent scrubbing 
solution, containing potassium fluoride (KF), water and some excess KOH, is pumped from the scrubber 
recycle tanks to the Environmental Protection Process (EPP). The EPP is described in Section 2.1.3.7. 

The system equipment basically consists of a KOH storage tank, KOH pump tank, regenerated KOH tank, 
two or three (installed spare) venturi scrubbers, two packed towers, and two coke boxes as shown in 
Figure 2-8. There are redundant pumps for each scrubber, pump tank, and storage tank.  

 

Figure 2- 8 Plant KOH Process Scrubber System Major Flows 

Hydrogen fluoride, from the discharge of the DUF6 to DUF4 process, and from the SiF4 and BF3 pre-
condensers, is routed to one venturi. Final off-gas streams exiting the SiF4 and BF3 processes, containing 
some of the uncollected SiF4 and BF3 and trace quantities of other fluorides, are routed to another venturi 
scrubber. 

The plant KOH scrubbing system vents treated gases through a single stack. The three-stage KOH 
scrubbing system is designed for removing fluoride bearing components in the gas streams at approximate 
efficiencies of greater than 80%, 95%, and 99% for the first, second, and third stages, respectively. The 
overall system removal efficiency is designed at greater than about 99.9 %. The plant KOH scrubbing 
system stack is continuously sampled to measure for traces of fluorides or uranium in the vent gas. 
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2.1.3.7 Environmental Protection Process (EPP) 

The Environmental Protection Process (EPP) is primarily a means of treating two types of liquids 
(solutions) that result from the production processes; potassium fluoride solutions (KOH regeneration 
process) and weak aqueous HF (HF neutralization process). Each of these materials originates from 
scrubbing systems designed to prevent air emissions. The potassium fluoride solution is a by-product of 
using KOH as a scrubbing medium. In the KOH regeneration process of the EPP, the potassium fluoride, 
water, and excess KOH spent solution from the plant KOH scrubbing system are reacted with a lime-
slurry. Calcium fluoride and regenerated potassium hydroxide solution are produced. The regenerated 
KOH is recycled and reused in the plant scrubbing process. The calcium fluoride is filtered, dried, and 
packaged for shipment to an approved commercial waste burial site, to an HF producer, or other potential 
users.  

The other stream treated in the EPP is weak aqueous HF solution, water or KOH solution that may 
contain a low concentration of fluorides. Also, small spills that potentially occur and require clean up 
from spill control containment areas may contain weak fluoride concentrations. In this case, the fluoride-
bearing liquids may have too much water to send to the KOH regeneration/recycle system. The HF 
neutralization process uses lime slurry to react with weak HF to produce CaF2 and water.  

Figure 2-9 depicts the general flow of the EPP Neutralization and KOH Regeneration and Recycle 
processes. These processes are discussed below. 
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Figure 2- 9 Environmental Protection Process Major Flows 
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HF Neutralization 

The HF Neutralization process is designed to operate intermittently, as needed. A lime silo is provided, 
including an installed dust collector. The silo holds an inventory of hydrated lime. Lime is fed to a mix 
tank where it is mixed with harvested water. The slurry generated is ~30% solids. Dilute HF solution is 
transferred from the weak HF solution tank to an agitated acid reaction vessel that has a volume of about 
6,000 gal. The lime slurry from the mix tank is also transferred to the acid reaction vessel. The materials 
in the acid reaction vessel require a retention time of about one hour or greater for reaction completion. 
With the reaction complete, materials from the acid reaction vessel are transferred to a thickener tank for 
settling. After thickening, calcium fluoride and excess lime are transferred by a slurry type pump from the 
bottom of the thickener to a rotary drum vacuum filter. Solids are discharged from the filter to a dryer 
capable of removing excess water. Liquors from the rotary vacuum filter are recycled to the weak HF 
solution tank for recycling. Calcium fluoride, after drying, is packaged suitable for sale or disposal an 
appropriate off-site licensed Resource and Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) disposal facility. The 
primary chemical reaction is: 

2HF + Ca(OH)2 → CaF2 + 2H2O 

KOH Regeneration 

Lime is fed to an agitated mix tank where it mixes with harvested water. The slurry generated contains 
~30% solids. Spent KOH solution (KF solution containing a weak concentration of KOH) is transferred 
from a storage tank to an agitated reaction vessel that has a volume of about 6,000 gal. The lime slurry 
from the mix tank is also transferred to the reaction vessel. The materials in the reaction vessel tank are 
given a retention time of about one hour or greater for reaction completion. With the reaction complete, 
materials from the reaction vessel are transferred to a thickening tank for settling. Calcium fluoride and 
excess lime are transferred by a slurry pump from the bottom of the thickener to a rotary drum vacuum 
filter. Solids are discharged from the filter to a dryer capable of processing excess water. Liquors are 
transferred to a clarifier where trace solids are settled. Regenerated KOH is removed from the top of the 
clarifier and passed through a set of filters to the regenerated KOH storage tank. The regenerated KOH 
solution is pumped to the Plant KOH Scrubbing System as needed for reuse by the scrubbers. Solids are 
transferred via a slurry pump from the bottom of the clarifier to the rotary drum vacuum filter and 
subsequently transferred to the dryer. The dried material is packaged and stored for sale or sent to an 
approved off-site licensed RCRA disposal facility. 

The primary chemical reaction is: 

2KF + Ca(OH)2 → CaF2 +2KOH 

2.1.3.8 AHF Staging Containment Building and Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Building 

The AHF product is stored temporarily in the AHF Staging Containment Building until it is loaded into 
customer or-transporter owned DOT approved tank trailers (typically type DOT-412 trailer, loaded to 
about 30,000-40,000 lb product) and shipped to customers. 

The purpose of the AHF Staging Containment Building and equipment is to provide temporary storage of 
AHF that is received from the DUF6 to DUF4 process AHF condensers. AHF transferred from the DUF4 
Building partial and total condensers is temporarily stored in ~8,000-lb (3,630-kg) tanks of materials of 
construction compatible with AHF. Dikes are provided around each storage tank. Each dike is sized to 
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hold the contents of a single storage tank with an additional margin of safety to minimize the surface area 
(and evaporation rate of liquid) in the unlikely event the tank breaches and spills liquid AHF. 

When AHF inventories reach a level for shipment, the AHF is loaded into an approved tank trailer staged 
in the Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Building. The tank trailer is the type approved by the 
Department of Transportation (DOT) and of the design/type routinely used for shipping AHF nationwide. 
A transfer line from the storage tanks enters the tank trailer side of the building. The Fluoride Products 
Trailer Loading Building has a truck entrance door on one side that remains sealed, closed and controlled, 
except for short periods when the trailer is moved in and out. Safety precautions, controls and barriers are 
used to prevent the trailer from inadvertently being moved and from contacting the fill line.  

The SiF4 and BF3 products awaiting shipment to customers are stored in the FEP Product Storage and 
Packaging Building until packaged using the respective enclosed packaging station within the Building 
into customer DOT approved shipping cylinders (typically type 3A or 3AA). The SiF4 or BF3 product 
may be packaged into DOT approved shipping tube trailers, and in this case the product is transferred 
from the storage vessels to the tube trailer in the Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Building.  

The Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Building is connected to the AHF Staging Containment Building 
and serves the purposes of:  1) loading tank trailers with AHF from storage, 2) loading gas-tube trailers 
with BF3 or SiF4 transferred from the FEP Product Storage and Packaging Building. 

The AHF Staging Containment Building and the Fluorine Products Trailer Loading Building are totally 
enclosed, separated by a containment-type wall and are provided with a leak detection and water spray 
system that are described below. 

The SiF4, BF3 and AHF products in the FEP Product Storage and Packaging Building, AHF Staging 
Containment Building and the Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Building have been chemically 
separated through several process stages from licensed material. These chemical products are physically 
stored, transferred and controlled such as not to affect on-site licensed material in the event of a release of 
these chemicals. 

Products (AHF, SiF4 and BF3) that are shipped in the approved DOT tube or tank trailers are transferred 
through independent and safe-pressure designed piping and connections from their respective storage 
vessels to the product designated trailer in the Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Building. Process hazard 
analysis is conducted for the storage, handling, and transferring of these chemicals. Safeguards and 
operational controls are designed and provided for standard industrial chemical safety, and where 
applicable to meet requirements of OSHA 1910.119, “Process Safety Management,” or federal and State 
of New Mexico environmental permit requirements. 

The AHF Staging Containment Building and the FEP Products Trailer Loading Building are not totally 
leak-tight, but are sufficiently enclosed and sealed to suppress or inhibit releases to the outside 
environment or into other adjacent buildings in the event of a leak or spill of the chemicals being stored or 
transfer loaded. A fluoride leak detection and water-spray deluge system provides for additional 
suppression and mitigation of potential AHF or fluoride product chemical releases. 

The fluoride detection and water spray system is a safeguard to knock down fluoride vapors within the 
building in the event of a leak or vessel breach and minimize the potential of abnormal fluoride emissions 
to the environment. The system also provides the operational means to facilitate treatment and disposal of 
fluorides in event of a leak from a container or during transfer operation. 
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The AHF Staging Containment Building and the FEP Products Trailer Loading Building are equipped 
with an array of water-fog nozzles that are activated automatically if a leak of AHF or fluoride product 
chemicals should occur. Fluoride detectors are effectively configured throughout the two containment 
areas. The detection and control system are designed for automatically closing isolation valves at the 
storage tanks and at the tank trailer fill lines. The detection system also provides automatic and manual 
controls for initiating the water deluge system in event of chemical leakage in either building area. In the 
event one detector activates, an alarm sounds in the area Control Room and any chemical material 
transfer is stopped by automatic closure of the transfer isolation valves. The condition is investigated and 
corrected as necessary before starting or resuming transfer operations. If any two or more fluoride 
detectors activate in a building, the chemical material transfer valves automatically close and the water 
deluge system is automatically activated for that area. The detection and control system design in the 
storage tank area is based conservatively on the leakage of the entire contents of one full 8,000 lb (3,630 
kg) storage tank of AHF. Once activated, the water flow continues unless investigated and determined to 
be a false alarm or under control. The system design in the truck loading area assumes that transfer of 
materials through hose connections and transfer lines is shut off by the automatic detection and control 
system, controllers and valves, before more than 8,000 lb (3,630 kg) of full-truck contents is released. 

There are two positive-air-lock doors in each of the two containment-type buildings. One air-lock in each 
building is an emergency exit to the outside. The other air-lock in each building is an exit and entrance to 
a separate control room, under positive pressure, where control and remote surveillance of the buildings 
and equipment are managed. Parts of the containment-type building structures, trenches and sumps have a 
protective coating compatible with aqueous HF to minimize corrosion in the event of a leak or spill. 

Water from a deluge activation is gravity drained to sump pumps where it is transferred to a large lined 
carbon steel emergency reservoir tank (HF Recycle Tank) that is vented to the Plant KOH Scrubbing 
System. In the event the water deluge is activated and fluoride bearing water from the buildings spill 
drainage system is received into the holding tank, the aqueous fluoride (HF) solution is sent to the 
Environmental Protection Process (EPP) treatment plant. At the EPP, it is neutralized with lime, forming 
solid calcium fluoride particles that are separated from the treated water by settling and filtration. The 
treated filtrate is either recycled for plant process use or evaporated, and the solid particle filter cake is 
dried. The treated water contained in the solids is evaporated through the calcium fluoride dryer unit. The 
calcium fluoride is sent to customers or a licensed disposal facility along with calcium fluoride produced 
in treatment of fluoride bearing liquors from other processes in the IIFP facility. 

2.1.3.9  Process Vent Stacks 

In the Phase 1 plant, there are three major stacks where treated process gases and particulates are vented 
to the atmosphere. Prior to venting, the particulate and gas process streams are filtered and/or scrubbed 
using multi-stage equipment that is configured in series to ensure effective treatment within the 
established safe and environmental regulated control limits. Additionally, there is one boiler vent stack 
where combustion products of natural gas, used in the production of steam, are vented to the atmosphere. 
Another major stack will be added as part of the Phase 2 plant expansion for venting filtered exhaust gas 
from the Oxide process dust collector system 

Table 2-1 provides a listing of the major treatment systems and their design efficiencies. Table 2-2 
presents information on stack heights, estimated flow vent flow rates and approximate location of each 
stack.  

The Plant KOH Scrubbing System vents treated gases through a single stack. It is utilized to treat final 
off-gas streams from the DUF4 production process (DUF6 to DUF4), the SiF4 and BF3 processes and the  
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Table 2- 1 Design Efficiencies for Process Vent Off-gas Treatment Equipment 

Component Design Efficiency Comments 
Table 2-1   
DUF4 dust collectors >99.5% particulates All primary, secondary and redundant units 
FEP uranium oxide dust 
collectors >99.5% particulates All primary, secondary and redundant units 

DUF4 vacuum cleaner 
cyclone >80% particulates Cyclone discharges to DUF4 vacuum cleaner bag 

house for further removal efficiency 
FEP uranium oxide 
vacuum cleaner cyclone >80% particulates Cyclone discharges to oxide vacuum cleaner bag 

house for further removal efficiency 
DUF4 vacuum cleaner 
dust collector >99.5% particulates Discharges to inlet of DUF4 secondary dust 

collector  
FEP uranium oxide 
vacuum cleaner dust 
collector 

>99.5% particulates Discharges to inlet of FEP uranium oxide 
secondary dust collector bag house 

DUF4  primary metal 
filter >95% particulates 

Removes entrained particulates from the DUF4 to 
DUF6 reaction vessel off-gas. Discharges to 
secondary filter for further removal efficiency 

DUF4  secondary metal 
filter >95% particulates Removes entrained particulates that may pass 

through the DUF4 primary metal filter 

SiF4 primary metal filter >95% particulates 
Removes entrained particulates from the SiF4 
rotary calciner off-gas. Discharges to secondary 
filter for further removal 

SiF4 secondary metal 
filter >95% particulates Removes entrained particulates that may pass 

through the SiF4 primary metal filter 
BF3 pre-heater secondary 
metal filter >95% particulates Removes entrained particles that may pass through 

the BF3 pre-heater primary metal filter 

BF3 primary metal filter >95% particulates 
Removes entrained particles from the BF3 rotary 
calciner off-gas. Discharges to secondary filter for 
further removal efficiency. 

BF3 secondary metal filter >95% particulates Removes entrained particles that may pass through 
the BF3 primary metal filter 

FEP oxide vacuum clean 
dust collector >99.5% particulates Discharges to inlet of FEP oxide secondary dust 

collector 

KOH venturi scrubber >80% gaseous and 
particulates 

Receives vent gas from DUF4 and FEP process off-
gas system/Exit gas of venturi discharges to packed 
tower scrubber for further efficiency 

KOH packed tower 
scrubber >95% gaseous Second stage system. Exit gas discharges to coke 

box system for further removal efficiency 

KOH coke box scrubber >99% gaseous Discharges to atmosphere through plant KOH 
scrubbing system vent stack 

DUF4 off-gas Primary 
carbon-bed trap 

>90% gaseous and 
particulate uranium 

Absorbs DUF6 gas and traces of DUF4 and 
discharges to secondary trap for further removal 
efficiency 

DUF4 off-gas 
Secondary carbon bed 
trap 

>95% gaseous 
uranium 

Absorbs DUF6 trace gas that may pass through 
Primary carbon bed. Discharges to tertiary 
carbon bed trap for further removal efficiency 

DUF4 off-gas Tertiary >95% gaseous Absorbs final traces of DUF6 that may pass 
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Component Design Efficiency Comments 
Table 2-1   
carbon bed trap uranium through the Secondary carbon bed and 

provides added margin of safety in removing 
gaseous uranium 

DUF4 hydrogen burner >99% hydrogen 
burned 

Gas-fired burner to destroy excess hydrogen 
from DUF6 to DUF4 reaction vessel 

FEP hood vent system 
emergency KOH 
scrubber 

>95% gaseous 
fluoride 

Treated gas from emergency scrubber exits to 
SiF4 venturi scrubber in the plant KOH 
scrubbing system for further removal 
efficiency. 

Future Oxide process 
primary bag house dust 
collector (Phase 2 
plant) 

>99.5% particulates 
Primary and secondary bag houses. Primary 
discharges to secondary for further removal 
efficiency. 

Future Oxide process 
off-gas venturi 
scrubber(Phase 2 plant) 

>80% gaseous for 
primary scrubbing; 
discharges to KOH 
secondary and 
tertiary scrubbers for 
further treatment of 
off-gases 

Receives off-gas from the Oxide process 1st 
and 2nd stage reaction vessels for removal of 
fluorides. Plant KOH scrubber system venturi 
scrubbers are converted to water in the Phase 2 
plant to provide for recycling of venturi liquors 
to the Oxide process. In both the Phase 1 and 2 
plants, the venturi scrubbers discharge to the 
KOH packed towers for further removal 
efficiencies. 

 

Table 2- 2 IIFP Plant Major Process Vent Stacks  
Redacted - Proprietary Information 

Stack 
Identification 
(Number) and 

Description 

Approximate 
Location 

Approximate 
Heighta (ft) 

Estimate Range 
of Vent Flow 

Ratesb (ft3/min) 

Main 
Constituents in 

Flow Stream 

(01) Plant KOH 
Scrubbing System     

(02) DUF4 Dust 
Collector System     

(03) FEP Dust 
Collector System     

(04) Utilities 
Boiler Stack     

(05) (Future Phase 
2 Plant) Oxide 
Dust Collector 
System 

    

afeet-multiply by 0.3048 to get meters 
bcubic feet-multiply by 0.028317 to get cubic meters 
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future Phase 2 Oxide process. The three-stage KOH scrubbing system is designed for removing fluoride 
bearing components in the gas streams at efficiencies of greater than 80%, 95% and 99% for the first, 
second and third stages, respectively. The overall system removal efficiency is designed at greater than 
99.9 %. The Plant KOH Scrubbing System stack is continuously monitored to measure for traces of 
fluorides or depleted uranium in the vent gas. 

In areas where depleted uranium particulate solids are handled or processed, such as depleted UF4 or 
depleted uranium oxides, dust capture and collection systems are provided. The dust collection systems 
are filter-type bag houses that are used to remove the depleted uranium material prior to discharging 
through vent stacks to the outside environment.  

Equipment where depleted uranium bearing powders are handled or stored, such as storage hoppers and 
enclosed drum packaging stations, are connected to the dust collection intakes. Uranium particulate 
materials captured by the dust collection systems are either recycled back into the respective process 
operations or packaged and sent to an approved off-site disposal facility. The design efficiency of bag-
house dust collectors is greater than 99.5% for each collector. At least two components are used in series 
to ensure an overall system efficiency of greater than 99.9% in the collection and removal of particulate 
uranium from the vented process gas. 

Sampling and analysis for uranium is routinely performed between each of the bag house units. If an 
unacceptable level of uranium carryover is detected on any given bag-house unit, the unit is removed 
from on-stream service, investigated and corrective action taken, accordingly. Additionally, each bag 
house is continuously monitored for differential pressure across the filter bag sections to ensure bag 
design integrity is maintained. 

2.1.4  Overview of the Facility and Description of Infrastructure 

The facility and infrastructure is typical of specialty chemical and industrial facilities. Buildings, in 
addition to the process buildings, are included for administration, laboratory, maintenance shop, stores 
inventories, security checkpoints, utilities and powerhouse, and warehousing. Figure 2-10 shows the 
Facility site plan and layout of the buildings, roads and major infrastructure. 

The 40-acre facility site is surrounded by security fence with a surveillance road just inside the fence. 
Pole mounted security lighting is installed around the entire perimeter of the security fence. 

The entrance to the facility is from the west via a paved road (approximately 3/4 mile) that intersects with 
Highway 483. The road connects with the plant road system at the main gate and guard station. Adjacent 
to the main gate area and to the north is the paved and striped employee and visitor parking lot. The lot 
provides parking for employees and visitors. 

Located just inside the main security gate is the Guard House from which the main security gate and the 
entrance road inside the gate are controlled to prevent unauthorized entry. Concrete filled pipe bollards 
are anchored several feet into the ground are provided for a distance from the main gate entrance to a 

vehicle control barrier on the road just inside the plant fence to prevent vehicular traffic evasion around 
the entrance road control barrier. This arrangement provides a corridor for vehicles to be controlled and 
checked by the Guard. The main entrance road over a distance of several hundred feet ahead of the main 
security gate is configured such that vehicles are hindered from high speed acceleration upon approach to 

the gate area. Trucks and other vehicles that require entrance to the facility beyond the Administrative 
building are checked and logged at the Guard House and, need-of-entry is verified in accordance with 

plant access and security procedures. All vehicles entering the facility require authorization by the guard 
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Figure 2- 10 IIFP Facility Site Plan – Redacted Security Related Information 
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staff prior to entry. Upon leaving the facility, trucks and other vehicles, are visually checked and logged at 
the Guard House prior to exiting. 

The inside-plant road begins at the main security gate and continues in an easterly direction where it 
divides into an intersection with two access roads, one heading north and the other heading south. These 
roads surround the process areas of the facility and eventually meet to form a loop, thereby allowing 
access around the facility in either direction. The loop formed by the road is approximately 700 feet long 
(north to south) x 400 feet wide (east to west). For descriptive purposes, the four sections of the road loop 
are called the North, South, East and West Roads, so named by their proximities to the North, South, East 
and West boundaries of the 40-acre facility site. 

North of the Guard House and east of the parking lot, the Administrative Building with a change/locker 
area is located just inside the security fence. An access-control station at the security fence allows 
entrance into plant area leading to the Administrative Building or the change/locker entrance. The exit 
door from the change/locker area and Administrative Building connects with a concrete walkway leading 
to the process area of the facility. The visitor control area at the Guard House can be accessed directly 
from the parking lot. Upon authorization, visitors may then enter the facility via the Administrative 
Building and associated walkways. 

A line of protective, anchored, concrete-filled pipe bollards is installed along the perimeter and outside 
the security fence from the north edge of the parking lot extending south, and closely spaced except for 
the width of the main road entry at the main security gate. 

Just west of the intersection of the West and North Roads is the Full DUF6 Cylinder Storage Pad. This 
pad is used to stage full DUF6 cylinders for processing. Protective anchored concrete- filled pipe bollards 
are installed around the perimeter of the cylinder pad in locations where a potential exposure to 
uncontrolled vehicle traffic exists. The pad is approximately 175 feet wide by 200 feet long and is sized to 
store up to 60 full cylinders. The entire storage pad is curbed for storm water collection and is provided 
with underground drains connecting to the Full DUF6 Cylinder Storage Pad Stormwater Retention Basin 
located south of the cylinder pad. The surface and slope of the cylinder pad is designed to prevent any 
significant pooling of liquids.  

Approximately 150 ft east of the intersection of the East and South Roads is the Empty DUF6 Cylinder 
Storage Pad. This pad is used to contain empty DUF6 cylinders for staging in preparation for shipment 
from the facility. An access security fence is installed around the entire perimeter of the cylinder pad with 
one entrance opening with clearance for the cylinder hauler to maneuver. The pad is approximately 105 ft 
wide x 185 ft long and is sized to contain up to 40 empty cylinders. The pad is provided with saddles on 
6’-6” centers to support the cylinders. 

Centered inside the paved road loop are the main process related buildings and equipment including the 
following: 

• DUF6 Autoclave Building,  
• DUF4 Process Building,  
• DUF4 Container Staging Building,  
• Decontamination Building,  
• FEP Process Building,  
• FEP Oxide Staging Building,  
• DUF4 Container Storage Building,  
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• FEP Product Storage and Packaging Building,  
• AHF Staging Containment Building,  
• Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Building,  
• SiO2 Storage Silo,  
• Potassium Hydroxide (KOH) Storage Tank,  
• FEP and DUF4 scrubbers and scrubber containment pads,  
• future Oxide Process Building,  
• future Direct Oxide Staging Building,  
• future DUF6 Autoclave Building, and  
• the future HF Distillation Annex.  

All the building area aprons and areas around the outside equipment, such as the scrubber systems, have 
concrete curbing or concrete dikes that are adequately designed to contain and control the single-largest 
container of liquid chemicals or solutions, in the respective area, in the event a spill occurs. Pad areas and 
dikes that serve areas containing equipment with potentially hazardous or corrosive chemicals are coated 
or sealed and maintained to prevent leakage through pad or wall surfaces and joints. The dike areas are 
also designed with a containment volume safety margin of at least 150 percent of the single-largest 
container volume in the respective area. Pumps, including an appropriate number of redundant pumps, are 
installed inside the contained dike areas to transfer liquors to the Environmental Protection Process (EPP) 
or other appropriate collection or treatment equipment. Controls are provided for detection, alarm and 
notification to the area Control Room for Operator response in event of a spill. Also, a second level of 
detection-control is provided to activate automatic pumping to the appropriate treatment facility, if the 
first level of spill volume exceeds the alarm-response action. 

Just north of the process area are located the Process Offices/Lab Building with scrubber and containment 
pad, closed-loop cooling tower, solar panels, Material Warehouse, Utilities Building and Main Switchgear 
Building. A truck access road is installed between the Utilities Building and the Material Warehouse 
loading dock. This access road connects with the North Road. 

Inside the intersection of the East and South Roads is located the Maintenance and Stores Building. 

Just east of the East Road are located two above-ground Fire Water Tanks (100,000 gallons each) and the 
Fire Pump House. The Fire Pump House contains the main fire water pump, the back-up diesel fire water 
pump, jockey pump, piping and controls. The IIFP facility fire protection system is described in Chapter 
7, Fire Safety, of this License Application, including the classification of individual buildings as per the 
New Mexico Commercial Building Code (NMCBC) and National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 
13 (NFPA, latest edition). 

Essentially all the process equipment is located within building structures, where feasible. Process 
buildings that function as product and waste material storage have separate areas for each purpose. Those 
areas have loading/unloading docks to facilitate shipping. Process buildings have aprons, curbing and 
dikes and external pads have curbing and dikes where chemicals are stored or handled. Pumps are 
provided on pads and in building selected areas to transfer chemicals to containers or to the EPP in event 
of a spill or leak. 
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Auxiliary buildings generally house: 

• Materials; 
• Maintenance shop; 
• Laboratory equipment; 
• Steam boilers and supporting utilities; 
• Electrical utility equipment; 
• Sanitary water treatment, certain equipment for process water treatment and recycle, and  
• Accommodation for personnel work, break-rooms, change-rooms, and toilets. 

Buildings, lighting, fire protection, and building support systems are designed in accordance with latest 
revisions, of building and construction codes including where applicable the National Fire Protection 
Association (NFPA) standards, local and State codes, and related codes and standards. 

2.1.4.1  Process Buildings and Process Areas 

The DUF6 Autoclave Building, DUF4 Process Building, DUF4 Container Storage Building, DUF4 
Container Staging Building, Decontamination (Decon) Building, FEP Process Building (SiF4 and BF3), 
the FEP Oxide Staging Building, FEP Product Storage & Packaging Building and the EPP Building are of 
structural steel beam and column construction with metal wall panels and with Class 1 metal roofs as 
approved by Factory Mutual (FM)-4450 (FM, latest edition) or as classified by Underwriters Laboratory 
(UL) standard 1256 (UL, latest edition). The first floor of each building is constructed of reinforced 
concrete with curbing to function as a containment barrier. Located in the northeast corner of the access 
pad and adjacent to the DUF4 Process Building, is the DUF4 Container Staging Building. This building is 
used for removing DUF4 from DUF4 shipping containers that may be received from suppliers and for 
transferring into the DUF4 hoppers located in the DUF4 Process Building.  

The AHF Staging Containment Building and the Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Building are 
constructed of reinforced concrete floor slabs turned up to form containment barriers. The upper sections 
of these buildings are of concrete block construction with Class 1 metal roofs meeting FM and UL 
requirements as stated above. 

Radiological boundary control hand-foot monitors are strategically located at building walkway exits of 
areas where licensed materials are handled. Fluoride and radiological detection systems, local alarms and 
alarm notification to Controls Rooms are also strategically located in those building areas, where 
applicable.  

The process buildings are multi-story buildings where necessary to provide requirements for equipment 
space and to provide elevations for permitting gravity flow of particulate solids. The upper floors are 
configured such as to provide adequate room for equipment function and maintenance. The upper floor 
areas below equipment and piping containing powdered materials are constructed of reinforced concrete 
with curbing and seal coatings on floor and wall surfaces. Other upper floor areas of the buildings are 
constructed of metal grating or metal flooring. 

Process Control Rooms are provided in the major processes, including appropriate monitoring, recording, 
alarm notification and control instrumentation. Control Rooms are located separately for the DUF4 
Process Building and the future Phase 2 Oxide Process Building (direct de-conversion of DUF6 to 
uranium oxide). The Autoclave Building and future Phase 2 Autoclave Building are controlled from the 
DUF4 Process Building and Oxide Process Building Control Rooms, respectively. The FEP plant has its 
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own process Control Room for the SiF4 and BF3 processes. The AHF Staging Containment Building and 
Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Facility share a Control Room. Likewise, one control area is located in 
the Utilities Building for monitoring and controlling the steam boiler system, air compressors and other 
utility supply equipment. Control room areas and electrical and instrument rooms are typically of concrete 
block construction with concrete or metal roofs. Ceiling assemblies and fire walls separate these areas 
from production areas of the facilities. Process area control rooms, where routinely occupied by workers, 
have environments maintained for comfort and safety. Control rooms located in process areas, where 
uranium or hazardous chemicals are processed, stored or handled, have separate heating, ventilation and 
air conditioning (HVAC) systems. The Control Rooms in these areas are designed to maintain a positive 
pressure environment with high-efficiency filtration of intake air and are provided with low pressure 
alarms to notify occupants should a loss of pressure inside a control room occur. 

The process buildings are classified per NFPA 13 as Ordinary Group 2 and are protected with 100 percent 
coverage, wet-type fire protection sprinkler systems with Class 1 standpipes between floors in all exit 
stairways of multi-story buildings. 

Facility Buildings  

A listing of the major buildings and estimated sizes is provided in Table 2-3. 

2.1.4.2 Utilities Requirements  

Utility resource requirements include electrical power, steam, natural gas, dry air, water and liquid and 
gaseous nitrogen. The Utilities Building contains a package steam boiler, a smaller spare steam boiler for 
necessary backup supply; associated boiler feed water softening and treating equipment; and compressors 
for generating plant air and air driers, as needed. A separate electrical substation and switchgear building 
are provided to supply and distribute electrical power requirements. 

Electrical  

The electrical power load demand in the facility is mostly for operating four reaction vessels (calciners) in 
the FEP product plant, the refrigeration system and reaction vessel in the DUF4 plant and later in the 
operation of the 2nd-stage reaction vessel of the future Phase 2 Oxide process. The substation and major 
line-distribution system are designed for the plant at an estimated 4.9 VA. As detailed design and 
engineering proceeds, the electrical take-off calculations for specific equipment will better define load 
demands by area. The Main Switchgear Building houses the electrical gear, breakers and electrical 
systems for control and distribution of the main electrical power. 

Steam  

Steam is the primary heat source for vaporizing DUF6 in the autoclave, heating some process and 
warehouse buildings, and tracing pipes, in some cases, to prevent solidification of temperature sensitive 
substances. 

Steam requirement for the Phase 1 facility are estimated at about 2,500-3,500 lb/hr based on routine 
operations at design capacities. When the Phase 2 facility becomes operational, the total load will increase 
to about 6,000-8,000 lb/hr Steam is generated on site at 150 psig using a package boiler of about 10,000-
lb/hr capacity. The 10,000 lb/hr unit capacity is being used in the environmental assessment for 
evaluation emissions from the boiler stack. 
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Table 2- 3 Major Buildings and Estimated Sizes 

BUILDING 

(Areas where uranium is processed or 
stored are marked in “bold” print”) 

DIMENSIONS  
(feet) 

APPROXIMATE 
AREA 

(square feet) 

APPROXIMATE 
VOLUME           
(cubic feet) 

PHASE 1 and FUTURE PHASE 2 
PLANTS LENGTH WIDTH 

EAVE 
HEIGHT     

DUF6 Autoclave Building  90 60 40 5,400 216,000 

DUF4 Process Building 50 50 70 2,500 175,000 

DUF4 Container Storage Building 40 40 18 1,600 28,800 

DUF4 Container Staging Building 25 25 18 625 11,250 

Decontamination (Decon) Building 50 30 30 1500 45,000 

FEP Process Building (SiF4 and BF3) 60 40 60 2400 144,000 

FEP Oxide Staging Building 40 20 30 800 24,000 

FEP Product Storage & Packaging Building 50 35 18 1750 31,500 

AHF Staging Containment Building 40 30 30 1,200 36,000 

Fluoride Products Trailer Loading Building 90 20 20 1,800 36,000 

Maintenance & Stores Building 60 50 15 3,000 45,000 

EPP Building 40 30 18 1,200 21,600 

Lime Silo Storage Shed 20 20 8 400 3,200 

Utilities Building 50 50 18 2,500 45,000 

Material Warehouse 100 50 18 5,000 90,000 

Main Switchgear Building 50 40 18 2,000 36,000 

Fire Pump House 10 10 15 100 1,500 

Water Treatment Building 30 15 15 450 6750 

Process Offices  50 30 15 1,500 22,500 
Laboratory (Small uranium samples 
handled) 30 30 15 900 13,500 

Administrative Building 80 50 15 4,000 60,000 

Guard House 25 20 10 500 5,000 
 

FUTURE PHASE 2 PLANT 
ADDITIONS LENGTH WIDTH 

EAVE 
HEIGHT   

Future DUF6 Autoclave Building 90 60 40 5,400 216,000 

Future  Oxide Process Building 50 50 70 2,500 175,000 

Future  Direct Oxide Staging Building 50 20 30 1,000 30,000 

Future HF Distillation Annex 25 20 60 500 30,000 
 

The steam boiler package includes a softener system for the feed water, standard blow-down capabilities, 
and associated steam and fuel controls. The boiler operates on natural gas and is located in the Utilities 
building. A spare package redundant boiler, of about 5,000 lb/hr is planned for maintaining reliable heat 
source capabilities. 
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Condensate from autoclaves, line traps, heating units and process equipment is collected in local 
condensate tanks for temporary holding and flow control. Condensate is either treated and returned as 
feed to the steam boiler or used as makeup water in the process. Boiler blow-down is sent to the EPP for 
treatment, if needed, and evaporated at that point.  

Compressed Air 

Compressed air is needed for operation of some instrumentation, control valves, dust collector blow-back, 
hopper vibrators and some miscellaneous uses. Air is compressed and dried using vendor standard 
selected compressors to deliver approximately 100 psig. Air regulators and controls are specified as part 
of the detailed engineering and procurement package. 

Nitrogen  

Nitrogen is required for purge gas systems and in the process mainly for cooling of pre-condensers and 
product cold traps in the FEP process building. Liquid nitrogen is used for the cold traps. The cold 
nitrogen vapor exiting the product cold traps will be re-used for the pre-condenser cooling. Gaseous 
nitrogen leaving the condensers is collected and compressed to supply gaseous nitrogen in other parts of 
the facility where a dry inert gas is needed. The main application is for purge and seal systems, such as 
the rotary calciner inlet and discharge seals. A cost-benefit analysis will be conducted during detailed 
design to determine whether to make or buy the liquid nitrogen or to utilize another type cryogenic 
system, such as gaseous helium. It is assumed for the environmental assessment that liquid nitrogen is 
procured from a vendor. 

Water Supply  

The plant requires relatively low volumes of incoming water because of designs for recycling process 
water and re-circulating the cooling water. A preliminary estimate of water supply requirement is less 
than 10,000 gallons per day. Sanitary water usage for showers, lavatories, drinking, toilets and the 
laboratory comprise 3,000-4,500 gal/day of the total.  

There is currently no municipal water line within a reasonably close distance to the plant site. Some other 
plants in the local area use ground wells as water supply. Ground wells are used for the IIFP plant coupled 
with a packaged treatment plant to render the groundwater acceptable for sanitary and drinking water use. 

Heat, Ventilation and Air Conditioning  

Steam is used as the main heat source for process building environment. Process control room areas are 
served by electrical or gas supplied heat pump units for heating and air conditioning. Process equipment 
areas are open and of large volumes, so steam heating is practical. Cooling of the large process and 
storage areas of low occupancy is by fresh air ventilation either by roof-fan or side-wall vents. Smaller 
process areas that are routinely occupied by personnel, such as the product packaging areas, are cooled by 
local HVAC refrigerant type units. Final decisions on types, locations, number of units and thermal 
loading is pending the architecture and engineering details with respect to building design and layout. 

Ground-Thermal System  

Administrative, stores, process offices, laboratory, guard station and other personnel high occupancy 
areas are heated and cooled by ground-thermal systems. The current concept is to design, select and 
install two systems close to consumers.  



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 2-27 

A total 60-ton capacity (720,000 British Thermal Units, BTUs per hour) is estimated for the buildings 
identified and currently sized in the plant concept. Actual sizing, selection and engineering of the system 
will be decided in later detailed engineering work. 

Solar Power Supplement  

Plans are to use a combination of solar electric supply ground mount and roof space panel systems to 
supplement some building lighting and light-duty auxiliaries, such as small fan motors and battery 
chargers. Conceptually, two-30 kilowatt direct current (DC) grid, about 21KW alternating current (AC), 
ground-mount systems are being considered for supplemental electrical supply to the EPP building areas. 
Those systems would be located in the large open area near the EPP. Each would occupy about 76.2 x 6.1 
m (250 x 20 ft) space. A typical ground-mount system under consideration is shown in Figure 2-11. 

Plans are to include, as part of the solar use concept, some roof mounted units totaling slightly over 60 
KW alternating current capacity. Those units would be a supplemental power supply to selected process, 
warehouse and maintenance shops. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2- 11 Solar Ground-mount Grid System 

Based on the current conceptual design, each roof panel will be about 2,300 ft2. A ballast-type grid system 
could be used on roofs; as shown in Figure 2-12. During detailed design, size and rating of these systems 
can be better defined. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2- 12 Roof-Solar Units 

IIFP plant site in 
Hobbs NM is an 
excellent location 
for utilizing solar 
units.
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2.1.4.3 Equipment Support Pads and Spill Containment 

Most of the process equipment is located inside the process buildings. There are some storage tanks, air 
scrubbing equipment and utilities equipment located outside. Process building concrete aprons and pads 
layout designs are arranged for closeness to the inside process equipment for each building, respectively. 

Process pads, where chemicals or hazardous materials are stored or handled, have dikes with sealed seams 
between the dike walls and concrete pad. The dike areas are designed to have an excess total capacity plus 
a design margin of safety for any one of the largest containers, vessels or tanks within the area.  

Building aprons and pads that do not require dikes for spill control have curb designs to collect rainwater 
from building roofs and to prevent erosion. This arrangement helps prevent contamination of soil in the 
areas near process buildings in event of a leak or spill outside the normally controlled containment areas. 
In this design concept, runoff from building roofs and non-hazard areas is sent via the storm water sewer 
system to a double-lined retention basin designed to collect and evaporate storm water. It is unlikely that 
roof and non-hazard designated pads would contain radioactive or chemical contamination. The storm 
water runoff system design provides a means to collect and sample, if needed, this retained water. The 
collection and evaporation of rainwater from the process and plant areas proper provides reasonable 
assurance for operating the plant with minimal risks relative to storm water disposition. 

2.1.4.4  Water Treatment 

Cooling Water  

Re-circulated cooling water is used in refrigeration systems, chillers, and process heat exchangers. 
Cooling water is treated for corrosion prevention and protection relative to fungi, mold and Legionnaire 
disease organisms. The closed-system avoids effluent treatment in general owing to little to no waste 
discharge. 

In the event of a spill or leak around the chillers or cooling systems, the cooling water is collected in the 
spill containment areas, pumped to the EPP holding tanks where it could be lime-treated, neutralized and 
evaporated through the EPP dryer unit. Chemical residues are likely be very small amounts, if any, and 
will be disposed in an approved Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permitted disposal 
site. Small amounts of boiler blow-down water will also be sent to the EPP to be treated in the same 
manner. 

Plant-Water Treatment  

Plant water supply is from an on-site well(s). Civil engineering and surveys have not been performed, so 
characterization of the well water is not fully defined. The current water supply treatment concept is to 
employ packaged treatment that provides well water to meet specifications for plant boiler raw water feed 
and for cooling water make-up needs. The boiler raw feed is further treated in the Utilities building, for 
example through softeners, to meet the boiler feed specifications. Part of the raw water is pumped to 
separate storage and treated to meet drinking water standards for sanitary supply. About 3,000-4,500 
gal/day of raw well water will need to be treated in a sanitary intake water packaged unit. The package 
unit treatment equipment and controls are housed in the Water Treatment Plant Building 
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2.1.4.5  Sewer Systems and Collection Basins 

Storm Sewers  

The facility storm sewer systems design assumes a 100-year return period storm of 8.9 to 10.2 cm (3.5 to 
4-in) rain of 1-hour duration for the Hobbs, New Mexico area. Preliminary engineering of the drainage 
system size and layout was done to estimate costs and determine requirements and information for 
additional detailed design later. The early design encompasses an area of the facility that includes the 
process buildings, auxiliary buildings, pads, roads, parking lot and the water treatment and electrical 
substation areas in the back acreage of the facility. All the storm sewer systems are inside the inner fenced 
area and collect rainwater runoff from an estimated 20-25 acres including roadways, building roofs and 
pads. 

Storm Water Holding and Evaporation Basins  

Two collection basins are planned for use in handling surges of storm water drainage. One serves the full 
DUF6 cylinder storage pad. The other is the main holding basin for collection of the total site storm sewer 
drainage. Preliminary engineering calculations estimate the main basin needs to be approximately 
100,000 cubic feet volume, assuming a 20% freeboard above the maximum design water level. The basin 
is double-lined with impervious synthetic materials typically used in these applications. Current plans are 
to use a sand base with a layer of geo-synthetic liner and a second layer of high density polyethylene, 
Detail engineering and specifications will be refined after civil data are obtained from the site surveys and 
further discussions with the State of New Mexico regarding permits. 

Considerable detail design and engineering is required to meet state and local requirements relative to the 
retention/evaporation basins including bird netting and lining specifications and design. Given the plant 
basins are strictly for storm water collection and disposition, some of the issues normally encountered 
with holding basins are avoided. 

Sanitary Sewer  

Preliminary design of the currently planned sanitary system provides for capability to handle hydraulic 
loading of about 3,000-4,500 gal/day. 

Treatment of sanitary sewer discharge uses a packaged system for primary and secondary digestion and 
activation. Tertiary treatment, most likely ultraviolet or other effective disinfection, follows. Biomass 
generated by the treatment is removed from the plant site by an approved and licensed haul and disposal 
contractor. The triple-treated water will be re-used in the plant or for landscape or tree watering. 

Process Sewer  

Water and solutions used in process equipment and KOH liquors used in air emissions scrubbing units are 
pumped, when contaminant concentrations dictate, to the EPP via above ground piping. The design, in 
some cases, is double-walled pipes where significantly hazard solutions may require rigorous spill/leak 
prevention. This design is used where such piping could not practically be located within a contained spill 
control area. 

Process water is not transported through underground sewers, and the facility is designed such as not to 
require process sewers. 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 2-30 

2.1.4.6  Fire Protection 

Two redundant above ground fire water storage tanks of 100,000 gallons each are provided to supply 
immediate demand. Water supply is from the groundwater wells with booster and jockey pumps to 
maintain supply to and from the reservoir. An electrical fire water pump and an emergency diesel fire 
water pump are provided. 

The plant fire protection system is based on National Fire Protection Association standard NFPA 13 and 
the New Mexico Commercial Building Code (NMCBC).  

Details of the fire safety program including further description of fire protection system are provided in 
the IIFP License Application; Chapter 7, “Fire Safety.” 

2.1.4.7  Other Major Buildings 

Decontamination Building 

The Decontamination Building is located adjacent to, and on the north side of the DUF4 Building. The 
construction provides for a fire barrier between the Decontamination Building and the DUF4 Building. 
This building is used for decontamination of equipment for maintenance and removal of uranium from 
decontamination wash waters or from small volumes of contaminated liquors. The Decontamination 
Building contains an equipment cleaning booth and hood system, primary and secondary dust collector 
system in series, contaminated-water holding tanks, primary and polishing filters, associated pumps, 
piping, field equipment instrumentation panels, ion exchange columns and associated controls and 
backwash systems.  

DUF4 Container Storage Building  

Just east of, and adjacent to, the FEP Oxide Staging Building is the DUF4 Container Storage Building. 
This building is used to store shipping containers of DUF4 that may be received from suppliers. This 
source of DUF4 can be used in production of FEP products and/or de-converted to depleted uranium 
oxide. 

Fire Pump House 

The Fire Pump House is located on the east side of the access road loop and between the two fire water 
storage tanks. This building houses the fire water pumps, interconnecting piping and controls for the 
facility fire water system. A fire wall separates the main fire water pump from the diesel powered 
emergency fire water pump. 

Administrative Building (Offices)  

The Administrative Building houses the offices of personnel not directly involved in the production and 
maintenance functions of the facility. This building is accessed directly through the front door from the 
parking lot. The rear portion of this building is the Change/Locker Area with toilet facilities, showers and 
lockers. The main employee entrance and boundary control area are located on the west side of the 
Change/Locker Area. A turn-style and access controls are located at the security fence permitting 
employee entrance into the controlled area. 
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Process Offices/Laboratory 

The Process Office Building is located adjacent to, and north of the DUF4 equipment access pad. This 
Building contains the offices for the engineering, technical, ESH and plant production supervisory staff. 
The north side of this building contains the Laboratory that is furnished with work benches, equipment, 
analytical instrumentation, fume hoods, containment devices and exhaust systems with vent streams 
exiting to an outdoor scrubber on a containment pad just east of the Laboratory area. The Laboratory area 
provides areas that receive, prepare, and store various samples as follows: 

• Health Physics Lab for calibrating instrumentation and counting samples, 
• Chemical Laboratory for the analyses of process and product samples, and  
• Environmental Monitoring Lab for the process of environmental/regulatory analysis. 

Maintenance and Stores Building 

The Maintenance and Stores Building is located southeast of the Fluoride Products Trailer Loading 
Building. This building contains small tools, machines, repair equipment, and maintenance supplies such 
as pipe and fittings, hardware, electrical parts and other small items required for maintenance of the 
facility. No raw, licensed, or in process materials or finished products are stored in this building. An 
office area is provided for maintenance supervision and stores personnel. 

Material Warehouse 

The Material Warehouse is located just northeast of the Process Offices/Laboratory Building. This 
warehouse is used to receive and store such items as piping components, electrical conduit, wiring, 
equipment for capital construction projects and spare parts. Small quantities of chemicals such as paints, 
oils, and cleaning agents are stored in the warehouse, but the quantities are limited to meet NMCBC and 
NFPA requirements. No licensed, raw, or in-process materials or finished products are stored in this 
building. 

Water Treatment Building 

The Water Treatment Building is located east of the electrical utility substation and adjacent to the facility 
water wells. This building contains the domestic water storage tank, pumps, treatment system, and 
controls required to furnish potable water for use throughout the facility. 

Main Switchgear Building 

The Main Switchgear Building is located just east of the Utilities Building. This building houses the 
incoming main switchgear distribution and metering equipment for the facility. The main switchgear is 
fed from the electrical utility substation located just inside the north fence line. 

Locker/Change Area and Boundary Control Area  

The Boundary Control Area is the point of demarcation between non-contaminated areas and potentially 
contaminated areas of the plant. These facilities include space for hand and foot monitors, hand washing 
facilities, safety showers, and boot barrier access. These facilities also contain employee lockers and 
offices. Change and locker facilities with be provided for approximately 200 people. 
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Guard House  

The Guard House is located at the entrance to the plant. It functions as a security checkpoint for all 
incoming and outgoing traffic. Employees, visitors and trucks that have access approval are screened at 
the Guard House. All vehicle traffic including common carriers, such as mail delivery trucks, are checked 
and authorized for access to the facility at this location. 

2.1.4.8  Monitoring Stations 

IIFP monitors both for radiological and non-radiological parameters. Descriptions of the following 
monitoring stations and the parameters measured are described in another section of the ER: 

• Meteorology (ER Chapter 3, section 3.6) 
• Water Resources (ER Chapter 3, section 3.4) 
• Radiological Effluents (ER Chapter 6, section 6.1) 
• Non radiological Effluents (ER Chapter 6, section 6.3) 

2.1.5 Decommissioning 

At the end of useful plant life, the FEP/DUP facility will be decommissioned such that the site and 
remaining facilities may be released for unrestricted use as defined in 10 CFR 20.1402 (CFR, 2008b).  

A Decommission Funding Plan (DFP) for the near-term Phase 1 facility is developed and provided as 
Chapter 10 of the IIFP NRC Licensing Application. Prior to expanding the facility to Phase 2, the DFP 
will be updated as part of the Phase 2 licensing process. 

The overall strategy for decommissioning is to remove all radioactive contaminated materials and 
hazardous chemicals from the site such as to release the facility and the site for unrestricted use. Materials 
will be disposed in licensed facilities in accordance with their final characterization. Some radioactive 
contaminated materials may be de-contaminated for disposal as opposed to disposal as low-level 
radioactive waste (LLW).  

Hazardous wastes will be treated or disposed of in licensed hazardous waste facilities. Disposal of 
radioactive or hazardous material will not occur at the plant site, but at licensed facilities located 
elsewhere. Following decommissioning, the facilities, infrastructure and site will be available for reuse. 

This decommissioning approach begins shortly after final shutdown of the facility and avoids long-term 
storage and monitoring of wastes on site. The type and volume of wastes produced at the FEP/DUP 
facility do not warrant delays in waste removal normally associated with a deferred dismantlement option. 

IIFP presently intends to utilize a surety bond and Standby Trust Fund as the method to provide 
reasonable financial assurance of decommissioning funding. At least six months prior to startup of the 
Phase 1 facility, IIFP will provide NRC the financial assurance instrument that IIFP intends to execute. 
Upon finalization of the specific funding instrument to be used and at least 21 days prior to the 
commencement of operations, IIFP will supplement its application to include the signed, executed 
documentation. The surety bond and fund will provide assurance that decommissioning costs will be paid 
in the unexpected event IIFP is unable to meet its decommissioning obligations at the time of 
decommissioning.  
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The environmental impacts of decommissioning are further discussed in Chapter 4 of this ER and the 
cost-benefits impacts of the de-commissioning phase are described in the ER Chapter 7. 

2.2  Alternatives for Site Selection  

A site selection study was conducted for the Proposed Action for the purpose of locating a suitable site for 
the construction and operation of IIFP facility, based on technical, safety, economic, and environmental 
factors. The process used in the site selection is described below and involves a solicitation of community 
interest and then a two-phased screening approach to locate a suitable site. Upon receipt of community 
interest, a first-phase screening was conducted and involved the evaluation of 6 sites. The second phase of 
the screening analysis consisted of a more detailed analysis of the sites that remained after the first 
screening phase, against additional criteria as well as more detailed sub-criteria for evaluation. 

2.2.1  Methodology 

The selection process (Thomas, 2009) was intended to insure that the chosen site was consistent with 
organizational goals and a host of environmental, operational, economic, and political considerations.  

2.2.1.1  Solicitation of Interest and First-Phase Screening 

The first step of the analysis involved an Inquiry Package sent to several communities in geographical 
regions that were potentially attractive to INIS. The Inquiry Package included a request for information 
about the community and any interest or proposals they would have for accepting and attracting an IIFP 
facility into their communities. Several responses were received and a list of 6 candidate sites resulted 
from the first-phase screening process. Two candidate sites were eliminated; one being too remote from 
utilities and the other had potential legacy waste issues.  

2.2.1.2  Second-Phase Screening 

The remaining four sites were evaluated using a qualitative evaluation and cost-benefit evaluation. The 
results of this evaluation (Thomas, 2009) determined that two of the sites were not beneficial due to 
location and excessive land and/or infrastructure costs. This information was communicated to the 
economic development councils representing each site. The councils then offered two new sites. One of 
the newly offered sites was eliminated since the contract for the land could take months to resolve and the 
site had numerous oil wells. One of the original community sites was also removed from the candidate list 
because one of the newly offered sites in that region was determined to be more beneficial than the 
original community site. The three remaining candidate sites were further evaluated using pre-established 
selection criteria including the following: 

Public and State Support  

Public and state support is a mandatory requirement in the site evaluation. Support for nuclear facilities 
and for the IIFP facility was excellent at each of the sites evaluated. The public, local officials and State 
legislators participated in public meetings held in the three final candidate site communities about the 
IIFP proposal. Their comments were generally overwhelmingly supportive. Two of the candidate sites 
exhibited a higher level of regulatory support due to their past experience with site selection of the 
Louisiana Energy Systems (LES) and the AREVA, Inc. centrifuge plants. All three sites met the 
mandatory IIFP site selection criteria for public and state support. 
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Seismic  

Two of the sites evaluated are within 30 miles of each other and the LES National Enrichment Facility 
(NEF) centrifuge facility. Therefore, the sites have similar seismic characteristics. Probabilistic ground 
motion for the sites is shown in ER Table 3-2, “Seismic Criteria for New Mexico Site,” in Section 3.3.1 
Seismology. Seismic activity is well documented as the result of the LES/NEF license (NRC, 2004) and 
the extensive network of seismometers established for the WIPP facility at Carlsbad, New Mexico, (DOE, 
1980) appropriately 87 km (54 mi) from the proposed site. The two sites are in a seismically quiet region, 
with nearby earthquakes being small in magnitude and generally caused by oil field injection activities 
(Yarger, 2009) 

The third site candidate was determined to be in a more seismic active region. 

Land/Soil Issues  

Soils at two of the candidate sites are sandy and well drained, with a well-developed Caliche layer 
occurring at the surface or as shallow as 25 to 30 cm (10 to 12 in) below the surface in some areas of the 
sites. Caliche refers to a buff, white, or reddish brown calcareous material commonly found in layers on 
or near the surface of soils in arid regions. “Calcrete,” “duricrust,” and “hardpan” are other terms used to 
describe Caliche in its various forms. No soil sample borings are available for these sites; however, the 
deposit of Caliche cap across the sites is expected to occur in a thickness range of 2.4 to 7.6 m (8 to 25 ft). 
Caliche is a local construction material due to its compaction properties. Caliche is frequently used for the 
construction of well pads, surfacing roads, and as a compacted base-course for buildings and paved roads. 

Two of the sites evaluated have a Caliche rock layer that will have to be negotiated for civil construction 
work. Those sites are nearly flat with a slight slope that accommodates drainage (Thomas, 2008). 

The third candidate site soil consists of basalt lava flows with the potential of cracks, caves, and lava 
tubes (APTS, 2009a). However, visual observation did not reveal any deficiencies. The amount of surface 
lava is minimal. Based on well drilling reports, the site soil thickness is approximately 1.5 m (5 ft). Lava 
rock is encountered below this depth. Assuming the depth of soil is uniform, civil foundation and piping 
construction should not be hampered.  

Land/Mineral Rights  

The oil and gas industry is well established in the region of two of the evaluated sites, with producing oil 
and gas fields, support services, and compressor stations. Nearly all phases of oil and gas activities have 
occurred in the locality. These phases include seismic exploration, exploratory drilling, field well 
installation and operation. However, no gas and distillate wells are present on the proposed plant sites. 
The minerals (including oil and gas) beneath the sites evaluated are owned by the respective States. The 
mineral rights are leased to production companies for development. There were no stated mineral rights or 
commercial rights associated with the third candidate site evaluated (Thomas, 2008).  

Aesthetics  

Aesthetics is an important factor for consideration in selecting the site of the IIFP facilities. It is desirable 
to locate the IIFP facility in an area that is aesthetically pleasing, with visual appeal, where adjacent 
operations do not detract from the facility mission, and where state highways access adjoins the site. 
Satisfying these criteria can yield an IIFP facility that provides a positive public image and provides IIFP 
pride of ownership. 
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All sites exhibit a very nondescript appearance with open, vacant land. This is common for the areas of 
the three final candidate sites. Surrounding landscapes are similar in appearance. The only activities 
currently occurring at the two of the sites are cattle grazing and oil and gas production. Activity at the 
third site is primarily farming. 

Land is readily accessible for the three of the sites evaluated with direct access from state highways to the 
sites. The selected Hobbs, New Mexico site has the preferred aesthetics. The Hobbs site has the option of 
selecting an ideal 242 ha (600 ac) location within 959 ha (2369 ac), an area with higher land value that 
has been developed for other industries, and has ready access to highways, airports, and utilities.  

Licensing and Permits  

In the community and state response packages from the final three candidate sites, no specific items that 
would cause licensing and permit issues were identified. There were 1) no non-attainment areas in the 
vicinity, 2) no aquatic or riparian habitat is situated within the sites, 3) no threatened or endangered 
species or their critical habitats were identified within the sites, 4) no historic, archaeological, and cultural 
sites were identified, 5) no known future projects for the site vicinity that could add additional impacts to 
constructing, operating and decommissioning the IIFP facility, 6) no legacy chemical or radiological 
contamination and 7) minimal environmental justice concerns. 

However, in two of the candidate site areas, an evaluation is required of the impact of the threatened and 
endangered species identified as the Lesser Prairie Chicken that habitats the area. In addition, the sites 
required field walk-downs to ensure there are no historic, archaeological, and cultural sites. 

2.2.1.3  Cost-Evaluation Results 

Incentives  

The incentives offered by two of the candidate sites were in the range of $12-$20 million. The third site 
had a lower incentive value due to the cost of acquiring land from a land owner and the absence of 
significant property tax savings. 

Infrastructure Cost  

Infrastructure includes the cost of land improvements and the cost for supplying water, electricity, natural 
gas, and sanitary waste treatment to the site. It also includes the cost for regulatory rigor associated with 
each site.  

All three of the sites evaluated have adjacent access to state highway systems. Two of the sites have a 
Caliche rock layer that will have to be negotiated for civil construction work. The third site evaluated has 
a substantial soil layer before volcanic rock is encountered. The soil layer should accommodate civil 
construction at the site. 

The Hobbs site is located over the Ogallala Aquifer, thus a well water supply is available approximately 
61 m (200 ft) beneath the surface. Of the two other site evaluate, one had a plentiful well water supply 
and the other did not and water would have to be supplied from a city water supply several miles away 
and involving significant cost to pipe the water to the candidate site. 
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High voltage electrical transmission lines and natural gas lines cross the Hobbs site providing economical 
access. Provision of electrical power and natural gas to the other sites is costly since both must be routed 
several miles to the sites. There are no site differences in the cost of sanitary waste treatment systems 
since all sites must have an on-site sanitary waste treatment system. 

Operating Costs  

Operating costs were calculated based on the design life for the IIFP facility. The costs did not account 
for future year inflation nor was a discount rate used. The costs were developed to provide a general basis 
for use in site cost evaluations. There were no significant site differences in labor, water, or sanitary waste 
treatment costs. Electricity cost for the one site was the most costly at $0.088 per kw-hr. The other sites 
had an electricity cost of about $0.06 per kw-hr. Natural gas cost at the one site was the most costly at 
$1.24 per Therm. The other sites had a natural gas cost of about $1.00 per therm. 

State and Local Taxes  

State and local tax were calculated just to obtain a relative comparison of the sites and were based on a 
20-year period of operations for the IIFP facility. The calculations were based on present values of IIFP 
facility revenue and income and did not account for future year inflation. The relative difference in the 
range of State and Local Taxes over the analysis period was only about $5 million. The selected IIFP 
Hobbs, New Mexico site was in the middle of the range of the three sites evaluated. 

Transportation Costs  

Relative costs were developed for transport of DUF6 cylinders by estimating the cost for shipments from 
(and return to) two of the potential enrichment plant suppliers (customers) of DUF6 to each of the 
candidate sites. Costs were also developed for transporting oxide containers from each candidate site to a 
licensed disposal site in Utah and a potential future licensed disposal site in Texas.  

Several cases were evaluated for a matrix of shipping and receiving scenarios. The transportation distance 
in miles was determined for each case. Transport costs of DUF6 cylinders and oxide waste shipments 
were determined based on costs per mile and mileage in each of the cases. In all cases except Case 3, two 
of the sites evaluated; one of which was the selected Hobbs, NM site, have substantial cost savings over 
the third candidate site. 

2.2.2  Final Site Selection 

The sites were evaluated using the following procedure. The evaluation listed the Criteria, the Impact 
Value (range: 0 .05 Low Impact to 0 .8 High Impact) for each criteria, and the assigned Evaluation Value 
(Range: 1 Most Favorable to 10 Least Favorable) for each criteria. The Impact Value multiplied by the 
Evaluation Value provides the Score for each site’s criteria. Thus, the site with the lowest Total Score 
(which was determined to be Hobbs, New Mexico) is the most beneficial site to select. The evaluation 
criteria for the site selection, the project objective, and the impact value for each criterion are listed in 
Table 2-4. 

Based on the evaluation and a review of the seismic information, the Hobbs site has the most beneficial 
combination of attributes and economics that meet selection requirements identified in the IIFP Site 
Inquiry Package. 
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Table 2- 4 Evaluation Criteria for Site Selection 

Evaluation Criteria Project 
Objective Impact Value 

Local community residents must accept and support facility siting Required Pass/Fail 
Local and state governments must support Regulatory Activities. Required Pass/Fail 
Site cannot be in Seismic Zone 4. Required Pass/Fail 
Site cannot be within 50 km of a quaternary active fault. Required Pass/Fail 
Presence of nearby activities or structures that could be exposed to a 
hazard by the facility (NUREG 1513) Regulatory 0.8 

Presence of nearby activities or structures that could pose a hazard to 
the facility (NUREG 1513) Regulatory 0.8 

Commitment of natural resources for site offered including the 
destruction or diminution of wildlife habitats, flora, woodlands, and 
marshlands 

Regulatory 0.8 

Presence of endangered or threatened species, or critical habitat in 
Endangered Species Act Regulatory 0.8 

Environmental Justice Requirements (minority and low-income 
populations: multiple effects to be considered Regulatory 0.8 

Will action cause a violation of Federal, State, local, tribal laws or 
requirements for protection of environment (Air Quality, Water 
Quality, other? 

Regulatory 0.8 

Location of adjacent hazards or hazardous operations leading to 
cumulative impacts Regulatory 0.8 

State and local government financial incentives Cost 0.4 
Property tax incentive Cost 0.8 
State Income taxes Cost 0.8 
State Sales and use taxes Cost 0.8 
Transportation routes (impacts) for incoming feed material, 
considering distances & routes Cost 0.8 

Transportation cost to uranium oxide waste disposal site Cost 0.8 
Transportation cost to primary anhydrous HF buyers Cost 0.8 
Schedule time required to license and construct Schedule 0.4 
Existence of chemical or radiological contamination Regulatory 0.4 
Adequate water supply and cost Cost 0.4 
Presence of special interest groups (interveners) Regulatory 0.4 
Acreage Offered (min 640-acres) and cost Cost 0.4 
Waste types generated during construction, operation and demolition, 
RCRA, etc  Regulatory 0.4 

Cost of construction and operation Cost 0.4 
Electrical supply and cost Cost 0.4 
Gas supply and cost Cost 0.4 
Impact on water quality or water supply (reduction) Regulatory 0.4 
Site characteristics: Geology, topography, seismic Regulatory 0.2 
Decommissioning Requirements Regulatory 0.2 
Site characteristics: depth to frost line Regulatory 0.2 
Infrastructure incentive Cost 0.2 
Contaminants Regulatory 0.2 
Training , accessibility, availability of emergency response personnel, Regulatory 0.2 
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Evaluation Criteria Project 
Objective Impact Value 

facilities 
Existing environmental data Regulatory 0.2 
Ambient noise levels Regulatory 0.1 
Site characteristics: climatology and meteorology Regulatory 0.1 
Sanitary wastewater treatment availability Cost 0.1 
Availability of road, rail, and airport Cost 0.1 
Buildings offered and terms Cost 0.1 
Condition of land Cost 0.05 
Unemployment insurance tax Cost 0.05 
 
Some of the primary benefits for the selection of the Hobbs site are as follows: 

• The site has no constraining licensing or permitting issues including, 1) no apparent 
environmental justice concerns, 2) no legacy chemical or radiological contamination, 3) no 
threatened or endangered species, 4) no critical and important terrestrial habitats and 5) no air 
quality non-attainment areas in the vicinity. 

• Public support including state and local officials for nuclear activities and the IIFP facility is 
excellent. Public participation meetings were well attended and comments were highly 
supportive.  

• The site is not near an active fault and lies in a seismically quiet region. 
• The land is readily accessible and is located in an area that is aesthetically pleasing. The location 

would present a positive public image and provide pride of ownership for IIFP.  
• The site offers significant tax and land incentives. 
• Utilities including electricity, water, and natural gas are available on the site. The Ogallala 

Aquifer lies beneath the site insuring a sufficient supply of water for plant operation. 
• On site utilities offer infrastructure savings up to $2 million relative to the other sites. 
• U.S. 62/180 that serves the site is a well established radioactive waste transportation corridor 

established by DOE for shipping transuranic mixed waste.  
• The site is sparsely populated with a few nearby ranches and a transient population associated 

with oil and gas exploration and production. However, there is a neighboring gas fired power 
plant with another utility and refinery close to the proposed site.  

• Local colleges and universities have an existing training program in partnership with the National 
Enrichment Facility (NEF) centrifuge facility. These institutions have the capability and are 
committed to provide training to assure ample skilled labor for the construction and operation of 
the facilities. The Hobbs site could benefit by partnering with this existing program. 

• A potential DUF6 supplier (customer) is within 25 miles to the south of the site, and a potential 
licensed disposal site for RCRA hazardous waste is within 35 miles of the selected IIFP site. 

2.3 No Action Alternative 

The No-Action alternative would be to not construct, operate or decommission the proposed IIFP 
FEP/DUP facility in Lea County, New Mexico. The Lea County Proposed Action site would remain 
essentially in its current state or would be available for other uses. The overall “SMALL” impact of the 
Proposed Action and the “MODERATE” transportation and ecological impacts to specific wildlife travel 
corridors during construction of the Proposed Action would not occur. The Lea County regional 
communities and State would lose the tax and business revenues, otherwise generated by the Proposed 
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Action, and the approximate 150-250 construction and the estimated 120-160 facility operations new jobs 
and earnings would not materialize.  

Under the No-Action alternative, the commercial uranium enrichment companies in the U.S. would likely 
have to rely on the Department of Energy to de-convert their DUF6 in the DOE Paducah, Kentucky and/or 
the Piketon, Ohio de-conversion plants that are under construction. DOE presently has tens of thousands 
of depleted uranium hexafluoride cylinders in backlog and waiting for processing at the Paducah and 
Portsmouth gaseous diffusion sites (See Figure 2-13 and Figure 2-14). Owing to the huge stockpile and 
the original DOE mission for justification of government funding for the plants, it is expected the capacity 
of those plants will be fully scheduled in de-conversion of their own large stockpile. By some accounts, 
the processing of the present DOE inventory may require from 20 to 25 years, potentially leaving the 
private commercial sector without de-conversion services in the U.S during that time. 

The No-Action alternative also negates the opportunity for using the fluoride value contained in the DUF6 
for production of useful and valuable commercial SiF4 and BF3 or other fluoride products.  

   Source: Energy Justice Network, 2009 

Figure 2- 13 Paducah GDP with Thousands of UF6 Cylinders Stored in Foreground 
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Source: Energy Justice Network, 2009 

Figure 2- 14 UF6 Cylinders Stored at the Portsmouth GDP 

The DOE’s inventory of DUF6 consists of approximately 700,000 metric tons of DUF6. This inventory of 
DUF6 is stored in about 57,000 steel cylinders (DOE, 2004a, DOE, 2004b). See Table 2-5, “DOE 
Inventory of Depleted UF6.” 

Table 2- 5 DOE Inventory of Depleted UF6 

Location Total Cylinders 
Total Depleted UF6 

(metric tons) 
Paducah GDP, KY 36,191 436,400 
Portsmouth GDP, OH 16,109 195,800 
Oak Ridge, TN1 4,822 54,300 
Total 57,122 686,500 
1Since the PEIS was published, the Oak Ridge cylinders were transferred to the Portsmouth GDP.     Source: DOE, 2004a; DOE, 2004b 

Additionally, new commercial enrichment facilities are under construction or are planned that will be 
generating additional DUF6. Figure 2-15 shows the projection of the increasingly large accumulation of 
depleted DUF6 that will be generated from new facilities (not including the existing Paducah Gaseous 
Diffusion Plant) in the U.S. over the next decade. 
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Figure 2- 15 Estimated DUF6 Generated from New Enrichment Plants in the U.S. 

The No-Action Alternative could potentially mean that the commercial private enrichment facilities may 
have to wait 20 to 25 years for DUF6 de-conversion by the federal government; a long term delay with a 
potential unnecessary risk to the environment and the public. Under the No-Action Alternative, a decision 
by the NRC not to approve the IIFP license application would perpetuate the reliance on an over 
committed DOE de-conversion that has not yet demonstrated its operating capability. 

2.4  Reasonable Alternative Actions 

IIFP’s Proposed Action is to use technologies for de-conversion of DUF6 that produce marketable and 
valuable by-products including SiF4, BF3 and AHF. 

Any Reasonable Alternatives for producing SiF4, BF3, or AHF, other than by utilization of the fluorine 
from DUF6 de-conversion, were eliminated from further consideration. Alternatives are not considered 
because of the direct interrelationship of DUF6 de-conversion and use of the fluorine value for producing 
AHF, BF3 or SiF4 in the Proposed Action. The No-Action and Reasonable Alternatives considered for de-
conversion are the bounding cases.  

2.4.1 Reasonable Alternative for De-conversion of DUF6 

There are basically two known commercial-scale chemical processes, other than the IIFP Proposed 
Action, for de-conversion of DUF6. Both employ direct conversion of the DUF6 to uranium oxide, as 
discussed below.  

The de-conversion processes that will be utilized (currently under construction) at DOE sites located at 
Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH react DUF6 with water (steam) and hydrogen to produce uranium oxides 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 2-42 

(U3O8) and aqueous HF. Some of the process is proprietary, but generally the reaction of steam with UF6 
to produce uranium oxide is a well-known chemistry.  

In the DOE process, the DUF6 is directly converted to uranium oxide in a one-stage reaction vessel. HF 
and water vapor exit the reaction vessel and are collected as aqueous HF. The uranium oxide solids exit 
the reaction vessel, are temporarily stored and shipped to an approved waste disposal site. DOE plans to 
market the aqueous HF, but if unable to do so for all or part of the HF, then DOE may have to treat the 
HF as a waste liquid. This liquid waste would likely be reacted with lime to form calcium fluoride (CaF2) 
for storing in retention basins, or selling in the market. (DOE, 2004a; DOE, 2004b). Assuming the CaF2 
can be sold, it could be used to produce AHF at an industrial AHF production plant. This method would 
be a very circuitous route to produce marketable AHF as compared with the IIFP Proposed Action, and 
the additional steps and processes are expected to have larger environmental impact than the Proposed 
Action. 

The other known de-conversion process involves reacting DUF6 directly with steam in a first-stage 
reaction vessel producing aqueous HF and depleted uranyl dioxyfluroride (DUO2F2). The DUO2F2 is 
further processed in a second-stage reaction vessel to form aqueous HF and depleted uranium oxide for 
disposal. This process is used in Europe for large-scale de-conversion of DUF6. The HF is collected in 
aqueous form and either sold, if the market demands, and/or treated. 

Other reasonable alternatives for de-conversion would include:  

• Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship 
their DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. In this alternative, two of the U.S. 
companies do not have existing overseas de-conversion facilities. Those companies that do have 
existing overseas facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances 
and will have to return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal. The impacts at other 
locations are expected to be similar to the Proposed Action, and the transportation impact is expected 
to be significantly greater.  

• Enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. It is expected that the environmental impacts of the Alternative Action would be similar to the 
Proposed Action if those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert their own “tails” 
material. 

2.5 Alternative Technology 

In addition to the Reasonable Alternative technologies discussed above, IIFP considered the alternative 
action of building and operating only their “direct de-conversion to oxide process;” the Phase 2 plant. In 
this case, all of the fluoride value is utilized in the production of the AHF. The Proposed Action 
technology does not encounter the HF disposal uncertainties that are associated with a process where 
aqueous HF is the product, as for the reasons discussed in 2.4.1 above. The opportunity to produce highly 
valuable and pure fluoride products for use in important industries, such as semi-conductor and solar cell 
markets, would be foregone. The environmental impact of using only the Phase 2 plant direct oxide 
technology as compared to a Phase 1 FEP process plus a later Phase 2 process is expected to be 
essentially the same. 

2.6  Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects are those impacts that result from the incremental impact of an action added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions in the future. IIFP considered past, current and potential 
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facilities and activities that could have some potential or cumulative impacts. The future expansion to a 
Phase 2 facility projected for the 2015 timeframe and the potential approval by NRC to exempt some pre-
license construction activities for the Proposed Action has already been included in this ER as reasonably 
foreseeable actions. 

The anticipated impacts of the proposed construction and operation of the IIFP facility are expected to be 
minimal; thus any incremental accumulative impacts caused by IIFP should be inconsequential. The 
development and implementation of this Proposed Action and its technology potentially avoid impacts to 
other more environmentally sensitive sites. 

Potential environmental impacts are assessed to be SMALL, except during construction periods when 
MODERATE impacts for transportation on local highways may occur and temporary disruptions occur in 
some wildlife travel corridors. Overall, the cumulative potential impacts are SMALL.  

The cumulative collective radiological exposure to the off-site population will be well below the 
maximum dose limit of 100 mrem per year to the off-site Maximum Exposed Individual (MEI) and 
below the limit of 25 mrem/yr specified in 40 CFR 190 for uranium fuel cycle facilities. Annual 
individual doses to involved workers will be monitored and controlled to maintain exposure well below 
the regulatory limit of 5 rem per year. 

The sum total of all local and non-local cumulative impacts and effects are expected to be insignificant 
when compared to the established federal, state and local regulatory limits. Positive cumulative effects 
include the expansion of job opportunities and local business and tax base revenues plus the Gross 
Revenue Tax and corporate income tax revenues to the State and regional communities. 

2.7  Comparison of Predicted Environmental Impacts 

2.7.1  Comparison of the Impacts of the No-Action Alternative and the Proposed Action  

In the No-Action Alternative, the IIFP facility would not be built, operated or decommissioned. Any 
impact would thereby result from de-conversion of DUF6 at the DOE facilities. The expected impact is 
summarized below based on the two Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) conducted by DOE. 

In the two DOE Environmental Statements analyzing construction and operation of proposed UF6 de-
conversion facilities at DOE Paducah (DOE, 2004a), and DOE Portsmouth (DOE, 2004b), DOE found 
the environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action alternatives would include (1) impacts to 
local air, water, soil, ecological, and cultural resources during de-conversion facility construction; (2) 
impacts to workers from facility construction and operations; (3) impacts from small amounts of DUF6 
and other hazardous compounds released to the environment through normal conversion plant air 
effluents; (4) impacts from the shipment of cylinders, conversion products, and waste products; and (5) 
impacts from potential accidents involving the release of radioactive material for or hazardous chemicals. 

Additionally, DOE conducted another Environmental Assessment (Draft), Disposition of DOE Excess 
Depleted Uranium, Natural Uranium, and Low-Enriched Uranium, issued December 23, 2008. The No-
Action Alternative for this Environmental Assessment (EA) (DOE, 2008) relative to DUF6 is the status 
quo; that is, DOE would implement the currently planned operation of these two new facilities rather than 
implementing either of their Proposed Actions (DOE, 2008). Consequently, the operational impacts DOE 
assessed in its two DUF6 de-conversion facility EISs (DOE 2004a, 2004b) are tantamount to the impacts 
of the No-Action Alternative for the IIFP FEP/De-conversion Facility assessed in this Environmental 
Report. If the IIFP facility was not constructed at Hobbs, LES would likely negotiate with DOE to 
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process their DUF6. DOE would continue to operate the Paducah and Portsmouth de-conversion facilities 
and work in LES generated DUF6. It is assumed that the operational throughput would remain the same 
based on the maximum operational limitations designed into the two facilities. Table 2-6 summarizes the 
generally minor operational impacts for DUF6 de-conversion facilities assessed by DOE in the two de-
conversion facility EISs (DOE, 2008). 

2.7.1.1  Summary of Expected Impacts from Operation of the Paducah and the Portsmouth De-
Conversion Facilities 

In the context of impacts at enrichment facilities, DUF6 feed is similar chemically and physically to 
normal uranium (NUF6) feed. DUF6 feed would have slightly lower radiological hazard than NUF6 feed 
because of decreased U-234 and U-235. Given equal amounts of DUF6 or NUF6 feed, there would also be 
a slightly lesser amount of DUF6 tails with an assay of 0.20% than DUF6 tails with an assay of 0.35%. In 
addition, DUF6 tails with an assay of 0.20% would have a slightly lower radiological hazard than DUF6 
tails with an assay of 0.35% because of the decreased U234. Enrichment activities would also take place 
within the NRC-licensed capacities at the enrichment facilities. Therefore, DOE has determined that the 
impacts of enriching DUF6 tails would be similar to or slightly less than the impacts of enriching NUF6. 
In the context of impacts at de-conversion facilities, DUF6 tails with an assay of 0.20% would have a 
slightly lower radiological hazard than DUF6 tails with an assay of 0.35%, again because of decreased 
U234. In addition, given equal amounts of feed, there would also be a slightly lesser amount of DUF6 tails 
with an assay of 0.20% than DUF6 tails with an assay of 0.35%. Therefore, DOE has determined that the 
impacts of converting DUF6 tails with an assay of 0.20% would be similar to or slightly less than the 
impacts of converting DUF6 tails with an assay of 0.35%.  

At the Portsmouth de-conversion facility, the number of DUF6 cylinders could increase slightly, from 
20,931 to 21,086 (0.7%), as a result of the DOE proposed action in draft EA (DOE, 2008). At the 
Paducah de-conversion facility, the number of DUF6 cylinders could also increase slightly, from 41,013 
to 41,168 (0.4%), as a result of the Proposed Action of the referenced draft EA. The impacts from these 
incremental changes would be minor. 

2.7.1.2  Environmental Impacts from Transportation of Radioactive Material 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the IIFP facility is not constructed; uranium enrichment facilities 
(except in the case of the Paducah Gaseous Diffusion Plant) would need to ship the DUF6 cylinders to the 
Paducah and Portsmouth De-conversion Facilities or to other de-conversion facilities overseas. DOE 
(2004a, 2004b) evaluated the radiological consequences of a severe transportation accident involving 
DUF6. These accidents are characterized by extreme mechanical and thermal forces, and accidents of this 
severity would be expected to be extremely rare (Biwer et al., 2001). Because DOE postulated a 
hypothetical accident that could occur at any location, the results are not route-dependent. DOE evaluated  

Table 2- 6 Summary of Expected Impacts from Operation of the Paducah and  
Portsmouth De-Conversion Facilities 

 
Resource Area Impact 
Human Health 
and Safety 
Normal 
Operations  

The estimated potential exposures of workers and members of the public to radiation 
and chemicals would be well within applicable public health standards and regulations 
during normal facility operations. The estimated doses and risks from radiation and/or 
chemical exposures of the public and uninvolved workers would be very low, with zero 
Latent Cancer Fatalities (LCF) expected among these groups over the time periods 
considered, and with minimal adverse health impacts from chemical exposures 
expected. 
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Resource Area Impact 
Human Health 
and Safety 
Facility 
Accidents 

Workers could be injured as a result of operational accidents unrelated to radiation or 
chemical exposure. About 8 injuries per year during operations could occur. It is 
possible that accidents could release radiation or chemicals to the environment, 
potentially affecting both the workers and members of the general public. Of all the 
accidents considered, those involving DUF₆ cylinders and those involving chemicals at 
the conversion facilities would have the largest potential effects. 

Human Health 
and Safety 
Transportation 

During normal transportation operations, radioactive material and chemicals would be 
contained within their transport packages. Health impacts to crew members (i.e., 
workers) and the members of the public along the routes could occur if they were 
exposed to low-level external radiation in the vicinity of uranium material shipments. 
In addition, exposure to vehicle emissions (engine exhaust and fugitive dust) could 
potentially cause latent fatalities from inhalation. Traffic accidents could occur during 
the transportation of radioactive materials and chemicals. These accidents could 
potentially affect the health of workers (i.e., crew members) and members of the 
public, either from the accident itself or from accidental releases of radioactive 
materials or chemicals. The total number of traffic fatalities (unrelated to the type of 
cargo) was estimated on the basis of national traffic statistics on shipments by both 
truck and rail. If the aqueous HF was sold, about 1 traffic fatality would be estimated 
under both transportation modes. If HF were neutralized to calcium fluoride (CaF2), 
about 2 fatalities would be estimated for the truck option and 1 fatality for the rail 
option. Severe transportation accidents could also result in a release of radioactive 
material or chemicals from a shipment. The consequences of such a release would 
depend on the material released, location of the accident, and the atmospheric 
conditions at the time. Potential consequences would be greatest in urban areas because 
more people could be exposed. 

Air Quality and 
Noise 

During operations, it is estimated that total concentrations for all criteria pollutants 
(except for PM2.5) would be well within standards. The background level of annual 
average PM2.5 in the areas of both sites approaches or exceeds the standard. The total 
concentrations of VOCs, uranium, and fluoride would also be well below applicable 
standards. Estimated operational noise levels at the nearest residence would be below 
the EPA guideline of 55 A-weighted decibels (dB [A]) as day-night average sound 
level for residential zones. 

Water and Soil No appreciable impacts on surface water, groundwater, or soil conversion facilities 
because no contaminated liquid effluents are anticipated and because airborne 
emissions would be very low levels (e.g., <0.25 grams per year of uranium). 

Ecological Concentrations of contaminants in the environment during operations would be below 
harmful levels. Impacts to vegetation and wildlife would be negligible. 

Waste 
Management 

Waste generated during operations would have negligible impacts on the waste 
management operations at both sites, with the exception of possible impacts from 
disposal of CaF2. Industrial experiences indicate that HF, if produced, would contain 
only trace amounts of DUF6 (less than 1 part per million). It is expected that HF would 
be sold for use. If sold, the sale would be subject to review and approval by DOE in 
coordination with the NRC, depending on the specific use. 

Resource 
Requirements 

Resource requirements include construction materials, fuel, electricity, process 
chemicals, and containers. In general, there would be a negligible effect on the local or 
national availability of these resources. 

Land Use Negligible. 
Cultural  
 None. 
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Resource Area Impact 
Socio-
economics 

An estimated 150 jobs would be generated during construction of the cylinder yard, and 
an estimated 280 jobs would be generated during construction of the conversion 
facility. There would be an approximate 0.1% annual growth in jobs. With limited in-
migration of population expected, there would be a marginal impact on local housing, 
public financing, or local service employment. 

Environmental 
Justice  

No disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental impacts are 
expected to minority or low-income populations. 

Decontamination 
& 
Decommissioning  
(D&D) 
Activities 

D&D impacts to involved workers would be primarily from external radiation; 
expected exposures would be a small fraction of operational doses; no LCFs would be 
expected. It is estimated that no fatalities and up to five injuries would result from 
occupational accidents. Impacts from waste management would include a total 
generation of about 275 cubic yards (210 cubic meters) of Low Level Waste (LLW), 
157 cubic yards (120 meters) of Low Level Mixed Waste, and 157 cubic yards (120 
cubic meters) of hazardous waste; these volumes would result in low impacts compared 
with projected site annual generation volumes. 

Cumulative 
Impacts 

The cumulative collective radiological exposure to the off-site population would be 
well below the maximum DOE dose limit of 100 mrem per year to the off-site MEI and 
below the limit of 25 mrem/yr specified in 40 CFR 190 for uranium fuel cycle 
facilities. Annual individual doses to involved workers would be monitored to maintain 
exposure below the regulatory limit of 5 rem per year. 

• At Paducah, up to 6,000 rail shipments and 18,600 truck shipments of 
radioactive material could occur. The cumulative maximum dose to the MEI 
along the transportation route near the site entrance would be less than 1 mrem 
per year under all transportation modes. At Portsmouth, up to 6,800 rail 
shipments and 12,300 truck shipments of radioactive material could occur. The 
cumulative maximum dose to the MEI along the transportation route near the 
site entrance would be less than 1 mrem per year under for all transportation 
modes. 

• The sites are located in attainment regions. However, the background annual-
average PM2.5 concentration is near (for Paducah) or exceeds (for Portsmouth) 
the regulatory standard. Cumulative impacts would not affect attainment status. 

• Data from the 2000 annual groundwater monitoring showed that four pollutants 
(for Paducah) and five (for Portsmouth) exceeded primary drinking water 
regulation levels in groundwater. Good engineering and construction practices 
should ensure that indirect cumulative impacts on groundwater associated with 
the conversion facilities would be minimal. 

• Cumulative ecological impacts on habitats and biotic communities, including 
wetlands, would be negligible to minor. 

• Cumulative land use impacts are anticipated to be negligible to minor. 
• Given the absence of high and adverse cumulative impacts for any impact area 

considered, no environmental justice cumulative impacts are anticipated 
despite the presence of low-income populations in the vicinity of both sites. 

• Socioeconomic impacts under all alternatives considered are anticipated to be 
generally positive, often temporary, and relatively small. 

Sources: DOE 2004a, 2004b 
PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less.  

the radiological consequences to people in rural areas (6 persons per square kilometer [15 persons per 
square mile]), suburban areas (719 persons per square kilometer [1,798 persons per square mile]), and 
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urban areas (1,600 persons per square kilometer [4,000 persons per square mile]). Radiation doses were 
estimated under neutral atmospheric conditions (Stability Class D with a wind speed of 14 kilometers [9 
miles] per hour) and stable atmospheric conditions (Stability Class F with a wind speed of 3.5 kilometers 
[2.2 miles] per hour). See ER Section 4.2.6.4 Environmental Impacts from Transportation of Radioactive 
Material. 

Additionally, the NRC has evaluated the environmental impacts resulting from the transport of nuclear 
materials in NUREG-0170, “Final Environmental Statement on the Transportation of Radioactive 
Material by Air and Other Modes” (NRC, 1977a), and updated by NUREG/CR-4829, “Shipping 
Container Response to Severe Highway and Railway Accident Conditions” (NRC, 1987a). These 
references include accident scenarios related to the transportation of radioactive material. The NRC found 
that these accidents have no significant environmental impacts (NRC, 1977a; NRC 1987a). 

2.7.2  Comparison of the Impacts of the Reasonable Alternatives and the Proposed Action 

Scenarios are discussed below for the Reasonable Alternative Actions against the potential impacts for the 
Proposed Action for Chapter 4 environmental categories in relative terms, i.e., impacts are the same, 
greater than, or less than those anticipated for the Proposed Action. Chapter 4 contains the detailed 
description of potential impacts of the Proposed Action on individual resources of the affected 
environment. 

Other reasonable alternatives for de-conversion would include either shipping material overseas for de-
conversion, constructing their own de-conversion facility in the U.S., or utilizing the DOE facilities with 
increased capacity.  The following paragraphs discuss both of these reasonable alternatives:  

2.7.2.1  Shipping Material Overseas for De-Conversion 

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. In this alternative, two of the U.S. companies do 
not have existing overseas de-conversion facilities. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. The impacts at other locations are expected to be similar to the Proposed Action, and the 
transportation impact is expected to be significantly greater.  

The environmental impacts for the Reasonable Alternatives for shipping DUF6 overseas to enrichment 
companies’ de-conversion facilities:  

• The environmental impacts for shipping DUF6 tails overseas are expected to be significantly 
greater for Transportation than for the Proposed Action. 

• The environmental impacts of shipping the DUF6 overseas may be greater in Waste Management 
and potential Land Use greater than the Proposed Action, if aqueous HF generated by this 
alternative is not marketable or sold. This potentially greater impact is due to the difference in 
technologies that produce HF, and in the case of aqueous HF, results in the treatment and 
generation of CaF2 waste, if that solid waste cannot be sold. 

• The environmental impacts of this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the 
Proposed Action for all other resources if the enrichment companies have to build new capacity. 
The environmental impacts of the Reasonable Alternative could be less if the enrichment 
companies have excess de-conversion capacity in their existing facilities, up until the time that 
capacity is fully utilized, and new capacity has to be constructed. 
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2.7.2.2  Enrichment Companies Constructing Their Own De-conversion Facilities 

Enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the U.S. It 
is expected that the environmental impacts of the Alternative Action would be similar to the Proposed 
Action if those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material. 

The environmental impacts for the Reasonable Alternative of enrichment companies building and 
operating their de-conversion facilities in the U.S.:  

• The environmental impacts for this Reasonable Alternative in Waste Management and potential 
Land Use are expected to be greater than the Proposed Action, if aqueous HF generated by this 
alternative is not marketable or sold. This potentially greater impact is due to the difference in 
technologies that produce HF, and in the case of aqueous HF, results in the treatment and 
generation of CaF2 waste, if that solid waste cannot be sold. 

• The environmental impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the 
Proposed Action for all other resources. 

2.7.2.3  Utilizing the DOE Facilities with Installation of Additional Capacity 

The environmental impacts for the Reasonable Alternative for utilizing existing DOE de-conversion 
facilities with construction of additional capacity:  

• The environmental impacts for this Reasonable Alternative in Waste Management and potential 
Land Use is expected to be greater than the Proposed Action, if aqueous HF generated by this 
alternative is not marketable or sold. This potentially greater impact is due to the difference in 
technologies that produce HF, and in the case of aqueous HF, results in the treatment and 
generation of CaF2 waste, if that solid waste cannot be sold. 

• The environmental impacts for this Reasonable Alternative for all other resources is expected to 
be equal to or slightly less than the Proposed Action, owing to some infrastructure already in 
place and not having to be constructed at the existing DOE facilities. 

The demand for aqueous HF generated by the DOE and European processes is of lesser economic value 
and demand than that of anhydrous HF generated in the IIFP Proposed Action (Hartmann et. al., 2001). If 
the aqueous HF generated by a de-conversion process is not marketable, then treatment could potentially 
introduce a relatively large environmental impact. For example, in de-conversion processes that generate 
aqueous HF as a by-product and where it may have to be treated, the amount of calcium fluoride 
produced by lime treatment is about 0.7 pounds of CaF2 for each pound of DUF6 de-converted. The 
Reasonable Alternative actions involve essentially the same major hazardous chemicals, DUF6 and HF, as 
do the Proposed Action for de-conversion of DUF6, with respect to potential environmental impact. The 
alternative actions, as well as the Proposed Action, generate depleted uranium oxide as the ultimate 
radioactive waste for disposal. The Proposed Action does produce AHF that has a lower vaporization 
(boiling point) than aqueous HF. The Proposed Action provides secondary-type containment and/or 
significant safety controls where AHF is produced, stored or transferred. 

The Proposed Action would be a complementary and competitive supplier for uranium de-conversion 
service and provide a means in the near term for stable disposal of depleted UF6 that is projected to be 
increasingly generated in the private sector. 
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3. DESCRIPTION OF THE ENVIRONMENT AFFECTED 

This Chapter describes the regional and local environmental characteristics at the proposed International 
Isotopes Fluorine Products (IIFP) 640-acre Section. This Chapter presents information on land use, 
transportation, geology and soils, water resources, ecological resources, meteorology, climatology, air 
quality, noise, historic and cultural resources, visual/scenic resources, socioeconomic, public and 
occupational health, and waste management. 

The proposed IIFP 640-acre Section is located in southeastern New Mexico in Lea County, approximately 
22.5 km (14 mi) west of Hobbs, New Mexico. The proposed 640-acre Section is approximately 27.4 km 
(17 mi) from the Texas/New Mexico border, and 362 km (225 mi) southeast of Albuquerque, New 
Mexico. See Figure 3-1, “Lea County New Mexico.” 

 

 

 

Figure 3- 1 Lea County New Mexico 

The IIFP 640-acre Section is currently owned by the State of New Mexico. It is being transferred to Lea 
County and then will be transferred to International Isotopes, Inc. (INIS) for use in construction of this 
project. The transfer process is expected to be completed by the end of 2009. In the interim, the State of 
New Mexico has granted a 6-month right of access to the property. (EDCLC, 2008). The proposed IIFP 
640-acre Section consists of mostly undeveloped land that had used for cattle grazing and for gas and oil 
production. 

3.1  Land Use  

This section describes land uses in Lea County near the proposed IIFP site. It also provides a discussion 
of off-site areas and the regional setting and includes a map of major land use areas. 
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3.1.1  Land Use Status 

Lea County is approximately 2.8 million acres in size. Property ownership is 17% federal government, 
31% state government, and 52% private. The federally owned land is primarily located in the 
southwestern portion of the county, the state-owned land is predominately located throughout the middle, 
and the privately owned land primarily extends from north to south in the county’s eastern portion. Large 
tracts of land in Lea County are privately owned by farmers, ranchers, oil, gas, and mining companies. 
Urbanized areas near cities and towns include ownership of smaller tracts of land for residential, 
municipal, and commercial purposes. Approximately 93% of Lea County is used as range land for 
grazing, and approximately 4% is used for crop farming. Urban areas and the roadway system account for 
the remaining land use. Most of the land actively farmed in Lea County is irrigated (LCWUA, 1998). 

The proposed IIFP site is situated within Lea County, on the north side of U.S. Highways 62/180 (U.S. 
62/180) and on the east side of New Mexico Highway 483 (NM 483), about 27.4 km (17 mi) west of the 
New Mexico/Texas state line. The site is currently undeveloped and utilized for small oil and gas well 
tanks/structures. Several overhead power lines and underground power lines run generally east to west, 
and several pipelines run north and west as well as east to west. Surrounding land is used by industrial 
facilities, oil and gas production, and cattle grazing. See Figure 3-2, “Land Status for the Area Around the 
Proposed IIFP Site.” 

 

 
Source: EDCLC, 2008 

Figure 3- 2 Land Status for the Area around the Proposed IIFP Site 
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Site soils consist of fine sand and loamy fine sand with a well-developed Caliche layer occurring at the 
surface or as shallow as 25.4 to 30.5 cm (10 to 12 in) below the surface in some areas of the site. On-site 
soils are common to areas used for rangeland and wildlife habitat. Land use within the proposed site for 
the IIFP facility is referred to a Mixed Rangeland with some Herbaceous Rangeland along the western 
boundary. There are two small areas immediately outside the site boundaries classified as cropland and 
pasture. One small section immediately to the west of the site is classified as industrial. No special land 
use classifications (i.e., Native American reservations, national parks, prime farmland) are within the 
vicinity of the site. 

Although various crops are grown within Lea County, there is no current agricultural activity in the IIFP 
site vicinity, except for domestic livestock ranching. The principal livestock for Lea County is cattle. 
Dairy cattle comprise a significant number of cattle in Lea County. The number of farms decreased 19% 
within Lea County between 1997 and 2002, while the land in farms increased by 12%. The average size 
of the farm increased 38% to 4,076 acres between 1997 and 2002 (USDA, 2002a). However, the number 
of farms increased only 3% from 2002 to 2007. Over 2.36 million acres are being farmed in 2007 with the 
average size of the farm at 4,135 acres, an increase of 1% from 2002 (USDA, 2007). 

Surface drainage at the site is contained within a few, intermittent local playas that have no external 
drainage. Runoff does not drain to one of the state’s major rivers. Surface water is lost through 
evaporation, resulting in high salinity conditions in both the waters and soils associated with the playas. 
These conditions are not favorable for the development of viable aquatic or riparian habitats. There is also 
a small stream that runs from the northwest to the southeast across the property that is predominantly dry 
during the year. See Figure 3-3 which is a topographic map of the proposed IIFP site which shows the 
low terrain where the stream and playas are located during periods of rain. There is no designated Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Zone A area at the IIFP location that would be inundated 
during a 100-year flood event. Refer to Figure 3-27, “Watercourses, Floodplains, and Playas Map.”  

 
Source: U.S. Geological Survey  

Figure 3- 3 Topographic Map of the Proposed IIFP Site 
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3.1.2  Description of Off-site Areas 

Property surrounding the IIFP site consists of vacant land and four power and gas industry plants. See 
Figure 3-4, “Industries Located Around the International Isotopes Site.” Tentatively, Section 27 of 18S 
Township, 37E Range has been selected for the approximately 40 acres (Site marked within Section 27) 
to be carved from the 958.7-hectare (2,369-ac) Section. Section 26 (east of the marked International 
Isotopes section), Section 34 (south of the Section 27), Section 34 (south) and Section 35 (southeastern 
block) are still possibilities for the selection. The Xcel Energy Cunningham Generation Station (Figure 3-
5) is on the west boundary (NM 483) of the IIFP proposed property line. The tentative location of the 
IIFP plant is 1 km (0.6 mi) from the Xcel Cunningham Station power plant. Cunningham Station is a 
four-unit, natural gas-fueled station. The first two units installed were steam turbine units; while the 
second two units were combustion turbine units. Total power production capacity for the four units is 487 
megawatts (MW). Cunningham Station is a zero discharge plant; no process waters are discharged from 
the plant site. Cooling water from the Cunningham station is reused to irrigate nearby pecan tree orchards 
(Xcel, 2009a).  

 
Source: EDCLC, 2009a 

Figure 3- 4 Industries Located Around the International Isotopes Site 

NM 483 

Section 26 

Section 35Section 34 

Section 27 
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Figure 3- 5 Power Plant Located Across Highway NM 483 from IIFP Facility 

Xcel Energy Maddox Station (Figure 3-6) is located 3.7 km (2.3 mi) ESE from the center of the proposed 
IIFP plant. Maddox Station’s Unit 1 is a natural gas-fired, steam-electric generating unit, and units 2 and 
3 are natural gas combustion turbines. The three units have a combined generation capacity of 192 MW. 
In 2008, Maddox Station installed a surface-lined disposal pool for irrigation to land and crops (Xcel, 
2009b).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3- 6 Xcel Energy Maddox Station East of the IIFP Facility 

A new power plant, Colorado Energy Station (Figure 3-7) was built in 2008. It is built approximately 2.4 
km (1.5 mi) northeast of the center of the IIFP facility. Major components were obtained from two power 
plant projects abandoned in Tennessee and Mississippi due to the lack of long-term power purchase 
agreements. The project is also unique because it includes an air-cooled condenser as opposed to the more 
traditional cooling tower and water-cooled condenser. Combined-cycle technology employs both a gas 
combustion turbine and a steam-driven turbine to gain maximum efficiency. The waste heat from two 
combustion turbines feeds into boilers, producing steam to drive an additional steam turbine. The capacity 
for this station is projected at a nominal 550 MW (Colorado Energy, 2009). 
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Figure 3- 7 Colorado Energy Station Northeast of the IIFP Facility 

DCP Midstream Linam Ranch Plant, a natural gas processing facility, is located 5 km (3.1 mi) southeast 
of the IIFP site (Figure 3-8). Modifications at the Linam Ranch gas plant were completed in late 1995 to 
improve operations and reap higher Natural Gas Liquid (NGL) recovery, to increase reliability, and to 
increase the capacity to 150 millions of cubic feet per day. The Linam Ranch Plant was converted from a 
propane refrigerated lean-oil absorption plant to a cryogenic operation with modern turbine compression 
(DCP, 2009). 

 

Figure 3- 8 DCP Midstream Linam Ranch Plant Southeast of the IIFP Facility 

The nearest known residence to IIFP is situated northeast of the site 8.5 km (5.3 mi) from the northern 
boundary fence. There are no known public recreational areas within 8 km (5 mi) of the site. 
Transportation corridors are discussed in ER Section 3.2, “Transportation.” A discussion of schools and 
hospitals is included in ER Section 3.10, “Socioeconomic.” 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 3-7 

3.1.3  Mineral Resources 

Large active oil and gas fields have existed in Lea County for more than 50 years. The New Mexico 
portion of the Permian Basin contains 1,112 designated, discovered oil reservoirs and 672 designated, 
discovered gas reservoirs. Mined potash and gypsum deposits are located in the southern portions of Lea 
County. Both have played major economic roles since their discovery. Other natural resources include 
sand and gravel, cultural resources, and other minerals (LCWUA, 1998). 

New Mexico has averaged 225 registered active mining operations in recent years. In 2007, New Mexico 
had 242 active registered mining operations. These operations included five coal mines; three potash 
mines and five potash refineries’ one molybdenum mine and one molybdenum mill; two copper mines, 
one copper concentrator and two solvent extraction/electro-winning plants; 20 industrial mineral mines 
and 18 industrial mineral mills; and 184 stone and aggregate operations. Those mines/mining operations 
are shown in Figure 3-9. 

 
Source: NMEM&NRD, 2008 

Figure 3- 9 New Mexico Active Mines, 2007 
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Over $2.2 billion worth of minerals were extracted in New Mexico during 2007, exceeding the $2.1 
billion production record value of 2006. See Figure 3-10, “New Mexico Mineral Production Value and 
Revenue Generated, 1989-2007.” Higher commodity prices and increased production quantities have 
driven a 77.7% increase in mineral production values between 2000 and 2007. New Mexico remains a 
leading  

 
Source: NMEM&NRD, 2008 

Figure 3- 10 New Mexico Mineral Production Value and Revenue Generated, 1989-2007 

U.S. mineral producer, ranked first in potash, perlite and zeolite; third in copper; sixth in molybdenum; 
ninth in gold; tenth in silver; and thirteenth in coal production. New Mexico produced 2.23 % of the U.S. 
total non-energy minerals production value. The principal minerals, in descending order of value, are 
copper, coal, potash, aggregates, and molybdenum. 

Figure 3-11 shows the percentage of production value, employment, payroll, and revenue by commodity 
for 2007. Copper overtook coal as New Mexico’s leading commodity for production value and continued 
its recent trend of increased employment numbers and payroll. Coal remained the leading commodity for 
revenue generation and payroll. Copper, molybdenum and aggregates all set record production value 
records. Industrial mineral production is directly related to demand for construction-related products. 

3.1.4  Unusual Animals 

Wildlife common to the area near the subject site includes quail, owls, turtles, white tail and jack rabbits, 
horny toads, javelins, coyotes, fox and mule deer. A nomination has been submitted by numerous 
petitioners to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to designate two public land parcels within Lea 
County as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) for the lesser prairie chicken. These 
parcels do not include the Proposed IIFP Site. Currently, the BLM is evaluating this nomination and 
expects to make a decision within the next several years (Stinnett, 2002). The sand dune lizard is  
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Source: NMEM&NRD, 2008 

Figure 3- 11 Percentage of Production Value, Employment, Payroll and Revenue by Commodity, 
2007 

currently listed as a candidate species on the federal listing as threatened on the New Mexico State 
Threatened and Endangered list. The northern aplomado falcon and the black-footed ferret are listed as 
endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services. Eight species are listed as a species of concern under 
the Endangered Species Act by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS, 2009a). See ER Section 3.5, 
“Ecological Resources,” for a discussion of unusual animals that may be found near the site. 

Except for the proposed construction of the IIFP plant, there are no other known current, future or 
proposed land use plans for the site. Because the site is not subject to local or county zoning, land use 
planning, or associated review process requirements, there are no known potential conflicts of land use. 

3.2  Transportation 

This section describes transportation facilities at or near the IIFP site. The section provides input to 
various other sections such as 3.11, “Public and Occupational Health,” and 3.12, “Waste Management,” 
and includes information on access to and from the plant, proposed transportation routes, and applicable 
restrictions. 

3.2.1  Access Transportation  

The proposed IIFP site lies along the north side of U.S. 62/180 and the east side of NM 483 at Arkansas 
Junction. U.S. 62/180 intersects NM 18 providing access from the city of Hobbs south to Eunice and Jal. 
New Mexico 132 runs north from Hobbs at the intersection with U.S. 62/180 to Knowles and Denver 
City. U.S. 62/180 runs southwest to Carlsbad, New Mexico, approximately 80 km (50 mi) from the 
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proposed site. U.S. 62/180 runs east through Seminole, Texas [48 km (30 mi) from Hobbs] to Forth 
Worth, Texas, 547 km (340 mi) from the site. Refer to Figure 3-12, “Transportation Infrastructure for 
Southeastern New Mexico,” which shows the cities and roads around the site in southeastern New Mexico 
and northwestern Texas. Population centers around the proposed location are at distances from the site as 
follows: 

• Hobbs, Lea County, New Mexico: 23 km (14 mi) east 
• Eunice, Lea County, New Mexico: 27 km (17 mi) south 
• Jal, Lea County, New Mexico: 56 km (35 mi) south 
• Lovington, Lea County, New Mexico: 33 km (20 mi) north-northwest  
• Seminole, Gaines County, Texas: 48 km (30 mi) east  
• Denver City, Gaines County, Texas: 54 km (33 mi) north-northeast 
• Andrews, Andrews County, Texas: 70 km (43 mi) southeast 

 

Figure 3- 12 Transportation Infrastructure for Southeastern New Mexico 

The nearest U.S. interstate is Interstate 20, approximately 145 km (90 mi) to the southeast in Odessa, 
Texas. Additional information regarding corridor dimensions, corridor uses, and traffic patterns and 
volumes is provided in ER Section 4.2, “Transportation Impacts.” 

132

IIFP Site 
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Limited rail services are available in Lea County. There is a short-line run by the Texas-New Mexico 
Railroad through Hobbs to the east about 22.5 km (14 mi) from the site. Traffic includes liquid propane 
gas (LPG), liquid asphalt, aggregate, cotton, scrap metal, salt cake, sand, sulfuric acid, and hazardous 
waste (EDCLC, 2008). Approximately 400 cars per year travel on this rail. 

Several airports are in the area. The nearest airport is the Lea County Regional Airport approximately 13 
km (8 mi) air space east of the site. The Hobbs Industrial Airpark is approximately 48 km (30 mi) from 
the site via U.S. 62/180 and NM 234 north toward Humble City, New Mexico which is equivalent to 9 
miles air space. The closest international airport to Hobbs is located in the Midland/Odessa, Texas area 
[134 km (80 mi) from Hobbs]. Additionally, Lubbock International Airport is 158 km (98 mi) from 
Hobbs. 

3.2.2  Transportation Modes and Routes 

3.2.2.1  Pre-Licensing Construction and Facility Construction Phases 

The mode of transportation for construction materials and construction waste disposal will consist of 
over-the-road trucks, ranging from heavy-duty 18-wheeled delivery trucks, concrete mixing trucks and 
dump trucks, to box and flatbed type light-duty delivery trucks. The primary transportation route for 
conveying construction material from the east and west is U.S. 62/180 via NM 483 to the site. New 
Mexico Highway 483 will be used for construction materials needed from the north from Lovington. 
Some materials may come from the south (Eunice) via NM 234 and 8 then U.S. 62/180 and NM 483. An 
alternate route from the south would be NM 18 to Hobbs then U.S. 62/180 and NM 483 to the site. 
Construction materials associated with any pre-licensing construction activities would also flow through 
these corridors. Construction workers would use these same routes.  

3.2.2.2  Facility Operation Phase 

Radioactive material shipments will be transported in packages that meet the requirements of 40 CFR 71 
(CFR, 2009m) and 49 CFR 171-173 (CFR, 2009hh; CFR, 2009ii). Incoming radioactive material 
shipments will consist of depleted uranium feed in 48-Y or 48-G UF6 cylinders. Outgoing radioactive 
material shipments will consist of depleted uranium oxides and associated low-level waste (LLW). The 
conveyances and associated routes for these radioactive material shipments are discussed below. 

Depleted Uranium Feed  

The uranium feed for the IIFP plant is primarily in the form of depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUF6). 
Some uranium feed may be received in the form of depleted uranium tetrafluoride (DUF4). Both of the 
materials are received in the physical solid state. The depleted UF6 tails are typically stored and shipped 
in 48-Y or equivalent ANSI N14.1 approved cylinders. These cylinders are designed, fabricated and 
shipped in accordance with American National Standard Institute N14.1, Uranium Hexafluoride--
Packaging for Transport (ANSI, 2001). See Table 3-1 for a summary of the characteristics of cylinders 
that would be shipped under the Proposed Action. If any DUF4 is received, it will be contained in 
approved shipping containers in accordance with DOT regulations. 
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Table 3- 1 Characteristics of Uranium Cylinders  

Parameter 48X Cylinder1 48Y Cylinder 48G Cylinder2 
Material Steel Steel Steel 
Nominal Length (inches) 119 150 146 
Nominal Diameter (inches) 48 48 48 
Wall Thickness (inches) 0.625 0.625 0.3125 
Volume (ft3) 108.9 142.7 139.0 
Weight Limit (MT UF6) 9.539 12.501 12.174 
Weight Limit (MTU) 6.45 8.45 8.235 
Maximum Enrichment (wt % 235U) 4.5 4.5 1.0 
1Typically used for enriched uranium of less than 4.5% U-235. 
248G cylinders are not in use at the NEF but are in use at the Paducah, KY and Portsmouth, OH sites. 
Source: (ANSI, 2001) 

The cylinders containing DUF6 are transported to the site by 18-wheeled trucks, one cylinder per truck via 
U.S. 62/180 and NM 483. U.S. Highway 62/180 is of four-lane construction and is a well established 
radioactive waste transportation corridor established by the Department of Energy (DOE) for shipping 
transuranic and mixed wastes. Initially the DUF6 feed material is expected to come from the National 
Enrichment Facility (NEF) near Eunice, New Mexico. Other potential sources of DUF6 would be from 
Global Laser Enrichment (GLE) facility proposed to be built in Wilmington, NC, the AREVA NP facility 
proposed to be built near Idaho Falls, Idaho. Both have applied for an NRC license to enrich UF6.  

Another potential DUF6 supplier/customer could be the U.S. Enrichment Corporation (USEC) facility in 
Paducah, KY. This DUF6 is presently stored in 48-G cylinders. The 48-G cylinders may require the 
supplier to obtain a DOT exemption for over-the-road shipment. The type 48-G cylinders have been 
shipped in the past by the DOE, but typically it has been used in the industry as an on-site storage 
cylinder for DUF6. If a customer were to contract for shipment of DUF6 to the IIFP facility using type 48-
G cylinders, the arrangement would require emptying the cylinder into the IIFP process and providing for 
final disposition of the empty cylinder. One means of disposing of the empty cylinder is to use it as a 
waste container for uranium oxide that is sent to the licensed disposal facility. 

A potential source of DUF4 would be from DOE inventory located at their facility near Piketon, Ohio. 

Uranium Wastes  

Radioactive waste materials will be transported in packages by truck via highway in accordance with 40 
CFR 71 (CFR, 2009m) and 49 CFR 171-173 (CFR, 2009hh; CFR, 2009ii). Detailed descriptions of 
radioactive waste materials which will be shipped from the IIFP facility for disposal are presented in ER 
Section 3.12, “Waste Management.” These wastes will typically be packaged and shipped in 55-gal 
drums using trucks with a nominal 20 to 25 drums per truck shipment. 

Low-Level Radioactive Waste generated from the processing the DUF6 will be shipped to an off-site 
disposal facility. The expected disposal site is the Energy Solutions facility at Clive, UT. A potential site 
that could be licensed in the future is the Waste Control Specialists facility near Eunice, NM. Refer to ER 
Section 3.12.2.2, “Radioactive and Mixed Wastes,” for disposition options of other wastes. 
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Transportation Routes  

Transportation routes for both incoming DUF6 feed and outgoing uranium wastes will be those routes 
designated by the U.S. Department of Transportation to minimize the potential impacts to the public from 
the transportation of radioactive materials. Detailed discussions of specific transportation routes are 
discussed in Chapter 4. 

The highways in the vicinity of the site serve as trucking routes for the local area. Traffic volume on these 
highways varies greatly during the day. The condition and design basis for these roadways are adequate to 
meet current traffic flow requirements and future minor changes to traffic patterns brought about by the 
construction phases and operation of the IIFP facility. 

3.2.3  Land Use Transportation Restrictions 

Highway easements associated with state trust land is for highway use only, although application for other 
uses (i.e., installation of utilities) may be submitted to the state. There are no known restrictions on the 
types of materials that may be transported along the important transportation corridors. 

3.3  Geology and Soils 

This section provides a brief description of the regional and local geology and identifies the 
characteristics of the soil and mineral resources at the proposed IIFP site in Lea County, New Mexico. 
Lea County is located in the Pecos Valley Section of the Great Plains Province, very near the boundary 
between the Pecos Valley Section to the west; and the Southern High Plains Section to the east and north. 
The boundary between the two sections is the Mescalero Escarpment, locally referred to as Mescalero 
Ridge. Refer to Figure 3-13, “Regional Physiography” The ridge is a nearly vertical cliff with a relief of 
approximately 46 m (150 ft) in northwestern Lea County. In southeastern Lea County, the Ridge is 
partially covered by wind deposited sand and therefore is less prominent, typically exhibiting 9 to 15 m 
(30 to 50 ft) of relief. The Mescalero Ridge is also shown in Figure 3-14, “Llano Estacado and Vicinity.” 
Locally, the Southern High Plains Section is referred to as the Llano Estacado. The Llano Estacado is a 
high, isolated pediment surface mesa that covers much of the Texas Panhandle and eastern third of 
southeastern New Mexico. The Llano Estacado plateau occupies approximately 37,000 mi2 (22 million 
acres). The region is devoid of native trees except for the shinoak and mesquite. The Llano slopes gently 
to the southeast by 2.4 to 3.1 m (8 to 10 ft) per mile. With no geological relief, the only changes in 
elevation are the approximately 34,000 shallow depressions called playas. The Llana Estacado is the 
largest, isolated non-mountainous geological area in North America, which is why endemic plants and 
animals are found there (Sibley Nature Center, 2009). South of the Portales Valley, the caliche caprock of 
the Ogallala Formation is generally near the surface; elsewhere, it is buried by sandy and clayey deposits 
(UMN, 2006). Surface drainage on the Southern High Plains (Llano Estacado) is poor, with larger 
regional drainages along northwest to southeast lineaments. 

The Llano Estacado surface is underlain by the Ogallala Formation, which is composed of fluvial gravels 
exposed at the base with thicker eolian fine sand above. It is capped by the caprock, a 3-m (9-ft) thick 
calcrete that is the resistant layer upon which the Llano Estacado is formed (UNM, 2006). The surface 
geology is dominated by erosion that has exposed the upper weathered surface of the Caprock. 
Bioturbation of site sediments by rodents and insects may be severe. In some places, young deposits are 
present that include slope-wash sediments along the margins of playas and eolian sand deposits on the 
leeward (east) side of playas. Thin eolian deposits also occur along the northern edge of the southern lobe 
of the Llano, the sand derived from the Mescalero Plain. The IIFP site is located west of the Llano 
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Source: NRC, 2005 

Figure 3- 13 Regional Physiography 

 
Source: Sibley Nature Center, 2009 

Figure 3- 14 Llano Estacado and Vicinity 
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Estacado caprock and east of the Mescalero Plain in southeastern New Mexico. Refer to Figure 3-15, 
“Physiography of Southeast New Mexico.” The draws across some areas of the Llano are old drainages 
filled with Holocene-age sediment (UNM, 2006). 

 
Source: UNM, 2006 

Figure 3- 15 Physiography of Southeast New Mexico  

In southern Lea County, Mescalero Ridge is an irregular erosional topographic feature with a relief of 
about 9.1 to 15.2 m (30 to 50 ft) compared with a nearly vertical cliff and relief of approximately 45.7 m 
(150 ft) in Northwestern Lea County. The lower relief of the ridge in the southeastern part of the county is 
due to partial cover by wind-deposited sand. See Figure 3-16 to see where the ridge cuts through Lea 
County at the proposed site of the IIFP facility. 

The dominant geologic feature of this region is the Permian Basin. The Permian Basin is a massive 
subsurface bedrock structure that has a downward flexure of a large thickness of originally flat-lying, 
bedded, sedimentary rock. The Permian Basin extends to 4,880 m (16,000 ft) below mean sea level. 
Figure 3-17 and Figure 3-18 show the major physiographic features of the Permian Basin. Figure 3-17 
contains a cross-reference line to Figure 3-18 showing the features of the Permian Basin below the 
present day sea level. The proposed IIFP site is located within the Central Basin Platform area. The 
Central Basin Platform divides the Permian Basin into the Midland and Delaware sub-basins. The top of  

IIFP Site 
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Source: LCWUA, 2000 

Figure 3- 16 The Mescalero Ridge As It Crosses Lea County at Proposed IIFP Site 

the Permian deposits are approximately 434 m (1,425 ft) below ground surface at the proposed IIFP site. 
Overlying the Permian are the sedimentary rocks of the Triassic Age Dockum Group. 

The upper formation of the Dockum Group is the Chinle Formation, a tight claystone and silty clay layer. 
The Chinle Formation is regionally extensive with outcrops as far away as the Grand Canyon region in 
Arizona. In the vicinity of the site, the Chinle Formation consists of red, purple, and greenish micaceous 
claystone and siltstone with interbedded fine-grained sandstone. The Chinle (also known as Red Bed) 
Formation is overlain by Tertiary Ogallala, Gatuna, or Antlers Formations (alluvial deposits). Caliche is a 
partly indurated zone of calcium carbonate deposits accumulation formed in the upper layer of surficial 
deposits. Soft caliche is interbedded with the alluvial deposits near the surface.  

IIFP Site 
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Source: Scholle, 2000 

Figure 3- 17 Major Physiographic Features of the Permian Basin Region (With Cross-Section Line 
to Figure 3-18) 

 
Source: Scholle, 2000 

Figure 3- 18 Major Physiographic Features of the Permian Basin Region (Below Sea Level View) 

3.3.1  Seismology 

The Hobbs site is in a seismically quiet region, with nearby earthquakes being of small magnitude and 
generally caused by oil field injection activities. There are no Holocene faults in the area and no threat of 
liquefaction or other earthquake-related hazards exist at the site. The site has no unstable Karst (sinkhole) 
areas. 
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The majority of earthquakes in the United States are located in the tectonically active western portion of 
the country. However, areas within New Mexico and the southwestern United States also experience 
earthquakes, although at a lower rate and at lower intensities. Earthquakes in the region around the IIFP 
site include isolated and small clusters of low to moderate size events toward the Rio Grande Valley of 
New Mexico and in Texas, southeast of the IIFP site. 

Table 3-2 summarizes IIFP site peak horizontal ground acceleration (pga) for various recurrence intervals 
of potential interest (1,000, and 2,500 years).  As noted below, T is the earthquake return period, P is the 
annual probability of exceedance, EP is the probability of exceedance in n years when n is taken to be 50 
years. The pga values of 0.03g and 0.12g for 500 and 2,500 year recurrence interval earthquakes, 
respectively, are determined from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) seismic hazard tables for 
the site latitude and longitude (USGS 2002). The pga of 0.03 for the 500 year recurrence interval 
earthquake was determined by Weber (Weber, 2008). The NEF in nearby Eunice, NM based its design on 
a pga of 0.12g which is quite consistent with the 2,500 year earthquake at the IIFP site. Probabilistic 
ground motion for the sites is also shown in Table 3-2. Seismic activity is well documented as the result 
of the NEF license application and the extensive network of seismometers established for the Waste 
Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) facility. The Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleration for a 1,000 and 2,500 year 
return is 0.05g and 0.12g respectively (USGS, 2002). 

Table 3- 2 Seismic Criteria for New Mexico Site 

P=1/T   EP=1-(1-P)n  n=50 years 

T 500 yrs 1000 yrs 2500 yrs 

P 0.002 (.2%) 0.001 (.1%) 0.0004 (.04%) 
EP 0.1 (10%) 0.05 (5%) 0.02 (2%) 
n 50 yrs 50 yrs 50 yrs 

pga 0.03g (1 ) 0.05g (2)  0.12 (2)   
(1) Weber, 2008 
(2) USGS, 2002 

3.3.1.1  Seismic History of the Region and Vicinity 

The IIFP site is located within the Permian Basin. Specifically, the site is located near the northern end of 
the Central Basin Platform (CBP). See Figure 3-17 showing the location of the proposed site in the CBP. 
The CBP became a distinct dividing feature within the Permian Basin as a result of Pennsylvanian and 
early Permian compressional stresses. This tectonism resulted in a deeper Delaware Basin to the west and 
shallower, Midland Basin to the east of the ridge-like CBP. 

The last episode of tectonic activity centered on the late Cretaceous and early Tertiary Laramide Orogeny 
that formed the Cordilleran Range to the west of the Permian Basin. The Permian Basin region was 
uplifted to its present position during this orogenic event. There has not been any further tectonic activity 
since the early Tertiary. Structurally, the Permian Basin has subsided slightly since the Laramide tectonic 
event. Dissolution of Permian evaporate layers by groundwater infiltration or possibly from oil and gas 
extraction is suggested as a possible cause for this observed subsidence. 

The 250-million year old Permian Basin is the source of abundant gas and oil reserves that continue to be 
extracted. These oil fields in southeast New Mexico are characterized as "in a mature stage of secondary 
recovery effort" (Talley, 1997). Water flooding began in the late 1970's followed by carbon dioxide (CO2) 
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flooding now being used to enhance recovery in some fields. Industry case studies describe hydraulic 
fracturing procedures used in the Queen and San Andres formations near the IIFP site that produced 
fracture half-lengths from 170 to 259 m (560 to 850 ft) in these formations. 

Seismic activity in southeastern New Mexico is typically of small magnitude and generally caused by oil 
field injection activities. However, one of the most recent major earthquakes (moment magnitude of > 4.5 
on the Modified Mercalli-Revised 1931 scale) in New Mexico occurred south of Eunice in January 1992. 
The earthquake was 5.0 on the Modified Mercalli (Md) scale with its epicenter at 32.3 degrees North and 
103.2 degrees West (Yarger, 2009). See Figure 3-19, “Detailed Map Showing Lea County Earthquakes 
from 1962 to 1998.” 

 
    Source: Yarger, 2009  

Figure 3- 19 Detailed Map Showing Lea County Earthquakes from 1962 to 1998 

Table 3-3 lists the strongest earthquakes that have occurred in New Mexico between 1860 and 1998, 
including the Eunice earthquake. Only one major earthquake has occurred in New Mexico since 1998, a 
moment magnitude 4.9 earthquake located approximately 60 km northwest of the city of Raton, along the 
Colorado-New Mexico border, on August 10, 2005. The majority of significant earthquakes have 
occurred along the Rio Grande Rift Zone, particularly in the vicinity of Socorro where a large  
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Table 3- 3 Strongest Earthquakes in New Mexico – 1980 through May 1998 

Date 
Approx. Location Maximum 

Intensity Modified 
Mercalli) 

Estimated 
Md Nearby City Latitude (N) Longitude 

(W) 
1869 34.1 106.9 VII 5.2 Socorro 
9/07/1893 34.7 106.6 VII 5.2 Belen 
10/31/1895 34.1 106.9 VI 4.5 Socorro 
1897 34.1 106.9 VI 4.5 Socorro 
9/10/1904 34.1 106.9 VI 4.5 Socorro 
7/02/1906 341 106.9 VI 4.5 Socorro 
7/12/1906 34.1 106.9 VII to VIII 5.5 Socorro 
7/16/1906 34.1 106.9 VII 5.8 Socorro 
11/15/1906 34.1 106.9 VIII 5.8 Socorro 
12/19/1906 34.1 106.9 VI 4.5 Socorro 
5/28/1918 35.5 106.1 VII to VIII 5.5 Cerrillos 
2/05/1931 35.0 106.5 VI 4.5 Albuquerque 
2/21/1935 34.5 106.8 VI 4.5 Bernardo 
12/22/1935 34.7 106.8 VI 4.5 Belen 
9/17/1938 33.3 106.5 VI 4.5 Glenwood 
9/20/1938 33.3 106.5 VI 4.5 Glenwood 
9/29/1938 33.3 106.5 VI 4.5 Glenwood 
11/02/1938 33.3 106.5 VI 4.5 Glenwood 
1/20/1939 33.3 106.5 VI 4.5 Glenwood 
6/04/1939 33.3 106.5 VI 4.5 Glenwood 
11/06/1947 35.0 106.5 VI 4.5 Albuquerque 
5/23/1949 34.6 106.4 VI 4.5 Vaughn 
8/03/1955 37.0 107.3 VI 4.5 Dulce 
7/23/1960 34.4 106.9 VI 4.5 Bernardo 
7/03/1961 34.2 106.9 VI 4.5 Socorro 
1/23/1966 37.0 107.0  4.8 Dulce 
1/05/1976 35.9 106.5  4.7 Gallup 
11/29/1989 34.5 106.9  4.7 Bernardo 
1/29/1990 34.5 106.9  4.6 Bernardo 
1/02/1992 32.3 106.2  5.0 Eunice 
Source: Yarger, 2009 

underground magma pocket exists, known as the Socorro Seismic Anomaly (Yarger, 2009). See Figure 3-
20, “Seismicity of New Mexico and Bordering Areas.” 

The Hobbs site is in a seismically quiet region, with nearby earthquakes being of relatively small (< 2.0 
Md) magnitude. No Quaternary faults or folds, thought to be associated with most earthquakes of moment 
magnitude 6 or greater over the last 1.6 million years, exist in the southeast New Mexico/west Texas 
region (Yarger, 2009). Seismic activity in the region appears to be primarily associated with the Central 
Basin Platform of the Wolfcamp Formation which underlies the Permian Basin. The Central Basin 
Platform is a long, north-south oriented ridge that sits between the Delaware Basin and the Midland Basin 
to the east (refer to Figure 3-17 and Figure 3-18). 
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Source: NMIMT, 2002 

Figure 3- 20 Seismicity of New Mexico and Bordering Areas  

The New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology has generated probabilistic seismic hazard 
estimates for different magnitude of earthquakes. Figure 3-21 and Figure 3-22 show horizontal peak 
ground acceleration (g) for an earthquake Md of 6 in New Mexico (10% probability of exceedance in a 
50-year period). For a horizontal ground acceleration of 0.2 g, the risk of structural damage is minimal for 
a modern well-designed building, but non-structural risk damage can be significant (Yarger, 2009). 

The nearest recent faulting is situated more than 161 km (100 mi) west of the site (Machette, 1998). The 
study of historical seismicity includes earthquakes in the region of interest known from felt or damage 
records and from more recent instrumental records (since early 1960's). Most earthquakes in the region 
have left no observable surface fault rupture. See Figure 3-20 which shows the seismicity of New Mexico 
and bordering areas, from latitude 31o to 38o and longitude 101o to 111o, during the time period 1996 to 
1998 with moment magnitudes of 3.0 or greater (NMIMT, 2002). 

Earthquake parameters (e.g., date, time, location coordinates, magnitudes, etc.) from the data repositories 
were combined into a uniformly formatted database to allow statistical analyses and map display of the 
four catalogs. Through a process of comparison of earthquake entries among these four catalogs, 
duplicate events were purged to achieve a composite catalog. In addition, aftershocks and aftershock 
sequences were purged from one version of the catalog for computation of earthquake recurrence 
statistical models, which describe recurrence rates of earthquake main shocks. The large majority of 
events (i.e., 82%) in the composite catalog originate from the Earthquake Catalogs for New Mexico 
(exclusive of the Socorro New Mexico immediate area) (NMIMT, 2002). Earthquake magnitudes in these 
catalogs are tied to the New Mexico duration magnitude scale, Md, which in turn approximates Local 
Magnitude, ML. All events in the composite catalog are specified to have an undifferentiated local 
magnitude.  

IIFP Site 
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Source: Yarger 2009. Adapted from Lin et.al. 1998 

Figure 3- 21 New Mexico Seismic Hazard for a Moment Magnitude (Md) 6 Earthquake 

 
Source: Yarger, 2009. Adapted from  Lin et.al, 1998 

Figure 3- 22 Detailed Map Showing Lea County Seismic Hazard for a Moment Magnitude (Md) 6 
Earthquake 
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3.3.1.2  Correlation of Seismicity with Tectonic Features 

Most epicenters lie within the Central Basin Platform; however, earthquake clusters also occur within the 
Delaware and Midland Basins. Refer to Figure 3-17 and Figure 3-18, which depict major physiographic 
features of the Permian Basin. Although events local to the IIFP site are likely induced by gas/oil 
recovery methods, the resulting ground motions are transmitted similar to earthquakes on tectonic faults. 
Furthermore, given the published uncertainties on discrimination between natural and induced seismic 
events and those earthquake focal depths, critical for correlation with oil/gas reservoirs, are largely 
unavailable. The January 2, 1992 event is attributed to a tectonic origin. For this magnitude 5 earthquake, 
focal depths range from 5.0 km (3.1 mi) (USGS, 2004a) to 12.2 km (7.5 mi) (DOE, 2003d). Therefore, 
studies conclude that seismological data are insufficient for this moderate earthquake to constrain the 
depth sufficiently to permit a correlation with local oil/gas producing horizons. 

The Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP) Safety Analysis Report (SAR) (DOE, 2003d) suggests that the 
cluster of small events located along the Central Basin Platform are not tectonic in origin, but are instead 
related to water injection and withdrawal for secondary recovery operations in oil fields in the Central 
Basin Platform area. (See Figure 3-17 and Figure 3-18.) Such a mechanism for the Central Basin Platform 
seismic activity could provide a reason why the Central Basin Platform is separable from the rest of the 
Permian Basin on the basis of seismicity data, but not by using other common indicators of tectonic 
character. Both the spatial and temporal associations of Central Basin Platform seismicity with secondary 
recovery projects at oil fields in the area are suggestive of some cause and effect relationship of this type. 
Published studies (DOE, 1980) and ongoing research strongly suggest that a large fraction of activity in 
southeastern New Mexico and adjacent areas of west Texas is induced by production, secondary recovery, 
or waste injection within this petroleum and natural gas province. 

3.3.2  Site Soils 

Two areas having different soil associations exist in Lea County. They are also divided by the Mescalero 
Ridge and include the southern High Plains and the southern Desertic Basins, Plains, and Mountains. See 
Figure 3-23, “General Soil Map, Lea County, New Mexico.” The southern High Plains areas, in the 
northern half of Lea County in which the IIFP site is located, consists of five related soil associations, 
Kimbrough, Kimbrough-Lea, Portales-Stegall-Lea, Amarillo-Arvana, and Brownfield-Patricia-Tivoli. 
The associations are generally comprised of shallow to deep gravelly and loamy soils or deep sandy soils 
formed from windblown and water-deposited materials in the Quaternary and late Tertiary periods 
(LCWUA, 1998). Soft or hard caliche is generally found to below soils in the majority of this area. 
Caliche refers to a buff, white, or reddish brown calcareous material commonly found in layers on or near 
the surface of soils in arid regions.  

Table 3-4 provides a summary of the characteristics of the primary soils in the Southern High Plains area 
in Lea County in which the proposed site is located. The table provides a description of the soil series, the 
total depth, the permeability, salinity, degree of limitation for the filter field, and the shrink/swell 
potential. The shrink/swell potential is of great importance in the construction industry in that it is the 
relative change in volume to be expected with changes in moisture content, that is, the extent to which the 
soil shrinks as it dries out or swells when it gets wet. Extent of shrinking and swelling is influenced by the 
amount and kind of clay in the soil. Shrinking and swelling of soils causes potential damage to building 
foundations, roads and other structures. A high shrink/swell potential indicates a hazard to maintenance of 
structures built in, on, or with material having this rating. The IIFP site has predominantly Kimbrough 
and Lea soils which have moderate and low ratings which lessen the hazard accordingly. 

  



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 3-24 

 
Source: LCWUA, 1998 

Figure 3- 23 General Soil Map, Lea County, New Mexico 
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Soils for the Hobbs site are sandy and well drained, with a well-developed caliche layer occurring at the 
surface or as shallow as 25.4 to 30.5 cm (10 to 12 in) below the surface in some areas of the site. The soil 
types and the percentage of each soil in the area of interest are shown in Figure 3-24, “Custom Soil 
Resource Report Soil Map of the IIFP Site.” 

 
Source: USDA, 2009 

Figure 3- 24 Custom Soil Resource Report Soil Map of the IIFP Site 

The soil types and the percentage of each soil in the area of interest are listed in Table 3-5. Calcrete, 
duricrust, and hardpan are other terms used to describe caliche in various forms. No soil sample borings 
are available for this site; however, the deposit of caliche cap across the site is expected to occur in a 
thickness range of 2.4 to 7.6 m (8 to 25 ft). Caliche is a local construction material due to its compaction 
properties. Caliche is frequently used for the construction of well pads, surfacing roads, and as a 

40-ac 
site 
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Table 3- 5 Characterization of Soils in Proposed Site 

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Within Proposed Site 
AW Arvana-Lea Association 0.3% 
KO Kimbrough Gravelly Loam, 0% to 3% Slopes 20.9% 
KU Kimbrough-Lea Complex 71.2% 
PC Portales Loam, 0% to 3% Slopes 1.3% 
PS Portales-Stegall Loams 3.2% 
SS Stegall and Slaughter Soils 3.0% 

Totals for Area of Interest  100% 
Source: USDA, 2009 

compacted base-course for buildings and paved roads. The Hobbs site has a caliche rock layer that will 
have to be negotiated for civil construction work. The site is nearly flat with a slight slope that 
accommodates drainage. 

3.4  Water Resources 

This section describes the IIFP site's surface water and groundwater resources. Data are provided for the 
IIFP site and its general area, and the regional associations of those natural water systems are described. 
This information provides the basis for evaluation of any potential facility impacts on surface water, 
groundwaters, aquifers, water use, and water quality. Subsections address surface hydrology, water 
quality, preexisting environmental conditions, water rights and resources, water use, contamination 
sources, and groundwater characteristics. 

No significant adverse changes are expected on site hydrology as a result of construction activities or 
operation of the IIFP plant; ER Section 4.4.7, “Control of Impacts to Water Quality,” addresses potential 
for impacts on site water resources as a result of activities on the IIFP site including runoff and infiltration 
changes due to plant construction and fill placement. 

3.4.1  Surface Hydrology 

Surface drainage at the site is contained within a few local, intermittent playas that have no external 
drainage. There is also a small stream that runs from the northwest to the southeast across the property 
that is predominantly dry during the year. Essentially all the precipitation that occurs at the site is subject 
to infiltration and/or evapotranspiration. See Figure 3-25 which shows the typical water cycle for New 
Mexico. 

Initially, all of New Mexico’s surface water comes from precipitation, and the principal constraint on the 
water supply is climate. Much of New Mexico receives less than 10 inches of water per year. Most of the 
precipitation that falls evaporates within a short time of reaching the ground (or sometimes before). Of the 
precipitation that reaches land without evaporating, much is taken up and used by plants (called 
transpiration). The rest either flows across the land surface into rivers and streams, or percolates into the 
ground, where it recharges underground aquifers. The portion of New Mexico where precipitation 
exceeds the combination of evaporation and transpiration (called evapotranspiration) is limited to a few 
areas of high elevation during the cool months of the year. Surface water refers to all water located on the 
surface of the land—rivers, lakes and streams. New Mexico’s surface water supply originates as rain or 
melting snow, but 97% of that water evaporates or is transpired by plants (NMBGMR, 2009). 

 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 3-28 

 
Source: NMBGMR, 2009 

Figure 3- 25 Typical New Mexico Water Cycle 

More information on the movement and fate of surface water and groundwater at the site is provided in 
ER Section 3.4.1.1. There are also several intermittent surface features in the vicinity of the IIFP site that 
may collect water for short periods of times following heavy rainfall events. 

3.4.1.1  Major Surface and Subsurface Hydrological Systems 

The Hobbs site sits on the Ogallala Aquifer. The Ogallala Aquifer, also known as the High Plains 
Aquifer, is a huge underground reservoir created millions of years ago that supplies water to the region 
which includes the proposed IIFP site. The aquifer extends under the High Plains from west of the 
Mississippi River to the east of the Rocky Mountains. The aquifer system underlies 174,000 square miles 
in parts of eight States (Colorado, Kansas, Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, and 
Wyoming). Figure 3-26 shows the Ogallala Aquifer and the proposed IIFP site. The Ogallala Aquifer, the 
largest groundwater system in North America, contains approximately 4 trillion m3 (3.3 billion acre-ft) of 
water. About 65% of the Ogallala Aquifer’s water is located under Nebraska (RRAT, 2004); about 12% is 
located under Texas; about 10% is located under Kansas; about 4% is located under Colorado; and 3.5, 2, 
and 2% are located under Oklahoma, South Dakota, and Wyoming, respectively. The remaining 1.5% 
[about 60 billion m3 (16 trillion gal)] of the water is located under New Mexico (PDWD, 2004).  

The climate in southeast New Mexico is semi-arid. Precipitation in the area of the IIFP facility averages 
only 33 to 38 cm/yr (13 to 15 in/yr) (WRCC, 2006). Evaporation and transpiration rates are high which 
results in minimal, if any, surface water occurrence or groundwater recharge. 

Surface drainage at the site is contained within two local playa lakes that have no external drainage. 
Runoff does not drain to one of the state’s major rivers. Surface water is lost through evaporation, 
resulting in high salinity conditions in the water and soils associated with the playas. These conditions are 
not favorable for the development of viable aquatic or riparian habitats. There are no designated FEMA 
Zone A areas that would be inundated during a 100-year flood event. See Figure 3-27, “Watercourses, 
Floodplains, and Playas Map.” 
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Source: HPWD, 2009  

Figure 3- 26 Ogallala Aquifer 

 
Source: EDCLC, 2008 

Figure 3- 27 Watercourses, Floodplains, and Playas Map 

IIFP Site
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Most precipitation is contained on site due to infiltration and/or evapotranspiration. The vegetation on the 
site is primarily shrubs and native grasses. The surface soils are predominantly of an alluvial or eolian 
origin. The texture of the surface soils is generally silt to silty sands. Therefore, the surface soils are 
relatively low in permeability and would tend to hold moisture in storage rather than allow rapid 
infiltration to depth. Water held in storage in the soil is subsequently subject to evapotranspiration. 
Evapotranspiration processes are significant enough to short-circuit any potential groundwater recharge. 

3.4.1.2  Facility Withdrawals and/or Discharges to Hydrologic Systems 

The IIFP plant will receive its water supply from 2 wells into the Ogallala Aquifer approximately 61 m 
(200 ft) beneath the surface. The IIFP facility water supply requirements are discussed in ER Section 4.4, 
“Water Resources Impacts.” 

Two Stormwater Retention Basins will be utilized for the collection and containment of water discharges 
from the approximately 40-acre Site. The ultimate disposal of basin water will be through evaporation of 
water and impoundment of the residual dry solids after evaporation. It is designed to contain runoff for a 
24-hour, 100-year return frequency storm, a 7.6-cm (3.0-in) rainfall. The IIFP facility design precludes 
operational process discharges from the plant to surface or groundwater at the site other than into 
engineered basins. Effluents unsuitable for the evaporative disposal will be removed off site by a licensed 
contractor in accordance with U.S. EPA and State of New Mexico regulatory requirements. The State of 
New Mexico has adopted the U.S. EPA hazardous waste regulations (40 CFR Parts 260 through 266, 268 
and 270) (CFR, 2009v; CFR, 2009w; CFR, 2009x; CFR, 2009y; CFR, 2009z; CFR, 2009aa; CFR, 
2009bb; CFR, 2009cc; CFR, 2009dd) governing the generation, handling, storage, transportation, and 
disposal of hazardous materials. These regulations are found in 20.4.1 NMAC, "Hazardous Waste 
Management" (NMAC, 2000). 

A sanitary treatment system that includes tertiary treatment will be used to treat wastewater prior to its 
being reused in the plant or for landscape watering, as described in ER Section 4.1.1.2, “Utilities.” 

3.4.2  Water Quality Characteristics 

As discussed in ER Section 3.4.1.1, “Major Surface and Subsurface Hydrological Systems,” surface water 
resources in the area of the IIFP site are minimal. Runoff from precipitation at the site is effectively 
collected and contained by retention (evaporation) basins and through evapotranspiration. The IIFP site 
sits on the Ogallala Aquifer. See ER Section 3.4.15, “Groundwater Characteristics,” for water-quality 
testing results of local public water systems that obtain water from the aquifer as well as public supply 
wells on the aquifer. 

3.4.3  Pre-Existing Environmental Conditions 

There is no documented history of manufacturing, storage or significant use of hazardous chemicals on 
the IIFP property. Historically, the site has been used to graze cattle. 

3.4.4  Historical and Current Hydrological Data 

The IIFP facility is located in an area with little to no surface water or runoff. There are no near-by rivers 
or streams in the area that would be impacted by the facility. The occurrence of groundwater is also 
limited at the site. 
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3.4.5  Water Rights and Resources 

The largest water use in Lea County is for non-municipal irrigation. The New Mexico Office of the State 
Engineer (NMOSE) has on record a total of 2,007 non-municipal wells with an associated water right of 
425 million m3 (344,600 acre-ft). The next largest user group is municipalities, with water rights of 59 
million m3 (48,000 acre-ft). The city of Hobbs is the largest water-rights holder with water rights of 24.8 
million m3 (20,100 acre-ft) per year (LCWUA, 1999).  

At various times, estimates of groundwater in storage have been made for the Ogallala Aquifer in Lea 
County. The estimates are made by assuming specific yields and saturated thickness. Groundwater in 
storage estimates are shown in Table 3-6. Not all groundwater in storage can be redrawn. About 40% of 
the total stored water in Lea County’s portion of the Ogallala was considered recoverable for large-scale 
users. Because about 45% of the water in the basin is in areas where the saturated thickness is 140 feet or 
greater, it has been determined that 45% (approximately 14,000,000 acre-ft) of the water presently in 
storage can be recovered. It follows that approximately 8,000,000 acre-ft of recoverable water will exist 
in 2040 if a continuation of 1998 pumping rates occurs (LCWUA, 1999). 

Table 3- 6 Ogallala Aquifer – Stored Water in Lea County 

Aquifer 
Area 

(acres) 

Average 
Specific 

Yield 

Estimated 
Groundwater in 
Storage (acre-ft) 

Recoverable 
Water      

(acre-ft) 
Date Reference 

1,400,000 0.35 49,000,000 19,600,000a 1952 Ash, 1963 
1,500,000 0.20 48,000,000 21,600,000b 1984 McAda, 1984 

1,400,000 0.21 31,100,000 14,000,000c 
1995 

to 
1998 

Calculated from 
Musharrafieh and 
Chudnoff (1990) 

aAssumes 40% of water is recoverable. 
bAssumes 45% of water is recoverable. 
cCalculations are for the Lea County UWB. Other parts of the Ogallala in Lea County are insignificant. 
Source:  LCWUA, 1998 

3.4.6  Quantitative Description of Water Use 

Two wells will be drilled an average estimated distance of 61 m (200 ft) into the Ogallala Aquifer. The 
two wells will have the capacity to pump about 3.8 m3/min (1,000 gal/min). Average water usage is 
anticipated to be 11.36 m3/day (3,000 gal/day) to 17 m3/day (4,500 gal/day) with peak usage less than 
37.85 m3/day (10,000 gal/day). 

Water demand in Lea County increased 33% from 1985 to 1995 and in 1998, the demand was about 233.1 
million m3 (189,000 acre-ft) per year. Similar increases in water use from 1985 to 1995 occurred in 
Irrigated Agriculture (33%) Public Supply (26%), Domestic (40%), Livestock (106%) and Commercial 
(21%) use categories. The water use by category, as a percentage of Lea County’s total, is 78% Irrigated 
Agricultural, 10% for Public Water Supply, 7% Mining, and 3% Power. Present water use by Domestic, 
Livestock, Commercial Reservoir Evaporation, and Recreation uses are all less than 1% of the total use 
(LCWUA, 1999). 

Over the next 40 years, if unrestrained, the water use in Lea County is estimated to increase to 
approximately 444.1 million m3 (360,000 acre-ft), 90% greater than the 1995 total. The largest part of this 
increase is anticipated to come from Irrigated Agricultural, which is projected to require 357.7 million m3 
(290,000 acre-ft) in 2040, in response to demands for feed from Lea County’s expanding dairy industry. 
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All other water use categories are expected to increase in Lea County over the next 40 years. Specifically, 
55% Public Supply, 58% Domestic, 364% Livestock, 58% Commercial, 134% Industrial, 32% Mining, 
57% Power, and 55% Recreation are estimated above 1995 uses. These other categories account for a 
total of approximately 86.3 million m3 (70,000 acre-ft) per year of the total annual 2040 estimate 
(LCWUA, 1999). 

3.4.7  Non-Consumptive Water Use 

Non-consumptive water use is water that is used and returned to its source and made available for other 
uses. The IIFP plant does not return any water directly to its source.  

3.4.8  Contaminant Sources 

In general, existing wells in Lea County are not impacted by groundwater contamination. As of 1998, the 
ability of area aquifers to supply wells in Lea County has been limited in only a few places by 
contamination. The activities that most commonly are sources of groundwater contamination in Lea 
County and the types of contamination associated with the activities are as follows: 

• Petroleum Production Facilities; salts from oil well brine pits, hydrocarbons from leaks and spills. 
• Agricultural Activities; residues from applied and stored pesticide and fertilizers. 
• Wastewater Disposal Systems; leachate containing nitrogen from community wastewater 

treatment facilities and septic systems. 
• Underground Storage Tanks; hydrocarbons from leaks and spills. 
• Mines and Quarries; heavy metals. 
• Industrial Facilities; chemicals and heavy metals. 
• Landfills; leachate containing nitrogen, chemicals, and heavy metals. 
• Livestock Industry; wastewater and runoff from dairies and feed lots. 
• Radioactive Mineralization. 

There will be no process water discharges to natural surface waters or groundwaters from the IIFP 
facility. The EPA reports (EPA, 2009c) that no Superfund (CERCLA) sites exist in the area near the IIFP 
site in Lea County, New Mexico. 

Storm water runoff from the IIFP site is controlled during construction activities and operation. 
Appropriate storm water construction runoff permits for construction activities will be obtained before 
construction begins. Design of storm water run-off controls for the operating plant is described in Section 
4.4. Storm water is collected during operations phase from appropriate site areas and routed to retention 
basins. These basins and the site stormwater system are described in ER Section 3.4.1.2. 

3.4.9  Description of Wetlands 

An evaluation of the site and of available wetlands information has been used to determine that the site 
does not contain jurisdictional wetlands or those areas subject to the regulations of the Clean Water Act of 
1977. Jurisdiction wetlands are generally concave or low-lying topographic forms that collect, store, or 
flow water frequently enough to favor a majority of plants that are adapted to saturated soil conditions. 
There exist “undivided” wetlands as shown in Figure 3-27, “Watercourses, Floodplains, and Playas Map.” 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 3-33 

3.4.10  Federal and State Regulations 

ER Section 1.3 describes applicable regulatory requirements and permits. ER Section 4.4 describes 
potential site impacts as they relate to environmental permits regarding water use by the facility. 

Applicable regulations for water resources include: 

• National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)--The IIFP facility is eligible to claim 
the "No Exposure" exclusion for industrial activity of the NPDES storm water Phase II 
regulations. As such, IIFP would submit a No Exposure Certification immediately prior to 
initiating operational activities at the IIFP site. IIFP also has the option of filing for coverage 
under the Multi-Section General Permit (MSGP) because the IIFP facility is one of the 11 eligible 
industry categories (EPA, 2008). If this option is chosen, IIFP will file a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
with the EPA, Washington, D.C., at least two days prior to the initiation of IIFP operations. A 
decision regarding which option is appropriate for IIFP will be made in the future. 

• NPDES--Construction General Permit for stormwater discharge is required because construction 
of the IIFP plant will involve the grubbing, clearing, grading or excavation of one or more acres 
of land. This permit is required prior to the proposed pre-licensing construction activities and will 
be administered by the EPA Region 6 with oversight review by the New Mexico Water Quality 
Bureau. Various land clearing activities such as off-site borrow pits for fill material are covered 
under this general permit. IIFP construction contractors will be clearing approximately 40 acres 
during the construction phase of the project. IIFP will develop a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the EPA, Washington, D.C., at 
least two days prior to the commencement of construction activities. 

3.4.11  Surface Water Characteristics for Relevant Water Bodies 

Stormwater from buildings, roofs, paved areas, and storage pads drained to retention basins. There are no 
drainage features that would transport surface water off site. Precipitation on site is either subject to 
infiltration, natural evapotranspiration, or facility system collection and evaporation. 

3.4.11.1  Freshwater Streams, Lakes, Impoundments 

Surface water within Lea County is limited to intermittent streams, lakes, and small playa lakes that result 
from heavy rainfall during May through October, when 80% of the yearly rainfall occurs. These 
intermittent surface water sources are used primarily for livestock purposes where small, manmade 
earthen structures have been constructed to collect surface runoff. 

The IIFP site includes no freshwater streams or lakes. Impoundments to contain stormwater runoff will be 
constructed as part of the facility. These components are described in ER Section 3.4.1.2 “Facility 
Withdrawals and/or Discharges to Hydrologic Systems.” 

3.4.11.2  Flood Frequency Distributions 

Site grade will be above the elevation of the 100-year and the 500-year flood elevations. Flood events or 
“Base Floodplains” are divided into two primary categories: 

• 100-Year Floodplain: An area with a 1% chance to flood in any given year. A flood of magnitude 
occurs once every 100 years on the average. Within any one year period, there is a one-in-one 
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hundred chance of the occurrence of such a flood. Most importantly, however, the cumulative 
risk of flooding increases with time.  

• 500-Year Floodplain: An area with a 0.2% chance to flood in any given year. A flood of 
magnitude occurs once every 500 years on the average. Within any one year period, there is a 
one-in-five hundred chance of the occurrence of such a flood. As with the 1% chance to flood, the 
cumulative risk increases with time. 

3.4.11.3  Floodplain Description/Flood Control Measures 

Site grade is above the elevation of the 100-year and the 500-year flood elevations. See Figure 3-27, 
“Watercourses, Floodplains, and Playas Map” for location of FEMA Zone A (areas inundated during 100-
year flood event) northeast of the site or northwest of Hobbs, New Mexico around the Hobbs Industrial 
Air Park. The IIFP site storm system is designed to accommodate a 100-year return period precipitation 
event. No additional flood control measures are proposed for the IIFP facility. 

3.4.11.4  Design-Basis Flood Elevation 

Site grade is above the 500-year flood elevations.  

3.4.11.5  Location, Size and Elevation of Outfall  

The IIFP plant has no direct outfall to a surface water body. Runoff volume will not change from present 
levels due to site development or facility operation. 

3.4.11.6  Velocity Distribution and Water-body Cross Section within Influence of Outfall  

This is not applicable to the IIFP facility. 

3.4.11.7  Bathymetry Near any Outfall  

The IIFP plant has no outfall to a surface water body. 

3.4.11.8  Erosion Characteristics and Sediment Transport  

The IIFP plant has no outfall to a surface water body. Since runoff does not drain to one of the state’s 
major rivers, surface water is lost through evaporation. 

3.4.12  Freshwater Streams for the Watershed Containing the Site 

3.4.12.1  Major Streams 

The nearest surface water is the Pecos River which is approximately 110 km (68 mi) west of the site. See 
Figure 3-13 for the location of the Pecos River in relation to the IIFP site. Like most rivers in New 
Mexico, the Pecos River is described as “extremely variable from year-to-year” (OSE, 2004) due to its 
dependence on runoff. The principle use of the Pecos River water is for agriculture. There are no 
perennial streams in Lea County. 
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3.4.12.2  Drainage Areas 

In Lea County neither of the two major drainage basins, the Texas Gulf Basin in the north and the Pecos 
River Basin in the south, contain large-scale surface-water bodies or through-flowing drainage systems. 
The surface water supplies that exist are transitory and limited to quantities of runoff impounded in short 
drainage ways, shallow lakes, and small depressions, including various playas and lagunas. The Texas 
Gulf Basin contains lakes, the Llano Estacado, and the Simona Valley. The Pecos River Basin contains 
the Querecho Plains, the Eunice Plains, and the Antelope Ridge. Although southern Lea County is part of 
the Pecos River Basin, there is no connecting drainage to the Pecos River (LCWUA, 1998). Still, the 
Pecos River is the most significant surface water body in southeastern New Mexico. 

In the Llano Estacado, the drainage areas of the numerous playas capture 80 to 90% of the area’s rainfall 
(Musharrafieh and Chudnoff, 1999). Most of the playas average less than one-acre in area, but can be as 
large as 150 acres; depths range from 1 to 50 feet. The playas only temporarily impound water; clay 
accumulations in their bottoms retard percolation, resulting in extended seasonal or perennial 
impoundment during wet years. It is thought that many of the depressions may have been formed by 
leaching of the caliche cap and subsurface calcareous sandstones of the Ogallala Formation, with 
subsequent removal of the loosened material by wind. Deep-seated collapse of underlying strata has also 
been suggested as a mechanism for some playas. Surface interconnection of the wallows, particularly in 
the eastern part of the county, results in some poorly defined drainage patterns. The interconnections are 
possibly the result of original surface irregularities (LCWUA, 1998). 

Surface drainage at the 640-acre Section is contained within several local playa lakes that have no 
external drainage. Runoff does not drain to Pecos River. The Pecos River Basin has a maximum basin 
width of 209 km (130 mi) and a drainage area of 115,345 km2 (44,535 mi2)  

3.4.12.3  Historical Maximum and Minimum River Flows 

The Pecos River generally flows year-round. The main stem of the Pecos River and its major tributaries 
have low flows, and the tributary streams are frequently dry. Seventy-five percent of the total annual 
precipitation and 60% of the annual flow results from intense local thunderstorms between April and 
September (ELEA, 2007). The Pecos River is the closest river to the site. There are no rivers within the 
site.  

3.4.12.4  Historical Drought River Flows 

The Pecos River generally flows year round. 

3.4.12.5  Important Short-Duration Flows 

Seventy-five percent of the total annual precipitation and 60% of the annual flow results from intense 
local thunderstorms between April and September (ELEA, 2007). The USGS does not have gages in Lea 
County which measure daily surface flows. However, peak flow rates have been spot measured at 
Monument Draw (near Monument) and Antelope Draw (near Jal). Each of these Draws can occasionally 
convey sizable flows. In June of 1972, a flow of 1,280 ft3/sec (the highest recorded) occurred at 
Monument Draw. This flow should be considered indicative of flows that can occur at other gullies and 
swales in Lea County (LCWUA, 1999). 
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3.4.13  Lakes and Impoundments 

There are two planned impoundments to contain stormwater runoff to be constructed as part of the 
facility. The capacities are described in ER Section 3.4.1.2. 

3.4.13.1  Elevation-Area-Capacity Curves  

In most of Lea County, the water table lies below a depth of 20 feet (LCWUA, 1998). Except for a few 
saline playa lakes and a northwest-to-southwest drainage, there are no surface water features on the IIFP 
Site. There is no surface water flow to any off-site river or impoundment; water is dissipated to the 
atmosphere by evapotranspiration. 

3.4.13.2  Reservoir Operating Rules  

The IIFP facility will not use any water from any natural reservoir. 

3.4.13.3  Annual Yield and Dependability  

The IIFP facility will not use any water from any natural reservoir. 

3.4.13.4  Inflow/Outflow/Storage Variations 

The IIFP facility will not discharge process water to any local water body; thus discharges will not affect 
water storage in any water body. 

3.4.13.5  Net Loss, Including Evaporation and Seepage 

Water loss through evaporation occurs from both the playas and lakes of Lea County. The playas on the 
High Plains (i.e. Llano Estacado) have been studied to determine the fate of impounded runoff. Some 
studies suggest that majority of the playas water is lost to evaporation, while others have found infiltration 
prevails. It is estimated that approximately 123.3 million m3 (100,000 acre-ft) of water accumulates in the 
playas, in years of normal precipitation, and that 20 to 80% of the impounded water infiltrates into the 
subsurface. If a maximum 18-inches per year evapotranspiration at ground level (with a linear decrease to 
nil at 20 feet below ground) is assumed, the average annual evaporation from shallow reservoirs can be 
calculated to be approximately 72 inches (Hale et. al, 1965) and evaporation rates in the playas may 
actually approach that of an evaporation pan device. Because of these high evaporation rates, the small 
lakes of northern Lea County, which intersect the water table, probably produce a net discharge of 
groundwater to the atmosphere (LCWUA, 1999). 

The IIFP facility will not use or discharge process water to any local surface water body; thus it will not 
affect water flow or storage in any surface water body. 

3.4.13.6  Current Patterns 

The IIFP plant will not use or discharge process water to any local surface water body; thus it will not 
affect current patterns in any surface water body. The IIFP plant’s water usage will not significantly 
impact groundwater patterns. 
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3.4.13.7  Temperature Distribution 

The IIFP facility will not discharge process wastewater or non-contact cooling water to any local surface 
water body; thus it will not affect temperature in any surface water body. 

3.4.14  Estuaries and Oceans  

This is not applicable for the IIFP site since the nearest river is 110 km (68 mi) from the site and the Gulf 
of Mexico is over 813 km (505 mi) from Hobbs. 

3.4.15  Groundwater Characteristics 

The Hobbs site sits on the Ogallala Aquifer. The Ogallala Aquifer, also known as the High Plains 
Aquifer, is a huge underground reservoir created millions of years ago that supplies water to the region 
which will include the proposed IIFP site. The aquifer extends under the High Plains from west of the 
Mississippi River to the east of the Rocky Mountains. The aquifer system underlies 174,000 square miles 
in parts of eight States (Colorado, Kansas, Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Dakota, Texas, and 
Wyoming). Refer to Figure 3-26, “Ogallala Aquifer.” 

The Ogallala Aquifer, the largest groundwater system in North America, contains approximately 4 trillion 
m3 (3.3 billion acre-ft) of water. About 65% of the Ogallala Aquifer’s water is located under Nebraska 
(RRAT, 2004); about 12% is located under Texas; about 10% is located under Kansas; about 4% is 
located under Colorado; and 3.5%, 2%, and 2% are located under Oklahoma, South Dakota, and 
Wyoming, respectively. The remaining 1.5%—or about 60 billion m3 (48.6 million acre-ft)—of the water 
is located under New Mexico (PDWD, 2004). 

Approximately 20% of the irrigated land in the United States is in the High Plains, and about 30% of the 
groundwater used for irrigation in the United States is pumped from the Ogallala Aquifer. Irrigation 
accounts for about 94% of the daily aquifer use of more than 60 million m3 (48,600 acre-ft). Irrigation 
withdrawals in 1990 were greater than 53 million m3 (43,000 acre-ft) daily. Domestic drinking is the 
second largest groundwater use with the High Plains States, amounting to about 2.5% of 1.6 million m3 

(1,300 acre-ft) of total daily withdrawals. In 1990, 2.2 million people were supplied by groundwater from 
the Ogallala Aquifer with total public-supply withdrawals of 1.43 million m3 (1,200 acre-ft) per day 
(USGS, 2004b). Withdrawals from the aquifer exceed recharge to it, so the Ogallala Aquifer is being 
depleted. The amount of water in storage in the aquifer in each state depends on the actual extent of the 
formation’s saturated thickness.  

Table 3-7 lists recent water-quality testing results of local (Hobbs and Eunice) public water systems and 
public supply wells that obtain water from the Ogallala Aquifer. The waters of the Ogallala, while very 
hard, are consistently good quality and can be used for a variety of activities, including public supply and 
irrigation (LCWUA, 2000). 

3.4.15.1  Groundwater Elevation Trends 

Groundwater resources in Lea County include hydrogeologic strata within five underground water basins 
identified by the New Mexico Office of the State Engineer (NMOSE). The basins from north to south are 
the Lea County Underground Water Basin (UWB), a very small portion of the Roswell UWB, the Capitan 
UWB, the Carlsbad UWB, and the Jal UWB.  
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Table 3- 7 Ogallala Aquifer Annual Water Quality Averages for Hobbs and Eunice, New Mexico 

Parameter Units Hobbs1 
Public 
Supply 
Wells2 

Eunice1 
EPA Maximum 

Contaminant 
Levels 

Alkalinity—
Total mg/l 163a 188 186.5 N/A 

 
Color  not detected  0.25 250g 
Specific 
Conductivity mhos/cm 839.9 1,004 716.8 N/A 

Hardness mg/l 293.3 303 248 N/A 
pH standard 7.5  7.2 6.5 to 8.5 
Turbidity NTU not detected  1.0 N/A 
Total Dissolved 
Solids mg/l 410.0 768 415.7 500g 

Arsenic mg/l 0.008  0.008d 0.01 (as of 
1/3/06) 

Calcium mg/l 80.7 75 80.5 N/A 
Chloride mg/l 114.0 59 63.4 250g 
Fluoride mg/l 1.1 2.3 to 3.2 1.0e 4.0 
Iron mg/l 0.05  <0.25f 0.3 
Magnesium mg/l 44.4 28 11.5 4.0 
Mercury mg/l not detected  <0.0002d N/A 
Nitrate mg/l 3.8  2.6 10 
Potassium mg/l 3.4a 11 4.8  
Sodium mg/l 38.0 67 42.6 N/A 
Sulfate mg/l 113.1b 118 to 291 67.2  

Gross Alpha pCi/l 3.1 ± 0.9 to 
16.6 ± 2.9c 6.6 to 16.2 2.8 ± 1 to 

6.6 ± 1c 15 
1 Source:  LCWUA, 2000    2 Source:  LCWUA, 1999 
N/A – not applicable; mg/l – milligrams per liter; NTU – Nephelometric Turbidity Units; pCi/l – picocuries per liter; • mhos/cm – micromhos per 
centimeter 
aSampled at entry point, August 23, 2004 
bSampled at entry point, February 1996 
cRange in concentration, low and high; sampled from 1994 through 1997 
dSampled at entry point, March 1995 
eSampled at entry point, March 1996 
fSamples taken from 1975 to 1979 
gResults are either annual averages for all wells in a system, at the entry point of a system, or averages of all wells in a system for a particular 
sampling date. 

The Lea County UWB is approximately 2,180 square miles in size. The Lea County UWB extends east to 
west across the width of Lea County and generally terminates to the south along the Mescalero Ridge and 
its associated escarpment. The primary aquifer of the Lea County UWB, as well as the primary 
groundwater source in Lea County, is the Ogallala Aquifer. The maximum saturated thickness of the 
Ogallala Aquifer in the Lea County UWB is approximately 250 feet (LCWUA, 1998). 

Groundwater in the Basin is being pumped out at a faster rate than it is being recharged. Historic water 
level declines from pumping near Hobbs and along the New Mexico-Texas state line are as great as 50 to 
70 feet. The annual groundwater diversion in Lea County in 1995 was about 222 million m3 (180,000 
acre-ft) per year, the majority of which was from the Lea UWB. Groundwater diversions from Lea 
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County are projected to more than double by the year 2040, primarily in response to increased agricultural 
demands for the dairy industry (LCWUA, 1998). 

The IIFP plant will withdraw groundwater from the Ogallala Aquifer at a average rate of approximately 
11.36 m3/day (3,000 gal/day) to 17 m3/day (4,500 gal/day) The usage equates to a maximum of 5 acre 
feet/year, which is insignificant when compared with the NMOSE having on record a total of 2,007 non-
municipal wells with a water use of 178,522 acre-feet in 1998, as shown in Table 3-8. Other industries 
used 2,524 acre-feet of water, while mining accounted for 12,439 acre-feet of water use in 1998 
(LCWUA, 1998). 

Table 3- 8 Lea County Historical Water Use 

Water Use 
Category 

1975   (ac-
ft) 

1985 (ac-
ft) 

1995  (ac-
ft) 

1998a   (ac-
ft) 

Change 
1975-1985 

(%) 

Change 
1985-1995 

(%) 

Change 1995-
1998b (%) 

Public Water 
Supply 9,966 12,818 16,153 17,790 +29 +26 +10 

Domestic 714 949 1,331 n/ad +33 +40 n/a 
Irrigated 
Agricultural 191,290 98,409 131,163 138601e -49 +33 +6 

Livestock 1,025 727 1,497 1,111f -29 +106 -26 
Commercial 555 1,111 1,436 606 +100 +21 -55 
Industrial No report 0 1,497 2,524g n/a n/a +69 
Mining 21,612 25,783 18,975 12,439h +19 -26 -34 
Power 13,876 5,708 4,445 4,485 -59 -22 <1 
Reservoir 
Evaporation 100 0 0 0 -100 0 0 

Recreation 0 887 No report 966i n/a n/a n/a 
Total Use 239,138 146,392 176,407 178,522 -39 +21 +1 
Source:  LCWUA, 1997 
a Data for 1998 is incomplete. Figures are based on withdrawals from the Lea County UWB only. 
b

 Actural increases and decreases for this period are yet to determined due to incomplete NMOSE data. 
c The value includes 1,608 ac-ft of commercial, domestic, and industrial use by the City of Carlsbad and 725 ac-ft of municipal non-cities use. 
d Domestic use has not been estimated. 
e This figure reflects an estimated area of 83,500 acres irrigated at 1.6 ac-ft plus metered irrigation at 5,001 ac-ft. 
f This value includes dairies and cattle feed lots, but does not include livestock use in the Jal or Capitan UWBs. 
g This figure includes manufacturing and petroleum processing. 
h This value includes secondary recovery of oil, mining or ore, and oil well dwellings. 
I Recreation was eliminated as a separate category by the MNOSE Technical Report 47 

3.4.15.2  Water Table Contours 

The maximum saturated thickness of the Ogallala Aquifer in Lea County is approximately 250 feet. The 
primary uses of groundwater from Lea County are irrigation and public water supply. The cities and 
towns of Hobbs, Lovington, and Tatum have municipal well fields that withdraw potable water from the 
Ogallala aquifer. 

Figure 3-28 is a map of the water-level changes in the High Plains aquifer from predevelopment to 2005 
based on water levels from 3,682 wells. Predevelopment refers to the time prior to substantial ground 
water irrigation development, which occurred around 1950. The water-level changes from 
predevelopment to 2005 ranged between a rise of 84 feet and a decline of 277 feet. Area-weighted, 
average water-level change was a decline of 12.8 feet. Approximately 25% of the aquifer area had more  
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Figure 3- 28 Water-Level Changes in the Ogallala Aquifer, Predevelopment to 2005 

than 10 feet of water-level decline from predevelopment to 2005; 17% had more than 25 feet of water-
level decline; and 9% had more than 50 feet of water-level decline (McGuire, 2007). Hobbs, New Mexico 
experienced a decline of more than 25 feet of water in that same time frame. 

The Pecos River carved its present valley in Eddy County thousands of years ago during Quaternary time. 
In doing so, the river isolated both the Ogallala Formation and the Dockum Group sediments in Lea 
County from their ancient upland recharge areas. Groundwater flow in these aquifers attained a balance 
with the more limited recharge provided by the High Plains Aquifer. Since the advent of large-scale 
groundwater developments in the early to mid part of this century, this equilibrium has been lost. Aquifer 
levels in Lea County are now declining as groundwater is withdrawn from storage (LCWUA, 1999). 

 

Area Around Site 
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3.4.15.3  Depth of Water for Unconfined Aquifer Systems 

The depth to water ranges from about 20 feet near Monument and the Four Lakes area to about 250 feet 
along the edge of Mescalero Ridge. Saturated thickness of the aquifer ranges from a few feet along the 
northeast portion of the UWB and along portions of the Mescalero Ridge to about 250 feet near the Texas 
State Line (LCWUA, 1998). 

Pumping for irrigation, municipal supply, domestic use, industrial use, and stock causes a large artificial 
discharge. Because pumping is in excess of the Ogallala’s recharge rate, the elevation of the top of the 
aquifer has declined or experienced drawdown. A groundwater flow model (Musharrafieh and Chudnoff, 
1999) indicated that, in response to heavy pumping in Texas, the most severe drawdown occurred along 
Lea County’s east border, the Texas Line. In this area, drawdowns in excess of 80 feet have occurred 
since 1940. The model predicts that the saturated thickness will decrease another 50 to 100 feet in the area 
between the state line and the communities of Hobbs, Lovington, and Tatum in the next 40 years 
(LCWUA, 1999). 

3.4.15.4  Soil Hydrologic Properties 

The hydraulic conductivity reported for various portions of the Ogallala Aquifer in Lea County UWB has 
been evaluated by a number of different authors using different techniques. The techniques include 
aquifer tests and laboratory analysis and model calibrations. Values reported range from 3 to 262 ft/day. 

Reported values from groundwater models indicate areas with higher hydraulic conductivity near the 
central portion of the basin, between Tatum and Lovington--eastward to the Texas border and near 
Hobbs—eastward to the Texas border. Specific yields reported range from 0.10 to 0.28%. Specific yield 
for an unconfined aquifer is the volume of water that will drain from a unit of surface area per unit of 
decline (LCWUA, 1998). 

3.4.15.5  Flow Travel Time: Groundwater Velocity 

Potentiometric surface elevation data from 1952 indicate the groundwater flow direction was about 30 
degrees south of east, with a gradient of 15.8 feet/mile in the north and central Lea County. 
Potentiometric elevation data for 1968 show the direction of groundwater was southeast and the gradient 
average about 15 feet/mile. Changes in the potentiometric surface elevations from 1952 to 1968 indicate 
decreasing water levels throughout much of the Ogallala. Potentiometric data from 1981 indicate only 
small changes in water levels for the period; the direction of flow was southeast, and the gradient average 
about 13.7 feet/mile. Potentiometric data for the combined years 1995 to 1998 indicate only small 
changes in water levels; the direction of groundwater flow was southeast and the gradient was about 13 
feet/mile (LCWUA, 1998). 

Pumping in Texas, along the Texas-New Mexico State Line, is in large part responsible for more than 80 
feet of localized declines in the water level since 1940. Continued pumping along the state line will 
continue to drop the water level and increase the hydraulic gradient in the area. Estimated flows across the 
New Mexico-Texas Line have been calculated and are shown in Table 3-9 (LCWUA, 1999). 
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Table 3- 9 Flow across the New Mexico-Texas Border 

Time Period Saturated Thickness Length 
Along NM-TX Line, in Miles Flow in Acre-Feet/Year 

1967-1968 61.9 59,005 
1981 61.9 45,694 

1995-1998 61.9 48,729 
Source:  LCWUA, 1999 Estimated from Hydraulic Conductivity Values 

Diagrammatic representation of modern groundwater flow patterns in the Delaware Basin area is shown 
in Figure 3-29. Red band represents the Capitan shelf margin facies. Black arrows show fluid flow 
directions prior to incision of the Pecos River and before modern-day groundwater withdrawal and oil 
development. Thickness of arrows is proportional to volume of water flow. Contours show concentration 
of total dissolved solids (in ppt or thousands of parts per million) in waters moving across the basin in the 
Capitan-equivalent upper Bell Canyon Formation (Scholle, 1992).  

 
 

    Source:  Scholle, 1992 

Figure 3- 29 Present-day Delaware Basin Fluid Flow and Water Chemistry 

Approximate 
Location of IIFP 
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3.4.15.6  Interactions Among Different Aquifers 

Groundwater resources in Lea County include hydrogeologic strata within five underground water basins 
declared by the New Mexico Office of the State Engineer (NMOSE). The basins from north to south are 
the Lea County Underground Water Basin (UWB), a very small portion of the Roswell UWB, the Capitan 
UWB, the Carlsbad UWB, and the Jal UWB. Groundwater in the Lea County UWB is being pumped out 
at a faster rate than it is being recharged. The Jal UWB is the smallest in Lea County and is the only other 
basin in the County that provides water for municipal use along with the Lea County UWB. Historic 
ground water diversions from the Jal basin have had little impact on water levels, indicating that recharge 
is about in equilibrium with the amount of water being removed by pumping. Water use in the other 
UWBs in the County is fairly limited because aquifers are unable to provide adequate quantities of water 
to wells for large users (LCWUA, 1998).  

3.4.15.7  Historical and Current Data from Site Wells 

Four irrigation wells are on the IIFP site. See Figure 3-30, “Water Wells Located on the Proposed IIFP 
Site” for locations of these irrigation wells. For the well in the upper left quadrant, the depth to water 
(DTW) is 16.8 m (55 ft) and the total depth (TD) is 50 m (164 ft). The well in the lower left quadrant has 
a DTW of 21.3 m (70 ft) and TD of 57.9 m (190 ft). The irrigation well in the upper right quadrant 
possesses a DTW of 16.8 m (55 ft) and a TD of 60.4 m (198 ft). The other well on the site in the lower 
right quadrant has a DTW of 21.3 m (70 ft) and a TD of 54 m (177 ft). 

 

Figure 3- 30 Water Wells Located on the Proposed IIFP Site 

3.5  Ecological Resources  

This section describes the terrestrial and aquatic communities of the proposed IIFP site. This section is 
intended to provide a baseline characterization of the site's ecology prior to any disturbances associated 
with construction or operation of the IIFP plant. Prior environmental disturbances (e.g., roads and pipeline 
right-of-ways) not associated with the facility and their impacts on the site ecology, are considered when 
describing the baseline condition. 

NM 483 
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A single major community has been identified at the IIFP site: the Plains and Great Basin Grasslands. The 
plant and animal species associated with this major community are identified and their distributions are 
discussed. Those species that are considered important to the ecology of the site are described in detail. 

Once the significant species were identified, their interrelationship with the environment was described. 
To the extent possible, these descriptions include discussions of the species habitat requirements, life 
history, and population dynamics. Also, as part of the evaluation of important species at the site, pre-
existing environmental conditions, that may have impacted the ecological integrity of the site and affected 
important species, are considered. 

3.5.1  Maps 

Figure 3-31 “Topographical Map of Area around IIFP Site at Arkansas Junction” 
Figure 3-32, “Grasslands of National Forest Systems New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas” 
Figure 3-37, “Lesser Prairie Chicken Historic and Current Distribution” 
Figure 3-40, “Expected Range of the Sand Dune Lizard” 

3.5.2  General Ecological Conditions of the Site  

Figure 3-31 is a topographical map showing the features from Hobbs to the site at Arkansas Junction. For 
a close-up view of the site, see Figure 3-3. Surface drainage at the site is contained within a few, 
intermittent local playas that have no external drainage. Since runoff does not drain to one of the state’s 
major rivers, surface water is lost through evaporation, resulting in high salinity conditions in the water 
and soils associated with the playas. These conditions are not favorable for the development of viable 

 

Figure 3- 31 Topographical Map of Area around IIFP Site at Arkansas Junction 

IIFP Site 
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aquatic or riparian habitats. There is also a small stream that runs from the northwest to the southeast 
across the property that is predominantly dry during the year. 

Different life-form zones exist within Lea County. As with the other geography and landscape features, 
the life forms, both plant and wildlife, are separated by the Mescalero Ridge (Refer to Figure 3-15). Also 
see Figure 3-32, “Grasslands of National Forest Systems New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas,” to see this 
distinct separation. The area is a transitional zone between the short-grass prairie of the north of the 
Mescalero Ridge (Southern High Plains) and the desert communities south of the Mescalero Ridge 
(Chihuahuan Desert Scrub). The vegetation in this area is dominated by deep sand tolerant or deep sand 
adapted plant species. The vegetation community at the IIFP site has probably remained stable over the 
past 150 years since the introduction of domestic livestock grazing in the area by settlers from the eastern 
plains. By the mid-nineteenth century, there had already been a reduction of grasslands in the region by 
livestock herds associated with Spanish settlements along the Rio Grande River and Pecos River valleys. 
The site has been impacted by farming or oil and gas development which is prevalent in the region. 

 

 

Figure 3- 32 Grasslands of National Forest Systems New Mexico, Oklahoma and Texas 

IIFP Site

Texas High Plains 

Pecos Valley 

Basin & Range 
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The species composition of the wildlife community at the IIFP site is a direct function of the type, quality, 
and quantity of habitat that exists at the site and in the surrounding area. No site survey has been 
conducted on the IIFP site. Based on information on regional and local distribution of wildlife species and 
on species-specific habitat preferences, the wildlife species likely to occur at the IIFP facility can be 
identified. See Table 3-10, “Mammals, Birds, and Amphibians/Reptiles Potentially Inhabiting the 
Proposed IIFP Site and Vicinity, and Their Habitat and Seasonal Preferences.” The mammals, birds, 
amphibians and reptiles expected to occur on the IIFP site are discussed below. 

Because the IIFP site is in a transitional zone, wildlife species at the IIFP site are typical of species that 
occur in grassland habitats and desert habitats. Mammalian species common to this area of southeastern 
New Mexico include mule deer, pronghorn antelope, desert cottontail, black-tailed jackrabbit, plains 
pocket gopher, deer mouse, prairie vole, kangaroo rat, coyote, black-tailed prairie dog, collared peccary or 
javelin, striped skunk, and gray fox. Several species of bats that occur in the area include the Mexican 
freetailed bat and the pallid bat. 

Common game birds include the mourning dove, bobwhite quail, and scaled quail. Other birds common 
to the area include scissor-tailed flycatcher, nighthawk, roadrunner, and the turkey vulture. Raptors 
include red-tailed hawk and barn owl. Reptiles include the western diamondback rattlesnake, eastern 
fence lizard, western box turtle, and the Great Plains Skink (Benyus, 1989). 

Because the vegetative community at the site is in a stable, near climax, successional stage significant 
changes in habitat or mammalian species are not anticipated. The species listed were selectively chosen as 
those likely to live in or visit the region. Of these, approximately 18 species are likely to be summer 
residents, many of which may nest on the site. Approximately 15 of the species are probable winter 
residents of the site. A site-specific avian survey has not been conducted on the site. Future site-specific 
avian surveys will be conducted at appropriate times of the coming years. 

Because the occurrence of amphibian species is closely related to water and the IIFP site contains no 
permanent natural surface water sources; there are very few associated amphibian species.  

3.5.3  Major Vegetation Characteristics 

The general vegetation community type that the subject property is located in is classified as Plains and 
Great Basin Grasslands. The community is further characterized by the presence of forbs, shrubs, and 
grasses that are adapted to the deep sand environment that occurs in parts of southeastern New Mexico. 

The Plains Grasslands north of the Mescalero Ridge on the eastern portion of the Lea County consist of 
the short-grass, mid-grass, and tall-grass prairies of the National Grasslands. These grasslands extend 
throughout the Great Plains physiographic province and occur within the Southern High Plains, Pecos 
Valley, Redbed Plains, and Texas High Plains eco-region sections. Climate ranges from subhumid to 
semiarid as these grasslands extend from east to west. The characteristic plant species that are abundant 
throughout the short-grass prairie include blue grama and buffalo grass. The mid-grass prairie ecosystem 
is co-dominated by little bluestem, blue grama, and plains bristle grass. The tall-grass prairie is dominated 
by big bluestem. These different prairie ecosystems are aggregated and reduced to one category for this 
assessment and reflects a wide range of ecological properties and processes (USDA, 2004).  
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Table 3- 10 Mammals, Birds, and Amphibians/Reptiles Potentially Inhabiting the Proposed IIFP 
Site and Vicinity, and Their Habitat or Seasonal Preferences 

Common Name Scientific Name Preferred Habitat 

Mammals 
Black-Tailed Jackrabbit Lepus californicus Grasslands and open areas 
Black-Tailed Prairie Dog Cynomys ludovicianus Short prairie grass 
Cactus Mouse Peromyscus eremicus Grasslands, prairies, and mixed vegetation 

Collared Peccary Dicotyles tajacu Brushy, semi-desert, chaparral, mesquite, 
and oaks 

Coyote Canis latrans Open space, grasslands, and brush country 
Deer Mouse Peromyscus maniculatus Grasslands, prairies, and mixed vegetation 
Desert Cottontail Sylvilagus audubonii Arid lowlands, brushy cover, and valleys 
Mule Deer Odocoileus hemionus Desert shrubs, chaparral, and rocky uplands 
Ord’s Kangaroo Rat Dipodomys ordii Hard desert soils 
Plains Pocket Gopher Geomys bursarius Deep soils of the plains 
Pronghorn Antelope Antilocapra Americana Sagebrush flats, plains, and deserts 
Raccoon Procyon lotor Brushy, semi-desert, chaparral, and mesquite 
Southern Plains Woodrat Neotoma micropus Grasslands, prairies, and mixed vegetation 

Spotted Ground Squirrel Spermophilus spilosoma Brushy, semi-desert, chaparral, mesquite, 
and oaks 

Striped Skunk Mephitis mephitis All land habitats 

Swift Fox Vulpes velox Rangeland short grasses and low shrub 
density 

White-Throated Woodrat Neotoma albigula Grasslands, prairies, and mixed vegetation 
Yellow-faced Pocket 
Gopher Pappogeomys castanops Deep soils of the plains 

Common Name Scientific Name Seasonal Preference 
Birds 
American Kestrel Falco sparverius Summer 
Ash-Throated Flycatcher Myiarchus cinerascens Summer 
Bewick’s Wren Thyromanes bewickii Spring 
Black-Chinned 
Hummingbird Archilochus alexandri Year round 

Blue Grosbeak Guiraca caerulea Summer and winter 
Bullock’s Oriole Icterus bullockii Summer 
Cassin’s Sparrow Aimophila cassinii Spring 

Cactus Wren Campylorhynchus 
brunneicapillus Spring 

Chihuahuan Raven Corvus cryptoleucus Rare 
Common Raven Corvus corax Summer and winter 
Crissal Thrasher Toxostoma dorsale Summer and winter 
Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna Spring 
European Starling Sturnus vulgaris Spring 
Gambel’s Quail Lophortyx gambelii Rare 
Great-Tailed Grackle Quiscalus mexicanus Spring 
Green-Tailed Towhee Pipilo chlorurus Migrant 
House Finch Carpodacus mexicanus Summer and winter 
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Birds(Continued) 
Killdeer Charadrius vociferous Year round 
Lark Bunting Calamospiza melanocorys Winter 
Lark Sparrow Chondestes grammacus Summer 
Lesser Prairie Chicken Tympanuchus pallidicintus Rare 
Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus Uncommon 
Long-Eared Owl Asio otus Summer and winter 
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos Summer 
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura Summer and winter 
Nighthawk Chordeiles minor Summer and winter 
Northern Mockingbird Mimus polyglottos Summer 
Northern Bobwhite Colinus virginianus Summer and winter 
Pyrrhuloxia Cardinalis sinuatus Uncommon 
Red-Tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis Summer and winter 
Red-Winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus Spring 
Roadrunner Geococcyx califrnianus Summer and winter 
Sage Sparrow Amphispiza belli Summer and winter 
Scaled Quail Callipepla squamata Summer and winter 
Scissor-Tailed Flycatcher Tyrannus forficatus Migrant 
Scott’s Oriole Icterus parisorum Summer and winter 
Swainson’s Hawk Buteo swainsoni Summer 
Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura Winter migrant 
Vermilion Flycatcher Pyrocephalus rubinus Winter migrant 
Vesper Sparrow Pooecetes gramineus Spring 

Western Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia 
hypugea Uncommon 

Western Kingbird Tyrannus verticalis Summer 
Common Name Scientific Name Preferred Habitat 
Amphibians/Reptiles 
Coachwhip Masticophis flagellum Mixed-grass prairie and desert grasslands 
Collared Lizard Crotaphytus collaris Desert grasslands 
Eastern Fence Lizard Sceoporus undulates Mixed-grass prairie and desert grasslands 
Garter Snake Thamnophis Sp. Desert grasslands 
Ground Snake Sonora semiannulata Desert grasslands 
Longnose Leopard Lizard Gambelia wislizenii Mixed-grass prairie and desert grasslands 
Lesser Earless Lizard Holbrookia maculate Mixed-grass prairie and desert grasslands 
Longnosed Snake Rhinocheilus lecontei Desert grasslands 
Ornate Box Turtle Terrapene ornate Desert grasslands and short-grass prairie  
Pine-Gopher Snake Pituophis melanoleucus Short-grass prairie and desert grasslands 
Plains Blackhead Snake Tantilla nigriceps Short-grass prairie and desert grasslands 
Plains Spadefoot Toad Spea bombifrons Shallow to standing pools of water 
Rattlesnakes Crotalus Sp. Short-grass prairie and desert grasslands 

Sand Dune Lizard Sceloporus arenicolus Open sand and takes refuge under shinnery 
oak 

Six-Lined racerunner Cnemidophorus 
sexlineatus 

Mixed-grass prairie and desert grasslands 

Tiger Salamander Ambystoma tigrinum Tall-grass and mixed prairie 
Texas Horned Lizard Phrynosoma cornutum Desert grasslands 
Source:  NRC, 2005 
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The Basin and Range Grassland occurs south of the Mescalero Ridge. These grasslands are higher in 
elevation and climatically cooler and moister than desert grasslands and are adjacent to and intermingle 
with juniper savanna ecosystems. The Great Basin Grasslands are similar to Brown’s (1994) Plains and 
Great Basin grasslands and Dick-Peddie’s (1993) Plains–Mesa grasslands except the geographic range of 
this category for this assessment is restricted to the Basin and Range Physiographic province. Diagnostic 
plant species include blue grama, galleta, Indian ricegrass, and sideoats grama. Some dropseeds and 
wolftail are co-dominant and add to the diversity of this category. The Great Basin grasslands tend to be 
drier than the Shortgrass Steppe grasslands and have a blend of warm and cool season graminoid and forb 
species. Shrubs that are present in association with grassland vegetation of this category include fourwing 
saltbush, sacahuista, small soapweed yucca, skunkbush sumac, and catcall mimosa. As this grassland 
integrades with savanna ecosystems, minor amounts of trees such as emory oak, alligator juniper, and 
Utah juniper dominated woodlands are evident (USDA, 2004). The IIFP site generally is characteristic of 
the Brown’s (1994) vegetation.  

Hairy grama is prevalent on the IIFP site and is a native, warm-season, perennial grass. The height is 
between 10 and 20 inches. The leaf blade is flat or slightly rolled; narrow; mostly basal; margins hairy. 
See Figure 3-33. This grass yields more if it is not overgrazed and grazing is deferred every 2 to 3 years 
during the period of most active growth. Hairy grama makes little growth before summer rains begin. If 
moisture is adequate, it matures rapidly. 

 

Figure 3- 33 Hairy Grama Vegetation 

During exceptionally dry years, it produces little forage but withstands drought well. In the northern part 
of its range, this grass usually has only 1 or 2 spikes per seedhead and short stolons that form a sod. 
Further south, it grows taller, more like a bunch grass, and has 2 to 4 spikes per seedhead. It is adapted to 
sandy and sandy loam soils and gravelly loams and does well on soils neutral to slightly calcareous. It is 
often associated with blue grama, but is more drought resistant (NRCS, 2007). 

Ring Muhly (Figure 3-34) is also observed on the site with hairy grama and other various forbs and 
grasses. Mesquite, prickly pear, horse crippler cacti, and rainbow cacti were also observed. See Figure    
3-35 for a typical site photograph of ground cover on the IIFP site. 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 3-50 

 

Figure 3- 34 Ring Muhly Grass in Semi Desert Grasslands 

 

Figure 3- 35 Site Photograph of Ground Cover on IIFP Site 

3.5.4  Habitat Importance 

The importance of the habitat for most threatened, endangered, and other important species relative to the 
habitat of those species throughout their entire range is rather low. Most of these species have little or no 
suitable habitat on the IIFP site and the habitats present on the site are not rare or uncommon in the local 
area or range wide for these species. 

There is a low frequency and extent of shinnery oak dunes and large blowouts, which provide the habitat 
and micro-habitats necessary for sand dune lizard survival. 

The IIFP site could provide suitable food sources for the lesser prairie chicken, though there are limited 
water sources on the site. Due to the high density of shrubs, the IIFP site is not optimal prairie dog habitat 
as well.  
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The vegetative community at the IIFP site can play an important role in providing suitable habitat for 
wildlife at the site and in the area with habitat conditions fluctuating with the relative abundance of 
individual plant species. Certain plant species that are better adapted to soil and climatic conditions of a 
given area occur at higher frequencies and define the vegetation community. 

Shrubs provide habitat and seeds for bird and small mammal species. Perennial grasses provide forage for 
large grazing mammals and seeds for small mammals. The dominant plant species should be distributed 
uniformly across the site, such that no one area of the site contains that specie exclusively. New Mexico 
Department of Game and Fish, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the New Mexico State Forestry 
Department personnel will be contacted for any threatened or endangered plant species on the IIFP site. 

3.5.5  Listing of Rare, Threatened or Endangered (RTE) Species Known or Potentially Occurring 
in the Project Area 

Based on information from New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office, and the Bureau of Land Management-
Carlsbad Field Office, the IIFP site is located within the known range of eight species of concern and four 
species on the endangered listing or candidate species. The lesser prairie chicken is currently on the 
federal candidate list for listing as a candidate species. The sand dune lizard is currently listed as a 
candidate species on the federal listing and as endangered on the New Mexico State Threatened and 
Endangered list. The northern aplomado falcon and the black-footed ferret are listed as endangered by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services. Additionally, the American peregrine falcon, the Arctic peregrine falcon, 
Baird’s sparrow, and the Bell’s vireo are listed as threatened by New Mexico. Eight species as shown in 
Table 3-11 are listed as a species of concern under the Endangered Species Act by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS, 2009a). 

Endangered species are any species which are in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. Threatened species are any species which are likely to become an endangered species 
within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. For Lea County, the 
black-footed ferret and northern aplomado falcon are listed as endangered, while the lesser prairie chicken 
and the sand dune lizard are listed as candidate species. 

3.5.6  Inter-specific Relationships Resulting in Decline of These RTE Species  

In the late-1800s, large numbers of cattle were introduced onto Southwest grasslands occupied by 
aplomados, and their numbers remained high through the 1920s. Decades of overstocking had degraded 
desert grasslands by the 1920s. Recognition of this led to reductions in cattle numbers by the late-1920s 
and 1930s, particularly after passage of the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934. However, cattle stocking rates 
may have remained comparatively high well into the late-1900s, since these ranges were mostly in private 
ownership and not subject to regulation by the federal act (Texas Parks, 2009). 

There is some evidence from early naturalists to support the notion that prairie dogs greatly expanded in 
the Southwest after the introduction of large cattle herds. Widespread and intensive grazing by cattle may 
have stimulated such an expansion, since prairie dogs require low-stature grassland habitats. Regardless 
of the cause, prairie dog numbers and acreages occupied were extremely high during the late-1800s 
through about 1920. A U.S. government campaign to control prairie dogs on publicly-owned lands in 
Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas by use of strychnine poison began in 1912. Prairie dogs were 
substantially reduced through poisoning by the 1920s. Their decline peaked in the 1930s, and they were 
virtually eliminated from southeastern Arizona and southwestern New Mexico by the 1940s and 1950s, 
respectively (Texas Parks, 2009).  
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Table 3- 11 Listed and Sensitive Species With Species of Concern in Lea County 

Common Name Scientific Name Group State Status Federal Status1 

Lesser Prairie 
Chicken 

Tympanuchus 
pallidicintus Bird Not Listed Candidate 

Sand Dune Lizard Sceloporus arenicolus Reptile Endangered Candidate 
Northern Aplomado 
Falcon 

Falco femoralis 
septentrionalis Bird Endangered Endangered 

Black-footed ferret Mustela nigripes Bird Not Listed Endangered 
American Peregrine 
Falcon 

Falco peregrinus 
anatum Bird Threatened Species of concern 

Arctic Peregrine 
Falcon 

Falco peregrinus 
tundrius Bird Threatened Species of concern 

Baird’s sparrow Ammodramus bairdii Bird Threatened Species of concern 
Bell’s Vireo Vireo bellii Bird Threatened Species of concern 
Western Burrowing 
Owl 

Athene cunicularia 
hypugea Bird Not Listed Species of concern 

Yellow-billed 
Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus Bird Not Listed Species of concern 

Black-Tailed 
Prairie Dog Cynomys ludovicianus Mammal Not Listed Species of concern 

Swift Fox Vulpes velox Mammal Not Listed Species of concern 
1Endangered:Any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. 
Candidate: Candidate species (taxa for which the Service has sufficient information to propose that they be added to list of endangered and 
threatened species, but the listing action has been precluded by other higher priority listing activities. 
Threatened: Any species which is likely to become an endangered species with the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its 
range. 
Proposed: Any species of fish, wildlife or plant that is proposed in the Federal Register to be liste under section 4 of the Act. This could be either 
proposed for endangered or threatened status. 
Species of Concern: Taxa for which further biological research and field study are needed to resolve their conservation status OR are considered 
sensitive, rare, or declining on lists maintained by Natural Heritage Programs, State wildlife agencies, other Federal agencies, or 
professional/academic scientific societies. Species of Concern are included for planning purposes only. 
Source:  USFWS, 2009a and NMGF, 2009 

Prairie dogs once moved across the landscape over decades and centuries in response to drought, fire, 
bison grazing and other factors. Now prairie dog colonies are small and isolated with restricted movement 
and connectivity. It is reasoned that overall abundance, biomass, and catchability of avian and small 
mammal prey were greater inside prairie dog towns than in the surrounding grasslands. Many other 
sensitive species such as burrowing owls, mountain plovers, (non-listed) golden eagles, swift fox, and 
ferruginous hawks are strongly linked to this habitat for their survival. At least some potentially important 
avian prey species, such as meadowlarks, some plovers, mourning dove, horned lark, and others, seem to 
respond positively to grazing. 

By continuously burrowing and clipping the plants around them (sometimes for food, other times to 
remove visual obstacles), prairie dogs create areas of unique habitat. The towns become sites of great 
wildlife diversity. Animals, including many small rodents, burrowing owls, and rattlesnakes make their 
homes in prairie dog burrows. As many as 140 different animal species have been identified on the towns, 
with varying degrees of dependency. At least one species, the endangered black-footed ferret, is largely 
dependent on the prairie dog for both its food and shelter. 

The ferret populations suffered from prairie dog town fragmentation due to development and farming and 
diseases such as canine distemper and sylvatic plague. The prairie ecosystem was further transformed by 
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the poisoning, trapping and shooting of other prairie denizens such as badgers, coyotes, and foxes. These 
activities disrupted the natural processes of the ecosystem. Also, in the case of poisonings, often there can 
be secondary effects when non-target species consume a poisoned animal and subsequently die (BFFRIT, 
2009). 

The burrowing owl is directly dependent on prairie dog burrows and other prairie dog habitat features for 
optimal nesting and rearing of young. It appears that a majority of historic encounters with aplomado 
falcons and high numbers and acreage of black-tailed prairie dogs coincided with historically high 
livestock stocking rates on southwest grasslands (all between 1870 and 1920). One potential factor in the 
decline of the lesser prairie chickens is the near absence of prairie dog towns throughout much of its 
historic range (BFFRIT, 2009). 

3.5.7  Description of RTE Species Known or Potentially Occurring in the Project Area  

Specific information, as habitat requirements, life history, and population dynamics on each RTE specie 
listed in Table 3-12, is provided below. 

3.5.7.1  Lesser Prairie Chicken 

A member of the grouse family, the adult lesser prairie chicken (See Figure 3-36.) is 38-41 cm (15-16 in) 
tall, a smaller and paler version of the greater prairie chicken. The male has reddish colored air sacs on 
the neck that are inflated and deflated to create a "booming" sound during courtship. The lesser prairie 
chicken diet consists of insects and seeds of wild plants and grains such as sorghum, oats and wheat when 
available. During periods of below average precipitation, water distribution can become a limiting factor 
for lesser prairie-chicken habitat in southeastern New Mexico. The IIFP site could provide suitable food 
sources for the lesser prairie chicken, though there are limited water sources on the site. 

 

Figure 3- 36 The Lesser Prairie Chicken 

Habitat Requirements  

The lesser prairie chicken requires relatively large areas of native prairie mixed shrub lands for cover, 
food, water and breeding. Ideal interspersion of lesser prairie-chicken habitat components consists of a 
complex of sand sagebrush, sand plum, skunkbush sumac, and shinnery oak shrubs and sand dropseed, 
side oats grama, sand bluestem, and little bluestem grasses growing in various stages of development on 
open rangelands with flat surfaces. In order for successful lesser prairie-chicken reproduction and survival 
to occur, all required habitat components must be available in relatively close proximity to one another 
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(within 2-4 mi2). For example, the highest-quality nesting habitat is of little use if the nearest open 
foraging habitat is not close by. Distribution and interspersion of food and cover in the form of varying 
habitats determines whether or not an area can support a lesser prairie-chicken population and the number 
of individuals in a population (NRCS, 1999).  

The minimum land area needed to maintain a breeding population of lesser prairie chickens is an area of 
prime nesting and brood-rearing cover approximately two-square miles (1,280 acres) in size, surrounded 
by a minimum of 10,000 acres of feeding and loafing habitat. Complexes of suitable lesser prairie chicken 
habitat of up to 25,000 acres provide optimum conditions for maintaining populations. While smaller 
parcels by themselves may not provide the area needed, each contributes to the mosaic of larger habitat 
blocks that do meet minimum habitat size requirements. Although typically not a limiting factor on 
rangelands due to cattle grazing patterns, lek areas created through active habitat management efforts 
should be at least 50 yards in diameter per 15 males and located on higher ground with little or no shrub 
cover (NRCS, 1999). 

Lesser prairie chickens prefer to use the same gobbling grounds or leks each year, but often move their 
leks to another site if the vegetation structure is inadequate. Short vegetation is preferred on gobbling 
grounds, so mowing, spot burning followed by spot grazing, or supplementing cattle on the gobbling 
ground will usually improve its attractiveness to lesser prairie chickens. Prairie dog towns are favorite 
places for gobbling grounds. Less than 1% of historic prairie dog towns remain. Besides creating optimal 
gobbling ground conditions, prairie dog towns play an important role in creating lesser prairie-chicken 
habitat. Many important forbs that produce seed are common around prairie dog towns and are 
particularly evident after abandonment. These highly disturbed areas create diverse early succession and 
plant communities (i.e., abundant annual and perennial forbs) that are very important for lesser prairie-
chicken adults and broods. For these reasons, rangeland and wildlife professionals have raised serious 
questions about traditional management philosophies that endorse prairie dog eradication, herbicide use, 
and uniform grazing patterns (OSU, 2002). 

In the area of the IIFP site, the presence of a mesquite shrubs provide needed protective cover from 
raptors and the short grass prairie vegetation meets the requirements for the breeding areas known as 
"booming grounds" or leks. Though the IIFP site contains suitable lesser prairie chicken habitat, this type 
of habitat is not uncommon in the general area.  

A nomination has been submitted (Stinnett, 2002) to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to 
designate two public land parcels within Lea County as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC) for the lesser prairie chicken. The nearest nominated ACEC straddles Lea and Eddy Counties 
and is about 24 km (15 mi) west of the proposed IIFP site. The other nominated ACEC, which is further 
north, borders the northwest corner of Lea County. Currently, the BLM is evaluating this nomination and 
expects to make a decision within the next several years. See Figure 3-37 for the map showing the historic 
and current distribution of the lesser prairie chicken (WildEarth Guardians, 2008). 

Life History  

Normal clutch size is 11 to 14 eggs. The eggs are grayish-olive, buffy-plain, or spotted (rarely). Nests are 
slight excavations in well-drained soils and are lined with grasses and feathers. The incubation period 
ranges from 23 to 28 days, but typically lasts 25 days. The hen will lead her brood away from the nest 
within hours after the last chick has hatched, usually in early morning. Hens then move broods into areas 
of early stage plant succession. Such areas have abundant tall forbs, an open understory with bare ground, 
and high insect densities. The brood usually remains with the hen 8 to 10 weeks, after which the brood  
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Source:  WildEarth Guardians, 2008 

Figure 3- 37 Lesser Prairie Chicken Historic and Current Distribution 

disperses. Often, two or more broods will intermix when 6 to 8 weeks old. Juveniles will attend 
established leks in the fall, triggered by changing day length (OSU, 2002). 

Population Dynamics  

The life cycles of prairie-chickens require vast areas of relatively unfragmented grassland habitat. More 
than 90% of North America’s historic prairies have been destroyed or seriously altered. Thus, the effect of 
each additional fragmentation influence is magnified. Many other factors diminish existing unfragmented 
habitats, including oil and gas production, road construction, housing development, crop production, 
excessive livestock grazing, and woody plant invasion. Lesser prairie chickens avoid even high-quality 
habitat within 200 m (656 ft) of a single oil or gas well pump, and they avoid the area within 600 m 
(1,970 ft) of an improved road, and within 1,000 m (3,280 ft) of an elevated power line, regardless of 
whether avian predators are present (OSU, 2002). High human disturbance and predator potential in the 
area make it unlikely that lesser prairie chickens will colonize the area. Based on these findings, no 
mitigation measures are planned to reduce the impacts on or to protect the lesser prairie chicken at the 
IIFP site. 

3.5.7.2  Sand Dune Lizard  

A small diurnal species of Sceloporus, the sand dune lizard has a maximum snout to vent length of 70 
mm (2.8 in) in females and 65 mm (2.6 in) in males (CBD, 2002). Its upper surface is light brown without 
distinct pattern. A grayish-brown band extends from the ear onto the tail. On some individuals, the chin 
and throat has scattered blue flecking. Dorsal scales are keeled and pointed. See Figure 3-38.  

IIFP Site
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Source:  CBD, 2002 

Figure 3- 38 Female Sand Dune Lizard Under Shinnery Oak 

Habitat Requirements  

The sand dune lizard populations are mostly confined to shinnery oaks and dune habitats of southeastern 
New Mexico and West Texas. This lizard occurs only in areas with open sand, but forages and takes 
refuge under shinnery oak and is seldom more than 4 to 6 ft from the nearest plant. The sand dune lizard 
is restricted to areas where sand dune blow-outs, topographic relief, or shinnery oak occur. See Figure   
3-39, “Sand Blowout Surrounded by Shinnery Oak, Exemplifying Optimal Sand Dune Lizard Habitat.”  

 

Figure 3- 39 Sand Blowout Surrounded by Shinnery Oak, Exemplifying Optimal Sand Dune Lizard 
Habitat 

Sand dune lizards do not use dunes that lack shinnery oak, which they probably use for cover from 
predators, foraging, and shade. Sand dune lizards select sites with more medium sand grains (>250-354 
μm) and less coarse, fine and extra fine grains, though the reasons for this are not yet fully understood. 
One possibility is that fine-grained sand inhibits respiration when sand dune lizards bury themselves to 
avoid predators or to regulate their temperature. Because the sand dune lizard is dependent on a feature of 
the landscape—dune blowouts—that is spatially dynamic, protection of habitat presents a difficult 
problem. As wind blows sand across the landscape, areas that are suitable today may not be in the future 
and areas that are unsuitable may become so in the future (CBD, 2002). 
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Dunes that have become completely stable by vegetation appear to be unsuitable habitat. The sand dune 
lizard diet consists primarily of insects such as ants, crickets, grasshoppers, beetles, spiders, ticks and 
other arthropods. Most feeding appears to take place with or immediately adjacent to patches of 
vegetation. It is likely that the IIFP site provides an adequate food source for the sand dune lizard; 
however, the habitat areas likely containing the sand dune lizard starts approximated 19.3 km (12 mi) 
south of the IIFP site. See Figure 3-40, “Expected Range of the Sand Dune Lizard,” in Lea, Eddy, and 
Chaves Counties, New Mexico (Painter, 2004). 

 
Source:  NMGF, 2004, Painter, 2004 

Figure 3- 40 Expected Range of the Sand Dune Lizard 

Life History  

Females reach sexual maturity in their first spring after hatching with vitellogenesis beginning in late 
April. Some individuals live and reproduce for two years. Females can produce 1-2 clutches with 3-6 eggs 
per clutch. The first clutch is laid in late June and the second in late July. Hatching occurs between late 
July and late September. Juvenile and adult survival has not been calculated for the sand dune lizard, but 
it is known that some individuals live and reproduce for two years (CBD, 2002).  

IIFP Site
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Population Dynamics  

The sand dune lizard has a limited and often spotty distribution throughout its range in southeastern New 
Mexico. Estimated population densities are low: e.g. only 3 to 4.9 lizards/acre in good habitat east of 
Roswell and Chaves Counties, New Mexico (Painter, 2004). The sand dune lizard is endemic to a small 
area of shinnery oak habitat in parts of southeast New Mexico and adjacent Texas. In New Mexico, the 
species is known to exist as fragmented populations within an area of approximately 2,312 sq. km (892.6 
sq. mi) in parts of Chaves, Eddy, Lea, and Roosevelt counties. However, within this area the potential and 
occupied habitat consists of only 1,697.3 sq. km (655.3 sq. mi). Total extent of the range in Texas is 
unknown although it includes parts of Andrews, Crane, Gaines, Ward, and Winkler counties. In New 
Mexico, large populations of the sand dune lizard occur on lands managed by the U.S. Department of 
Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (48.9%) although important populations occur on New 
Mexico State (20.1%) and private lands (30.9%) as well. Historic population sizes of the sand dune lizard 
are unknown, although the chemical treatment and removal of shinnery oak and oil and gas extraction 
activities have caused the decrease or extirpation of some populations since the species were discovered 
in southeast New Mexico in 1960 (CBD, 2002).  

The high frequency of mesquite and grassland associations on the site is associated with environmental 
conditions that do not support the specie. In addition, the frequency and extent of shinoak dunes and large 
blowouts on the site, which provide the habitat and microhabitats necessary for sand dune lizards’ 
survival, are low. No mitigation measures are planned at this time to reduce impacts on or protect the sand 
dune lizard at the IIFP site. 

3.5.7.3  Northern Aplomado Falcon  

Historically, northern aplomado falcons were found throughout coastal prairie habitat along the southern 
Gulf coast of Texas, and in savanna and grassland habitat along both sides of the Texas-Mexico border, 
southern New Mexico, and southeastern Arizona. The aplomado falcon has a steel grey back, red breast, 
black “sash” on its belly, and striking black markings on the top of its head, around its eyes, and 
extending down its face. See Figure 3-41 for a photograph of the northern aplomado falcon.  

 

Figure 3- 41 Photograph of the Northern Aplomado Falcon 
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Habitat Requirements  

The aplomado falcon requires open habitats that have scattered trees for hunting, roosting, and nesting 
and an understory of grass and shrubs. Habitat types include yucca-covered ridges in coastal prairie, 
riparian woodland in open grassland, palm and oak savannas, deciduous woodland, yucca-mesquite 
grasslands, and a variety of other open desert grassland and shrub habitats. The aplomado falcons do not 
build their own nests; instead they use abandoned stick nests of other bird species, including other raptor 
species, crows, and ravens (USFWS, 2005). 

Life History 

Aplomado falcons are most often seen in pairs. Pairs work together to find prey and flush it from cover. 
Aplomados eat most birds and insects. They are fast fliers and often chase prey animals as they try to 
escape into dense grass. Parents make 25-30 hunting attempts per day in order to feed their young. Chicks 
are fed 6 or more times each day. They live up to 20 years in captivity (USFWS, 2005). 

Population Dynamics  

Historic ranges of the black-tailed prairie dog and the northern aplomado falcon in the Southwest matched 
closely. This has led to speculation that habitat conditions generated by prairie dogs may have benefited 
aplomado falcons. Insects, reptiles, birds, and small mammals that used prairie dog colonies were 
probably easier to detect and catch by aplomados than in surrounding grasslands, where herbaceous 
vegetation was denser and higher. In similar ways, cattle grazing may have provided short-term benefits 
to aplomados (Texas Parks, 2009). 

The natural coincidence of aplomado and prairie dog distributions in the Southwest and their 
simultaneous declines suggest that these events may have been related. Prairie dogs were eradicated by 
strychnine poisoning. This method of control was nonselective and undoubtedly killed other wildlife in 
the vicinity of dog towns. Aplomado falcons could have been adversely affected by feeding on poisoned 
birds and mammals through relay toxicity. Relay toxicity also could have killed other raptors and ravens 
that provided nest platforms for aplomados (Texas Parks, 2009). 

Aplomado falcons and black-tailed prairie dogs, with overlapping distributions, disappeared from the 
Southwest landscape in the 1930s. Although, it is clear that prairie dogs were intentionally eradicated, 
causes of the aplomados disappearance remain obscure. In Arizona and New Mexico, large scale 
mesquite and other shrub invasion into grasslands appears to have occurred after the demise of the falcon 
(Texas Parks, 2009). 

In 1986, the northern aplomado falcon was federally listed as endangered in the U.S. and in Mexico based 
on evidence of population declines in the U.S. and threats to reproduction in eastern Mexico related to 
pesticide contamination. Subsequently, the northern subspecies was state-listed as endangered in Arizona, 
New Mexico, and Texas; and in 1990, a federal recovery plan was prepared. No mitigation measures are 
planned at this time to reduce impacts on or protect the northern aplomado falcon at the IIFP site. 

3.5.7.4  Black-Footed Ferret  

It is a slender, wiry animal with a black face mask, black feet, and a black-tipped tail. The rest of its short, 
sleek fur is a yellow-buff color, lighter on the belly and nearly white on the forehead, muzzle, and throat. 
See Figure 3-42 for a photograph of the black-footed ferret. It has short legs with large front paws and  
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Figure 3- 42 Black-Footed Ferret in a Snow Environment 

claws developed for digging. The ferret’s large ears and eyes suggest it has acute hearing and sight, but 
smell is probably its most important sense for hunting prey underground in the dark. 

Habitat Requirements  

The black-footed ferret is well adapted to its prairie environment. Its color and marking blend so well 
with grassland soils and plants that it is hard to detect until it moves. Conversion of native grasslands to 
intensive agricultural uses, widespread prairie dog eradication programs, and the fatal non-native plague 
disease have reduced ferret habitat to less than 2% of what once existed. Remaining habitat is now 
fragmented, with prairie dog towns separated by expanses of cropland and human development. They 
spend most of their time underground in prairie dog burrows, typically spending only a few minutes 
above ground each day to hunt or find new burrows or, in spring, to mate. In burrows they sleep, cache 
their food, escape from predators and harsh weather, and give birth to their young. Ferrets do not 
hibernate, but in winter, the amount of time they are active and the distances they travel decrease 
substantially. They have been found to remain underground in the same burrow system for a week at a 
time in winter (BFFRIT, 2009). 

Life History  

The black-footed ferret is 46 to 61 cm (18 to 24 in) long, including a 13 to 15 cm (5 to 6 in) tail. It weighs 
only 0.7 to 1.1 kg (1.5 to 2.5 lb), with males slightly larger than females. Breeding activity generally 
occurs in March and April, and after a gestation period of 41 to 43 days, a litter of kits is born. The 
average litter size is three to four young, but single kits, as well as litters of nine or ten have been 
recorded (BFFRIT, 2009). 

Population  

Black-footed ferrets once occurred in grassland habitats throughout the Great Plains in 12 states and two 
Canadian provinces, and likely portions of northern Mexico. In the decades following their discovery, 
European settlement across North America changed the landscape rapidly and dramatically. Through the 
plowing of the land and poisoning of prairie dogs, the habitat was transformed into largely exclusive crop 
and grazing land respectively. As their habitat and primary food and shelter source diminished, so did the 
black-footed ferret. Today, less than 2% of the original geographic distribution remains (BFFRIT, 2009). 
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In the 1950s, ferrets were still thought to occur in low densities throughout most of their historic range. 
No mitigation measures are planned at this time to reduce impacts on or protect the black-footed ferret at 
the IIFP site. 

3.5.7.5  American Peregrine Falcon 

The peregrine is the fastest bird (See Figure 3-43) on record reaching horizontal cruising speeds of 65-90 
km/h (40-55 mph) and not exceeding speeds of 105-110 km/h (65-68 mph). When in a stooping position, 
the peregrine flies at much greater speeds, varying from 160-440 km/h (99-273 mph) (Extreme Science, 
2008).  

 

Figure 3- 43 American Peregrine Falcon 

Habitat Requirements  

In the Rocky Mountain States, peregrine falcons require cliffs for breeding, and there are no cliffs in the 
area. The nest is a scrape or depression dug in gravel on a cliff ledge. Rarely, peregrines will nest in a tree 
cavity or an old stick nest. Many peregrines readily nest on manmade structures, including skyscraper 
ledges, tall towers, and bridges, the urban equivalents of cliff ledges (USFWS, 2006). 

Life History  

Peregrine falcons are monogamous. They also breed in the same territory or area for their entire lives. 
There are exceptions, such as when one mate dies or is replaced by a stronger individual. Sexual maturity 
occurs during the second year of life, followed by approximately one month of courtship. In the spring, 3 
or 4 eggs are laid. Incubation takes approximately 33 days and although both parents share incubating 
duties, the female performs the greater share. Two or three chicks usually hatch and fledge in 
approximately 42 days. After fledging, young peregrine falcons are still dependent on their parents for 
food until they learn to hunt which takes about 1-1/2 months (USFWS, 2008).  

Population Dynamics  

Studies in the 1930s and 1940s estimated that there were about 500 breeding pairs of peregrine falcons in 
the eastern United States and about 1,000 pairs in the West and Mexico. Then, beginning in the late 
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1940s, peregrine falcons suffered a devastating and rapid decline. By the mid-1960s, the species had been 
eliminated from nearly all of the eastern U.S. Although less severe, the decline spread west, where 
peregrine populations were reduced by 80 to 90% by the mid-1970s. 

The proposed IIFP site has little to no potential to attract breeding American peregrine falcons. The 
species uses a variety of open habitats, potentially like those on the IIFP site, for foraging, but the closest 
breeding sites make it unlikely that birds would travel to the area for foraging. Transient birds may use 
the area during migration but the species are unlikely to winter in the area. 

3.5.7.6  Arctic Peregrine Falcon 

The Arctic peregrine falcon is very similar to the American peregrine falcon except that it is slightly 
smaller and paler (FWS, 2001) 

Habitat Requirements  

The arctic peregrine falcon (Figure 3-44) breeds on the North American tundra and winters along the Gulf 
Coast from Florida west to eastern Mexico. It is also found in winter in Baja California and south to Chile 
and Argentina. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: FWS, 2001 

Figure 3- 44 Arctic Peregrine Falcon 

Life History  

The life history characteristics of the Arctic peregrine falcon are the same as the American peregrine 
falcon subspecies. 

Population Dynamics  

The Arctic peregrine falcon breeds on the North American tundra and winters along the Gulf Coast from 
Florida west to eastern Mexico. It is also found in winter in Baja California and south to Chile and 
Argentina (FWS, 2001). 

Today, Arctic peregrine numbers continue to increase. Although the species is currently doing well, there 
are still threats, such as habitat modification that could potentially affect Arctic peregrines. Since habitat 
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modification has drastically increased since the 1970s, however, while Arctic peregrine populations 
tripled during the same period, habitat modification may not currently threaten the continued existence of 
the subspecies. Pesticides accumulated in Latin America, where the use of DDT continues, still affect 
eggshell thickness, and although shell thickness has increased, it is still below pre-DDT levels and 
therefore still at risk of decreasing to below critical levels (CBD, 2009). 

The proposed IIFP site has little to no potential to attract breeding arctic peregrine falcons. Arctic 
peregrine falcons are not known to breed in New Mexico. Transient birds may use the area during 
migration but they are unlikely to winter in the area. 

3.5.7.7  Baird's Sparrow 

The Baird’s Sparrow has an ochre-colored median crown stripe, narrow band of fine black streaks on a 
light-colored breast with yellowish-brown head, brownish-streaked body. (See Figure 3-45.) 

 

Figure 3- 45 Baird’s Sparrow 

Habitat Requirements  

Details of winter habitat requirements of Baird’s sparrow are not well understood. Generally, the species 
winters in areas of dense and expansive grasslands, with only a minor shrub component. In Arizona, 
Baird’s sparrows winter in diverse desert grasslands dominated by perennial bunchgrasses, including 
many species of grama, three-awn and lovegrass, both native and exotic. In these areas, scattered 
mesquite is the only significant woody vegetation. In various studies, Baird’s sparrows established 
territories in grasslands dominated by native grasses, shrub cover <20%, litter depth 0.1 to 4 cm, and 
average grass height 10 to 30 cm (4 to 12 in) (NMACP, 2009). 

Areas with fairly extensive litter and ground cover, but lacking a solid mat of vegetation, are preferred. In 
Arizona, higher abundances were recorded in summer-grazed pasture than in a nearby area ungrazed for 
30 years. However, this species elsewhere shows a preference for minimally grazed areas, and may be 
absent from areas receiving more than a moderate amount of grazing. In southern New Mexico, Baird’s 
sparrows prefer areas with denser grass cover than surrounding areas. Baird’s sparrows typically arrive in 
the Southwest from September to mid-October, and remain through early April (NMACP, 2009).  
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Life History  

Facts for the life history of the Baird’s sparrow (USFWS, 2009b) are as follows: 
 

• Only female chooses nest site and incubates eggs although both parents tend to young. 
• Prefers mixed grass native prairie and forbs without excessive grass litter or heavy brush. 
• Three to six eggs in nest with an average of five. Eggs grayish-white and heavily marked with 

reddish-brown spots. 
• Incubation period of 11 to 12 days. 
• Nestlings spend eight to 10 days in the nest and depart with the parents while still flightless. 
• Feeds mainly on insects and seeds.  
• Young eat only spiders and insects.  
• One brood per year. 

Population Dynamics  

Baird’s Sparrow breeds in a fairly small geographic area of south-central Canada, Montana, and North 
and South Dakota. It winters on grasslands of the northern Mexican plateau, primarily in Chihuahua and 
Durango but including portions of bordering states. The winter range extends into small portions of 
southeast Arizona, southern New Mexico, and southwest Texas. In New Mexico, Baird’s sparrow has 
been found on Otero Mesa and in the Animas Valley, and may occur in other areas of suitable winter 
habitat, particularly in the southeast portion of state. Areas with fairly extensive litter and ground cover, 
but lacking a solid amt of vegetation, are preferred. In Southern New Mexico, Baird’s sparrows prefer 
areas with denser grass cover than surrounding areas. Baird’s sparrows typically arrive in the Southwest 
from September to mid-October, and remain through early April (NMACP, 2009).  

Baird’s sparrow populations have been reduced by conversion of native prairie breeding habitat to 
cropland and exotic vegetation, invasion of native grasslands by exotic plant species, and proliferation of 
shrubs due to fire suppression. It is not known to what degree these same factors in wintering areas 
contribute to population declines. In New Mexico, wintering Baird’s sparrows are considered vulnerable 
to ongoing fragmentation and degradation of Chihuahuan desert grassland habitat. It is estimated a 
species population of 1.2 million. Size of the wintering population in New Mexico is unknown, but 
considered small and somewhat variable (NMACP, 2009). 

The proposed IIFP site is outside of the breeding range of the Baird's sparrow and does not include typical 
breeding habitat. Baird's sparrows may utilize the area during migration, but the species is not likely to 
winter in the area. In winter, Baird's sparrows prefer dense grassy habitats and are generally found to the 
south of the IIFP site. 

3.5.7.8  Bell's Vireo 

A small insectivorous bird of the central and southwestern United States and northern Mexico, the Bell's 
Vireo is drably colored and indistinctly marked. It is best told from other vireos by its facial pattern. The 
white eye ring of the Bell's Vireo is broken in front of and behind the eye. See Figure 3-46. Its distinctive 
song can be heard coming from the dense vegetation of scrubby woodlands, old fields, or mesquite 
brushlands.  
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Source:  USGS, 2009b 

Figure 3- 46 Bell’s Vireo 

Habitat Requirements  

This species prefers to nest in low, dense, scrubby vegetation in areas of early succession and is 
particularly dependent on corridors of habitat along rivers and streams. A variety of trees are used, 
including willow (especially arroyo, black, and seep willows), cottonwood, coastal live oak, and 
mesquite. Research on the endangered Least Bell's Vireo suggests that it is most important to have a 
dense shrub layer between 0.6 and 3.0 m (2 and 10 ft) from the ground. It occurs from sea level to about 
1,219 m (4,000 ft). Migrating vireos use thick scrub, coastal chaparral, and brushy fields. In winter, they 
inhabit similar ecosystems in Mexico (NAS, 2007). 

Life History  

Interesting facts on the life history of the Bell’s vireos (USGS, 2009) are as follows: 

• Breeding Habitat: Successional-Scrub  
• Nest Location: Ground-low nesting; Nest Type: Open-cup  
• Clutch Size: 3-5  
• Length of Incubation: 14 days  
• Days to Fledge: 11-12  
• Number of Broods: 2  
• Diet: Almost Exclusively Insects  

Population Dynamics  

The breeding range of this species extends, in the Midwest, from North Dakota to Indiana, south through 
Arkansas. It breeds across much of Texas westward through southern New Mexico and Arizona into 
southern California. Breeding bird survey data between 1994 and 2003 show the greatest concentrations 
in south central Arizona, southwestern Texas, and east central Oklahoma (NAS, 2007).  

The Bell's Vireo is a neotropical migrant. In late summer and early fall, birds in the northern part of its 
range begin moving south, but the migration is drawn out, with many lingering in southern California and 
southwestern Arizona through November. Singing along the way, males depart their wintering grounds in 
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Mexico sometime in early spring, so that early arrivals appear in the southern U.S. in March. Females 
soon follow, and both sexes appear to migrate mostly at night in loose flocks (NAS, 2007). 

The proposed IIFP site is unlikely to attract Bell's vireos. In New Mexico, the species generally uses 
dense riparian woodland habitats for breeding. Although dense mesquite thickets may be used by the 
species, they generally will use areas only near water. Transient birds may use the area during migration, 
but they are very unlikely to winter in the area. 

3.5.7.9  Western Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing owls have bright yellow eyes. The beak can be between yellowish or greenish depending on 
the subspecies. The owls have prominent white eyebrows and a white "chin" patch which they expand 
and display during certain behaviors, such as bobbing of the head when agitated. 

Adult owls have very brown upperparts with white spotting. The breast and belly are white with variable 
brown spotting or barring (See Figure 3-47). Males and females are similar in size and appearance. The 
female bird is darker in color, however, adult males appear lighter in color because they spend more time 
outside the burrow during daylight, and their feathers become "sun-bleached.” The average adult is 
slightly larger than an American robin at 25 cm (10 in) length, 53 cm (21 in) wingspan, and 170g (6 oz) 
(Wikipedia, 2009). 

 

Figure 3- 47 Burrowing Owl 

Habitat Requirements  

Their typical breeding habitat is open grassland or prairie. Burrowing owls are slightly tolerant of human 
presence, often nesting near roads, farms, homes, and regularly maintained irrigation canals. The owls 
nest in an underground burrow. If burrows are unavailable and the soil is not hard or rocky, the owls may 
excavate their own. Burrowing owls will also nest in shallow, underground, man-made structures that 
have easy access to the surface. 

Life History  

The nesting season begins in late March or April in North America. Burrowing owls are usually 
monogamous, but occasionally a male will have two mates. Pairs of owls will sometimes nest in loose 
colonies. The female will lay an egg every 1 or 2 days until she has completed a clutch, which can consist 
of 4-12 eggs (usually 9). She will then incubate the eggs for three to four weeks while the male brings her 
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food. After the eggs hatch, both parents will feed the chicks. Four weeks after hatching, the chicks are 
able to make short flights and begin leaving the nest burrow. The parents will still help feed the chicks for 
1 to 3 months. While most of the eggs will hatch, only four to five chicks usually survive to leave the nest 
(Wikipedia, 2009). 

Population Dynamics  

Data for Western Burrowing Owls in most of the U.S. are insufficient to estimate trends in abundance. 
Limited data suggest that they are decreasing in some areas, but may be stable or increasing in others. 
Populations in New Mexico have exhibited mixed trends. Stable or increasing populations were 
associated with the presence of suitable habitat and increased precipitation and food availability, while 
decreasing populations were associated with loss of suitable habitat. They migrate south during 
September and October, and north during March and April. In many parts of their range they are non-
migratory (FWS, 2003). 

The proposed IIFP site has the potential to attract burrowing owls. The site is within the range of 
burrowing owls and harbors habitats (open grass and shrub habitats with sparse cover) used by burrowing 
owls. The species requires burrows (natural or human-constructed) for nesting. If there are burrowing 
mammals such as prairie dogs or badgers in the area, then it is likely that the area may be attractive to 
burrowing owls. 

3.5.7.10  Yellow-Billed Cuckoo 

Yellow-billed cuckoos reach a length of 26 to 32 cm (10.5 to 12.5 in), with a wingspan of 43 cm (17 in). 
Their lower bill is yellow, and they have a black upper bill that curves slightly downward. Head, neck, 
back and upper wings are brown, with a white chin, breast and belly. See Figure 3-48 for a picture of the 
yellow-billed cuckoo. They also have two columns of large white spots on the underside of their long, 
slender tail. Feathers account for almost half of the yellow-billed cuckoo's body weight (Texas Parks, 
2009b). 

 
Manomet, 2009 

Figure 3- 48 Yellow-Billed Cuckoo 
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Habitat Requirements  

Open woodlands with dense undergrowth, overgrown orchards and pastures, moist thickets and willow 
groves along stream banks are the preferred habitat of the yellow-billed cuckoo. 

Life History  

The varied diet of the yellow-billed cuckoo includes insects (especially hairy caterpillars and cicadas) bird 
eggs, snails, small frogs, lizards, berries, and some fruit. Predators such as raccoons and jays feed on the 
cuckoo's eggs, and fledglings are sometimes eaten by raptors. Yellow-billed cuckoos reach sexual 
maturity in the spring. Mating season lasts from mid-April through mid-September, peaking in May. 
Nests are saucer-shaped and flimsy, made of twigs and lined with roots and dried leaves, 1 to 2.5 m (4 to 
8 ft) above the ground. Females typically lay two to four light blue eggs, about 31mm (1.2 in) long. 
Chicks hatch in nine to 11 days. The chicks are altricial (they hatch helpless, blind, and featherless). 
Within a week of hatching, the chicks can climb onto branches and within three weeks, they can fly 
(Texas Parks, 2009b).  

Because they spend winters in mature tropical forests in South America, they are one of the last migratory 
bird species to arrive in North America. They arrive so late that they have little time to build a nest, select 
a mate, lay eggs and raise their young. Cuckoos mate with one partner a year. The male courts the female 
by offering her sticks and other nest building materials. If the female seems receptive, the male will land 
on her shoulders and place a piece of food in her mouth. Egg laying is timed to occur when caterpillars 
and other invertebrate prey are most abundant. If food is abundant, the cuckoos will lay more eggs, and 
they will sometimes use other birds’ nests (nest parasitism). The male takes care of the first fledgling and 
the female cares for the rest (Texas Parks, 2009b).  

Population Dynamics  

Yellow-billed cuckoos range throughout North, Central and South America. They migrate to North 
America throughout the summer months, but winter in South America. They can be seen in Texas from 
April through November (Texas Parks, 2009b). 

The proposed IIFP site has little to no potential to attract breeding yellow-billed cuckoos. Cuckoos require 
riparian woodlands and, in the Southwest, are generally not found using other habitats. Dense 
underground foliage appears to be an important factor in nest site selection, while riparian willow and 
cottonwood trees are an important foraging habit. There are no areas on the IIFP site that would qualify as 
riparian woodland suitable for breeding yellow-billed cuckoos. It is possible that a cuckoo might use the 
site during migration, but wintering at the site would be very unlikely. 

3.5.7.11  Black-Tailed Prairie Dog 

Black-tailed prairie dogs are large rodents weighing 0.5 to 1.4 kg (1 to 3 lb) and are 25 to 41 cm (10 to 16 
in) long. See Figure 3-49. They live in well-organized colonies or "towns" with family subgroups. Prairie 
dogs dig extensive, deep and permanent burrows with a dome-shaped mound at the entrance. Nest 
cavities are in the deeper parts of burrows for protection of the young and to mitigate temperature 
fluctuations. Black-tailed prairie dogs are diurnal, being active primarily during daylight hours. In 
southeastern New Mexico, they may remain active throughout the year, although they may remain below 
ground during adverse winter weather (NRCS, 2003). 
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Texas Parks, 2009a 

Figure 3- 49 Black-Tailed Prairie Dogs 

Habitat Requirements  

Throughout much of its range, black-tailed prairie dog habitat consists of short grass plains, mid-grass 
prairies, and grass-shrub habitats. Historically, they were widespread and abundant east of the Rio Grande 
River and in the grasslands of southwestern New Mexico. Though they have expanded their range into 
shinnery oak and other grass-shrub habitats, they typically avoid areas with tall grass, heavy sagebrush, 
and other thick vegetation cover. Colonies of black-tailed prairie dogs have been reported in the Plains-
Mesa Grasslands vegetation type of southeastern New Mexico. They are not dependent on free water, 
getting adequate water from plants and precipitation events in arid and semi-arid habitats (NRCS, 2003).  

Black-tailed prairie dogs depend on grass as their dominant food source, and usually establish colonies in 
short-grass vegetation types that allow them to see and escape predators. Tall grass and shrubs provide 
hiding cover for predators such as coyotes and badgers. Shrubs provide perching locations for raptors that 
also prey on prairie dogs (NRCS, 2003). 

Life History  

Historically, black-tailed prairie dog towns on the mixed grass plains ranged in size from a few 
individuals to several thousand. Currently, large concentrations are rare due to extensive poisoning and 
loss of habitat during the last century. Typically, in southeastern New Mexico, prairie dog towns range in 
size from 20 to 100 acres, although some towns are smaller than 20 acres and some are larger than 100 
acres (NRCS, 2003). 

Population Dynamics  

Black-tailed prairie dogs breed from January to March, with a 29-60 day gestation period. Young are live-
born with litter size ranging from 3 to 5. Normally, there is one litter per year. At about six weeks of age, 
the young appear above ground and are able to walk, run, and eat green food. The family units remain 
intact for almost another month, but the ties are gradually broken and the family disperses. Sexual 
maturity is reached in the second year (NRCS, 2003). 

Formerly, the chief predators of black-tailed prairie dogs were black-footed ferrets, badgers, and raptors. 
Because of their competition with domestic livestock for grass, prairie dogs were extensively poisoned, 
trapped, and hunted during the late 19th century and throughout the 20th century. Consequently, the 
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prairie dog numbers have been reduced by 98% to 99% of their former numbers across the West (NRCS, 
2003). 

No mitigation measures are planned to reduce the impacts on or to protect the black-tailed prairie dog at 
the IIFP site. 

3.5.7.12  Swift Fox 

Swift foxes have buffy-gray backs, orange-tan sides, whitish throats, chests, and bellies, black-tipped, 
bushy tails, and black patches on either side of their noses. In the winter, their fur becomes thick and soft 
(Figure 3-50). Adult swift foxes weigh less than six pounds and body length seldom exceeds 34 inches. 
Swift foxes are monogamous and pair for life. They are primarily nocturnal and use dens year-round, 
unlike other members of the canid family (NRCS, 2005). 

 
NRCS, 2005 

Figure 3- 50 Swift Fox 

Habitat Requirements  

Swift foxes typically prefer short-grass or mixed-grass prairie with flat to gently rolling terrain and low-
growing sparse vegetation that allows for good mobility and visibility. Habitats within the short-grass and 
mixed-grass prairie ecosystems are able to provide the essentials for swift fox survival. These essentials 
include a diverse prey base, topography that allows long viewing distances to detect predators, and firm, 
friable soils suitable for dens. Swift foxes tend to avoid areas of dense shrubs and tall vegetation, which, 
because of their small size, limit their vision and movements (NRCS, 2005). 

Life History  

Swift foxes begin their breeding season in late December or early January in the southern portion of their 
range, and as late as March in the northern portion of their range. Gestation is approximately 51 days, and 
litter sizes range from one to seven pups, born in early spring. Pups live in the pup-rearing den until late 
May/early June, after which they frequent temporary dens in the immediate vicinity, but return to the pup-
rearing den every 4 to 5 days. Young foxes typically disperse in autumn, when they are 4 to 6 months old 
(NRCS, 2005).  

The average adult swift fox frequents a core area of approximately 544 acres (0.85 mi2). During breeding 
season or when food resources are scarce, swift foxes travel outside this core area to what is known as the 
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home range. Home range for swift foxes is estimated at 1,850 to 8,500 acres (2.9 to 13.2 mi2). If 
conditions are favorable, swift fox families’ home ranges can overlap. However, recent data provide 
evidence that swift foxes are territorial, as there is a near total exclusion of an individual’s core area from 
other same-sex individuals (NRCS, 2005). 

Population Dynamics 

The swift fox is a native to the short-grass and mixed-grass prairies of the Great Plains Region. Until the 
late 1800s to the early 1900s, swift foxes were common or abundant in North and South Dakota, 
Montana, Nebraska, Wyoming, Colorado, Kansas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Texas, and southern portions 
of Alberta and Saskatchewan. In the 1850s, fox numbers began to decline and by the 1930s only sporadic 
observations were reported. This decline is largely attributed to inadvertent poisoning from strychnine-
laced baits for gray wolves; intense trapping; and modification, degradation, loss, and fragmentation of 
native grasslands. Approximately 45% of swift fox habitat throughout the historic range has been lost as a 
result of prairie conversion to cropland. Even where natural prairies remain, they are often fragmented 
and isolated, reducing habitat and prey while increasing predation and competition. The prairie ecosystem 
itself has changed due to fire suppression and domestic livestock grazing, making it difficult for 
populations of swift fox to persist (NRCS, 2005).  

The proposed IIFP site contains habitat that has the potential to attract swift fox. The swift fox is known 
to inhabit Plains-Mesa Sand Scrub and Plains-Mesa Grasslands vegetation types that occur at or in the 
immediate vicinity of the IIFP site. However, this small fox is more closely associated with grasslands. 
The swift fox preys primarily on rodents such as kangaroo rats and rabbits, and is closely associated with 
prairie dogs and other burrowing animals. Breeding habitat requires burrows in relative soft soils that the 
fox digs or alternatively, it may occupy existing burrows of other animals such as prairie dogs or badgers. 
Given the existing facilities in the immediate area of the IIFP site and the low population density of the 
swift fox, the IIFP site is marginally attractive to the swift fox. The swift fox generally requires 1,280 to 
2,300 acres of short-grass to mid-grass prairie habitat with abundant prey to support a pair (EPA, 2009a). 

3.5.8  Location of Important Travel Corridors 

There are no known migratory wildlife species potentially occupying the IIFP 640-acre Section (See 
Table 3-10); therefore, these species do not have established migratory travel corridors. However, three of 
the species, mule deer, lesser prairie chicken, and scaled quail, are highly mobile and utilize a network of 
diffuse travel corridors linking base habitat requirements (i.e., food, water, cover, etc.). Travel corridors 
for each specie may change from season-to-season as well as from year to year and can occur anywhere 
within the species home range. 

Mule deer and scaled quail utilize and often thrive in altered habitats. They can and do live in close 
proximity to man and human activities. For these two species, any travel corridors that would potentially 
be disrupted by the Proposed Action would easily and quickly be replaced by an existing or new travel 
corridor linking base habitat requirements for these two species. 

The IIFP 640-acre Section does not provide optimal habitat for the lesser prairie chicken and has not been 
identified as an important travel corridor for this specie.  

The sand dune lizard is restricted to areas where sand dune blow-outs, topographic relief, or shinnery oak 
occur. Thus, the sand dune lizard is not a highly-mobile specie and is confined to small home ranges 
within the active sand dune shinnery oak habitat type. Travel corridors are not important features of the 
lizard habitat. 
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Prairie dogs dig extensive, deep and permanent burrows (i.e. they do not migrate) and are not dependent 
on free water. Thus, the black-tailed prairie dog is not a highly-mobile specie. Travel corridors are not 
important features of the prairie dog habitat.  

3.5.9  Important Ecological Systems 

The IIFP 640-acre Section contains fair to poor quality wildlife habitat. The Plains and Great Basin 
vegetative community has been impacted by past land use practices. The 640-acre Section has been 
grazed by domestic livestock for over a hundred years and has a U.S. highway along the southern 
boundary and a New Mexico state highway along the western boundary. The degraded habitat generally 
lacks adequate cover and water for large animal species. 

Based on the published literature, there are no known important ecological systems on the 640-acre 
Section that are especially vulnerable to change or that contain important species habitats such as 
breeding areas, nursery, feeding, resting, and wintering areas, or other areas of seasonally high 
concentrations of individuals of important species. The species selected as important for the site are all 
highly mobile species, with the exception of the black-tailed prairie dog, and are not confined to the site 
or dependent on habitats at the site. The Plains and Great Basin vegetation type covers hundreds of 
thousands of acres in southeastern New Mexico and is not unique to the IIFP 640-acre Section. 

3.5.10  Characterization/Significance of the Aquatic Environment 

The IIFP 640-acre Section contains no known aquatic habitat and no known rare, threatened and 
endangered species. There are several intermittent playa water bodies on the IIFP 640-acre Section. There 
is no hydrological or chemical monitoring station on the 640-acre Section, and no data have been 
recorded in the past. Since the IIFP 640-acre Section contains no permanent aquatic habitat, the relative 
regional significance of the aquatic habitat is very low. 

3.5.11  Location and Value of Commercial and Sport Fisheries 

Due to the lack of aquatic habitat (no permanent surface water), there are no commercial and/or sport 
fisheries located on the IIFP site or in the local area. The closest fishery, the Pecos River and Lake 
McMillan located on the Pecos River near Carlsbad, New Mexico, is approximately 105 km (65 mi) west 
of the IIFP site. 

3.5.12  Key Aquatic Organism Indicators 

Due to the lack of aquatic life known to exist on the IIFP site, no key aquatic organisms indicators 
expected to gauge changes in the distribution and abundance of species populations that are particularly 
vulnerable to impacts from the Proposed Action can be identified. 

3.5.13  Importance/Significance of Ecological Systems 

There are no known important aquatic ecological systems on site or in the local area that are especially 
vulnerable to change or that contain important species habitats, such as breeding areas, nursery areas, 
feeding areas, wintering areas, or other areas of seasonably high concentrations of individuals of 
important species. 
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3.5.14  Description of Conditions Indicative of Stress 

Pre-existing environmental stresses on the plant and animal communities at the IIFP 640-acre Section 
consist of power line transmission lines, pipeline installation, two adjacent highways, and domestic 
livestock grazing. The impact of pipeline and power transmission lines installation and maintenance of 
the right-of-way has been mitigated by the colonization of the disturbed areas by local plant species.  

Historical and current domestic livestock grazing and fencing of the site constitute a pre-existing and 
continuing environmental stress. Heavily grazed native grasslands tend to exhibit changes in vegetation 
communities that move from mature, climax conditions to mid-successional stages with the invasion of 
woody species such as honey mesquite and sagebrush. The IIFP site has large stands of mesquite 
indicative of long-term grazing pressure that has changed the vegetative community dominated by climax 
grasses to a sand scrub community and the resulting changes in wildlife habitat. 

Another periodic environmental stress is changes in local climatic and precipitation patterns. The IIFP site 
is located in an area of southeastern New Mexico that experiences shifts in precipitation amounts that can 
affect plant community diversity and production on a short-term seasonal basis and also on a long-term 
basis that may extend for several years. Below average precipitation that negatively impacts the plant 
community also directly alters wildlife habitat and may severely reduce wildlife populations. 

Past livestock grazing, fencing and the maintenance of transmission line and pipeline right-of-ways 
represent the primary pre-existing environmental stress on the wildlife community of the site. 

The probable result of the past and current use of the IIFP site is a shift from wildlife species associated 
with mature desert grassland to those associated with a grassland shrub community. Large herbivore 
species, such as the pronghorn antelope, that require large, open prairie areas with few obstructions such 
as fences, have decreased. Other mammalian species that depend on open grasslands such as the black-
tailed prairie dog also are no longer present in the immediate area. Bird species that depend on the mature 
grasslands for habitat such as the lesser prairie chicken have decreased in the region and are not known to 
inhabit the IIFP site. Other species that thrive in a mid-successional plant community such as the black-
tailed jackrabbit, desert cottontail, and mule deer probably have increased (LES, 2005). 

3.5.15  Description of Ecological Succession 

Long-term ecological studies of the IIFP site are not available for analysis of ecological succession at this 
specific location. The property is located in a Plains and Great Basin vegetation community, which is a 
climax community that has been established in southeastern New Mexico for an extended period. The 
majority of the subject property is a mid-successional stage due primarily to historic and contemporary 
grazing of domestic livestock and climactic conditions. 

Development of the property is limited to adjacent highways, power transmission lines, and gas lines. 
These areas contain some colonizing plants that are common to disturbed ground.  

Regional grazing by domestic livestock has occurred for about 150 years. Reduced grass canopy from 
historic and contemporary livestock grazing may be contributing to the colonization of mesquite due to 
reduced competition. Mesquite is considered noxious on rangeland because of its ability to compete for 
soil moisture and its reproductive ability. 
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3.5.16  Description of Ecological Studies/Habitat Modeling 

The Southwest Regional Gap Analysis Project (SWReGAP) is an update of the Gap Analysis Program’s 
mapping and assessment of biodiversity for the five-state region encompassing Arizona, Colorado, 
Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah (USGS, 2009). It is a multi-institutional cooperative effort coordinated 
by the U.S. Geological Survey Gap Analysis Program. The primary objective of the update is to use a 
coordinated mapping approach to create detailed, seamless GIS maps of land cover, all native terrestrial 
vertebrate species, land stewardship, and management status, and to analyze this information to identify 
those biotic elements that are underrepresented on lands managed for their long term conservation or are 
“gaps.” 

The final land cover map is shown in Figure 3-51 with a subset of land cover classes in the legend. As 
seen in Figure 3-51, Lea County has several land-cover classes within its boundary instead of a wide-  

The final land cover map is shown in Figure 3-44 with a subset of land cover classes in the legend.  As 
seen in Figure 3-37, Lea County has several land-cover classes within its boundary 

 
USGS, 2009 

Figure 3- 51 Final Land Cover Map Showing a Subset of Land Cover Classes in the Legend 
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spread land cover class. The data set was searched and eight land cover classes were found for Lea 
County as delineated below (USGS, 2009): 

• Western Great Plains Sandhill Shrubland This system is found mostly in south-central areas of 
the Western Great Plains division ranging from the Nebraska region south to central Texas. The 
climate is semi-arid to arid for much of the region on which this system occurs. This system is 
found on somewhat excessively to excessively well-drained, deep sandy soils that are often 
associated with dune systems and ancient floodplains. In some areas, this system may actually 
occur as a result of overgrazing in Western Great Plains Tallgrass Prairie or Western Great Plains 
Sand Prairie. 

• Apacherian-Chihuahuan Mesquite Upland Scrub This ecological system occurs as upland 
shrublands that are concentrated in the extensive grassland-shrubland transition in foothills and 
piedmont in the Chihuahuan Desert. Substrates are typically derived from alluvium, often 
gravelly without a well-developed argillic or calcic soil horizon that would limit infiltration and 
storage of winter precipitation in deeper soil layers. Grass cover is typically low. During the last 
century, the area occupied by this system has increased through conversion of desert grasslands 
as a result of drought, overgrazing by livestock, and/or decreases in fire frequency. 

• Chihuahuan Mixed Desert and Thorn Scrub This widespread Chihuahuan Desert land cover 
type is composed of two ecological systems which include xeric creosote bush basins and plains 
and the mixed desert scrub in the foothill transition zone. 

• Western Great Plains Shortgrass Prairie This system is found primarily in the western half of 
the Western Great Plains Division in the rain shadow of the Rocky Mountains and ranges from 
the Nebraska Panhandle south into Texas and New Mexico. This system occurs primarily on flat 
to rolling uplands with loamy, ustic soils ranging from sandy to clayey. Because this system 
spans a wide range, there can be some differences in the relative dominance of some species from 
north to south and from east to west. Large-scale processes such as climate, fire and grazing 
influence this system. High variation in amount and timing of annual precipitation impacts the 
relative cover of cool and warm-season herbaceous species. The shortgrasses that dominate this 
system are extremely drought and grazing tolerant. These species evolved with drought and large 
herbivores and, because of their stature, are relatively resistant to overgrazing. This system in 
combination with the associated wetland systems represents one of the richest areas for mammals 
and birds. Endemic bird species to the shortgrass system may constitute one of the fastest 
declining bird populations. 

• Recently Burned Areas that have been burned in the recent past that are clearly evident in the 
imagery acquired between 1999 and 2001. 

• Developed, Open Space – Low Intensity  
o Open Space: includes areas with a mixture of some construction material, but mostly 

vegetation in the form of lawn grasses. Impervious surfaces account for less than 20% of 
total cover. These areas most commonly include large-lot single-family housing units, 
parks, golf courses, and vegetation planted in developed setting from recreation, erosion, 
control, or aesthetic purposes. 

o Developed, Low Intensity: Includes areas with a mixture of constructed materials and 
vegetation. Impervious surfaces account from 20-49% of total cover. These areas most 
commonly include single-family housing units. 

• Developed, Open Space – Medium Intensity  
o Developed, Medium Intensity: includes a mixture of constructed materials and 

vegetation. Impervious surface accounts for 50-79% of the total cover. These areas most 
commonly include single-family housing units. 
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o Developed, High Intensity: includes highly developed areas where people reside or work 
in high numbers. Examples include apartment complexes, row houses and commercial or 
industrial property. Impervious surfaces account for 80 to 100% of the total cover. 

• Agriculture An aggregated land cover type that includes both pasture/hay accounting for greater 
than 20% of total vegetation and cultivated crops where crop vegetation accounts for greater than 
20% of total vegetation. 

SWReGAP predicted habitat for 820 vertebrate species that reside, breed, or use habitat in the five-state 
region for a substantial portion of their life history. SWReGAP mapped predicted suitable habitat for all 
terrestrial vertebrates that breed or use habitat in the region for an important part of their history. Habitat 
modeling uses, but is not constrained by known occurrence. It also uses probable and possible occurrence 
to define range limits. 

RTE Species or Species of Concern are identified for each land cover type mapped in the Southwest 
Regional Gap Analysis Project as shown in Table 3-12. 

Table 3- 12 RTE Specie or Specie of Concern in Lea County, New Mexico Land Covers 

Land Cover Description Classifications RTE Specie or Specie of 
Concern 

Western Great Plains Sandhill 
Shrubland Scrub/Scrub 

Lesser Prairie Chicken 
Sand Dune Lizard 
Black-Footed Ferret 
Peregrine Falcon 
Western Burrowing Owl 
Black-Tailed Prairie Dog 

Apacherian-Chihuahuan 
Mesquite Upland Scrub Scrub/Scrub 

Peregrine Falcon 
Bell’s Vireo 
Western Burrowing Owl 

Chihuahuan Mixed Desert and 
Thorn Scrub Scrub/Scrub 

Aplomado Falcon 
Peregrine Falcon 
Western Burrowing Owl 
Swift Fox 

Western Great Plains Shortgrass 
Prairie Grassland/Herbaceous 

Lesser Prairie Chicken 
Aplomado Falcon 
Black-Footed Ferret 
Western Burrowing Owl 
Black-Tailed Prairie Dog 
Swift Fox 

Recently Burned Altered or Disturbed None Listed 
Developed, Open Space – Low 
Intensity Developed Western Burrowing Owl 

Black-Tailed Prairie Dog 
Developed, Medium – High 
Intensity Developed None Listed 

Agriculture Agriculture Western Burrowing Owl 
Swift Fox 

Source: USGS, 2009 
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3.5.17  Information of RTE Sightings 

Ecological resource field surveys will be conducted to determine any RTE sightings prior to construction 
activities. 

3.5.18  Agency Consultation 

Ecological resource consultation has been initiated with appropriate federal and state agencies and local 
community organizations. Any additional agencies or organizations requiring contact will be consulted, as 
identified. 

3.6  Meteorology, Climatology and Air Quality 

In this section, data characterizing the meteorology (e.g., winds, precipitation, and temperature) for the 
proposed IIFP site are presented along with discussions on severe storms, ambient air quality, and the 
impact of local terrain features on site meteorology. 

3.6.1  On-site Meteorological Conditions 

3.6.1.1  Regional Climate 

The climate in the region of the proposed IIFP site is semi-arid with mild temperatures, low precipitation 
and humidity, and high evaporation rate. The weather is often dominated in the winter by a high-pressure 
system in the central part of the U.S. and a low-pressure system in north central Mexico. The region is 
affected by a low-pressure system located over Arizona in the summer (WRCC, 2006).  

3.6.1.2  Temperature 

There are three weather stations in the close proximity to the IIFP site to provide meteorological data. The 
closest weather station is located at the Hobbs Regional (FAA) Airport just 12.9 km (8 mi) east of the 
proposed site, while the station with the greatest distance from the site is only 22.5 km (14 mi) away. See 
Table 3-13 for the listing of the weather stations along with their location and the length of service for 
providing the weather data. 

Table 3- 13 Weather Stations at Hobbs, New Mexico 

Station Latitude/Longitude Length of Record1 Station Elevation 
meters (feet) 

Hobbs 32.686 N/103.117 W 92 (1914 -2006) 1,104 (3,622) 
Hobbs FAA Airport 32.698 N/103.337 W 64 (1942-2006) 1,143 (3,749) 
Hobbs 13 W 32.637 N/103.313 W 10 (1996-2006) 1,123 (3,684) 
1Years of compiled data  
Source:  WRCC, 2006 
 
The Hobbs station is a part of the National Climatic Data Center Cooperative Network. Table 3-14 
presents a summary of temperatures in the Hobbs area from this monitoring station from 1914 to 2006. 
2006 is the latest data available from the Western Regional Climate Center (WRCC). The mean monthly 
temperature ranged from 42.2oF in January to 80.2oF in July. July is the hottest month with an average 
maximum of 94oF and an average minimum of 67oF. The daily extreme high temperature is over 1000F 
for the May through September months. January is the coldest month with a mean of 42oF, a minimum 
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average of 28oF, and an average maximum of 57oF. The extreme daily high temperature is under 0oF for 
the months of December, January, and February.  

Table 3-15 presents the annual temperature summaries for all three weather stations at Hobbs, New 
Mexico. The weather station within the city limits of Hobbs and the FAA airport station are in fairly good 
agreement based on more than 64 years of data. It appears that the temperature has increased over the 
period 1996 to 2006 based on the data from the Hobbs 13 W station. 

Table 3- 14 Summary of Monthly Temperature at Hobbs, New Mexico, from 1914 to 2006 

Month 
Monthly Averages Daily Extremes 

Maximum Minimum Mean High Date Low Date 

January 13.6°C 
(56.5°F) 

-2.3°C 
(27.9°F) 

5.7°C 
(42.2°F) 

28.3° 
83°F 01/11/1953 21.7°C 

(-7°F) 01/11/1962 

February 16.7°C 
(62.0°F 

0.0°C 
(32.0°F) 

8.3°C 
(47.0°F) 

30.6°C 
(87°F) 02/12/1962 18.9°C 

(-2°F) 02/02/1985 

March 20.5°C 
(68.9°F) 

2.9°C 
(37.4°F) 

11.7° 
(53.2°F) 

35.0°C 
(95°F) 03/27/1971 -17.2°C 

(1°F) 03/02/1922 

April 25.5°C 
(77.8°F) 

7.9°C 
(46.3°F) 

16.7°C 
(62.1°F) 

36.7°C 
(98°F) 04/30/1928 -7.8°C 

(18°F) 04/04/1920 

May 29.7°C 
(85.5°F) 

13.0°C 
(55.3°F) 

21.4°C 
(70.5°F) 

41.7°C 
(107°F) 05/30/1951 1.1°C 

(34°F) 05/02/1916 

June 33.8°C 
(92.9°F) 

17.5°C 
(63.4°F) 

25.7°C 
(78.2°F) 

45.6°C 
(114°F) 06/27/1998 4.4°C 

(40°F) 06/03/1919 

July 34.3°C 
(93.8°F) 

19.2°C 
(66.7°) 

26.8°C 
(80.2°F) 

43.3°C 
(110°F) 07/15/1958 10.0°C 

(50°F) 07/01/1927 

August 33.4°C 
(92.1°F) 

18.7°C 
(65.6°F) 

26.0°C 
(78.8°F) 

41.7°C 
(107°F) 08/09/1952 8.3°C 

(47°) 08/29/1916 

September 30.0°C 
(85.9°F) 

15.2°C 
(59.4°F) 

22.6°C 
(72.7°F) 

40.6°C 
(105°F) 09/05/1948 1.1°C 

(34°F) 09/23/1948 

October 25.1°C 
(77.1°F) 

9.2°C 
(48.5°F) 

17.1°C 
(62.8°F) 

36.7°C 
(98°F) 10/03/2000 -11.1°C 

(12°F) 10/29/1917 

November 18.5°C 
(65.2°F) 

2.6°C 
(36.8°F) 

10.6°C 
(51.0°F) 

31.1°C 
(88°F) 11/01/1952 -15.6°C 

(4°F) 11/29/1976 

December 14.4°C 
(58.0°F) 

-1.4°C 
(29.5°F) 

6.6°C 
(43.9°F) 

28.9°C 
(84°F) 12/09/1922 -17.2°C 

(-1°F) 12/24/1983 
Source:  WRCC, 2006 
 

Table 3- 15 Annual Temperature Summaries for all Hobbs, NM Weather Stations 

Station Annual Temperature Summary [ oC (oF)] 
Average Maximum Average Minimum Average 

Hobbs 24.6 (76.3) 8.6 (47.4) 16.6 (61.9) 
Hobbs FAA Airport 24.8 (76.7) 8.0 (46.4) 16.1 (61.0) 
Hobbs 13 W 25.1 (77.1) 9.5 (49.1) 17.3 (63.1) 
Source:  WRCC, 2006 
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Table 3-16 presents the monthly average number of days less than or equal to 32oF or greater than or 
equal to 90oF. For July months, 25 to 26 days are hotter than 90oF with June and August having 22 to 24 
days hotter than 90oF. For the January and December months, 16 to 22 days are colder than 32oF while 
the February months will have 12 to 16 days colder than 32oF.  

Table 3-17 provides the temperature extremes at the three Hobbs weather monitoring stations. The 
highest daily maximum temperature on record is 114oF (June 27, 1998), and lowest daily temperature is-
11oF (February 1, 1951). The data show extremely varying extremes, but that could be the result of 
missing data from a particular station for a particular day. One would anticipate good agreement for the  

Table 3- 16 Monthly Average Number of Days Maximum Temperature Less Than or Equal to 32oF 
or Greater Than or Equal to 90oF 

 

Month 

Monthly Average Number of Days 
Hobbs Hobbs FAA Airport Hobbs 13 W 

</=32oF >/=90oF </=32oF >/=90oF </=32oF >/=90oF 
January 22 0 21 0 16 0 
February 15 0 16 0 12 0 
March 9 0 11 0 7 0 
April 2 2 2 1 1 1 
May 0 10 0 9 0 14 
June 0 22 0 23 0 22 
July 0 25 0 25 0 26 
August 0 22 0 24 0 23 
September 0 10 0 12 0 12 
October 0 2 0 1 0 4 
November 9 0 12 0 6 0 
December 20 0 21 0 18 0 
Year 76 93 84 95 60 103 
Source:  WRCC, 2006 

Table 3- 17 Temperature Extremes at Hobbs, New Mexico 

Station Temperature Extremes [oC (0F)] 
High Date Low Date 

Hobbs 45.6 (114) June 27, 1998 21.7 (-7) January 11, 1962 
Hobbs FAA Airport 42.2 (108) July 14, 1958 23.9 (-11) February 1, 1951 
Hobbs 13 W 41.7 (107) June 25, 1998 16.1 (3) December 8, 2005 
Source:  WRCC, 2006 

two stations operating for at least 64 years since the extremes for each occurred after both were on line 
and the stations are within 22.5 km (14 mi) of each other. 

Figure 3-52 shows the extremes from the Hobbs weather station. The “Extreme Max.” is the maximum of 
all daily maximum temperatures recorded for the day of the year, while the “Extreme Min.” records the 
minimum of all daily minimum temperature. The “Average Max” and the “Average Min” is the average 
of all daily maximum or minimum temperatures recorded for the day of the year.  
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3.6.1.3  Precipitation 

The average annual total rainfall as measured in Hobbs, New Mexico is 16 inches. Rainfall amounts range 
from an average 0.45 inch in January to 2.60 inches in September. Maximum and minimum monthly 
totals are 13.8 inches and zero. Table 3-18 presents a summary of precipitation in the Hobbs area for 
monthly and annual means from the Hobbs weather station with monitoring data from 1914 to 2006. 
Total snowfall is also shown in Table 3-18. The mean snowfall is 5.1 inches with a high of 27.1 inches in 
1980 at this monitoring location. 

 
Source:  WRCC, 2009 

Figure 3- 52 Extreme and Average Daily Temperatures for the Hobbs Station 

Figure 3-53 presents the average total monthly precipitation for the Hobbs Station from December 1912 
through December 2008. As shown graphically, May through September has the highest total 

 
Source:  WRCC, 2009 

Figure 3- 53 Average Total Monthly Precipitation for the Hobbs Weather Station 



 ER
-I

FP
-0

01
 R

ev
is

io
n 

A
 –

FE
P/

D
U

P 
Pl

an
t E

nv
iro

nm
en

ta
l R

ep
or

t 
D

ec
em

be
r 2

7,
 2

00
9 

 
Pa

ge
 3

-8
1 

T
ab

le
 3

- 1
8 

Su
m

m
ar

y 
of

 M
on

th
ly

 P
re

ci
pi

ta
tio

n 
at

 H
ob

bs
, N

ew
 M

ex
ic

o,
 fr

om
 1

91
4 

to
 2

00
6 

 
R

ai
nf

al
l 

T
ot

al
 S

no
w

fa
ll 

M
on

th
 

M
ea

n 
H

ig
h 

Y
ea

r 
L

ow
 

Y
ea

r 
1-

D
ay

 M
ax

im
um

 
M

ea
n 

H
ig

h 
Y

ea
r

Ja
nu

ar
y 

1.
14

 c
m

 
(0

.4
5 

in
) 

7.
52

 c
m

 
(2

.9
6 

in
) 

19
49

 
0.

00
 

19
24

 
3.

07
 c

m
 

(1
.2

1 
in

) 
01

/1
1/

19
49

 
3.

30
 c

m
 

(1
.3

 in
) 

31
.7

5 
cm

 
(1

2.
5 

in
) 

19
83

 

Fe
br

ua
ry

 
1.

14
 c

m
 

(0
.4

5 
in

) 
6.

20
 c

m
 

(2
.4

4 
in

) 
19

23
 

0.
00

 
19

17
 

3.
53

 c
m

 
(1

.3
9 

in
) 

02
/0

5/
19

88
 

2.
79

 c
m

 
(1

.1
 in

) 
36

.3
2 

cm
 

(1
4.

3 
in

) 
19

73
 

M
ar

ch
 

1.
40

 c
m

 
(0

.5
5 

in
) 

7.
57

 c
m

 
(2

.9
8 

in
) 

20
00

 
0.

00
 

19
18

 
5.

08
 c

m
 

(2
.0

0 
in

) 
03

/2
0/

20
02

 
1.

27
 c

m
 

(0
.5

 in
) 

25
.4

0 
cm

 
(1

0.
0 

in
) 

19
58

 

A
pr

il 
2.

03
 c

m
 

(0
.8

0 
in

) 
13

.1
3 

cm
 

(5
.1

7 
in

) 
19

22
 

0.
00

 
19

17
 

4.
75

 c
m

 
(1

.8
7 

in
) 

04
/2

0/
19

26
 

0.
51

 c
m

 
(0

.2
 in

) 
22

.8
6 

cm
 

(9
.0

 in
) 

19
83

 

M
ay

 
5.

16
 c

m
 

(2
.0

3 
in

) 
35

.1
3 

cm
 

(1
3.

83
 in

) 
19

92
 

0.
00

 
19

38
 

13
.2

1 
cm

 
(5

.2
0 

in
) 

05
/2

2/
19

92
 

0.
0 

0.
0 

19
48

 

Ju
ne

 
4.

80
 c

m
 

(1
.8

7 
in

) 
23

.6
2 

cm
 

(9
.3

0 
in

) 
19

21
 

0.
00

 
19

24
 

11
.2

3 
cm

 
(4

.4
2 

in
) 

06
/0

7/
19

18
 

0.
0 

0.
0 

19
48

 

Ju
ly

 
5.

33
 c

m
 

(2
.1

0 
in

) 
23

.9
0 

cm
 

(9
.4

1 
in

) 
19

88
 

0.
00

 
19

54
 

11
.3

5 
cm

 
(4

.4
7 

in
) 

07
/1

9/
19

88
 

0.
0 

0.
0 

19
48

 

A
ug

us
t 

6.
02

 c
m

 
(2

.3
7 

in
) 

23
.2

9 
cm

 
(9

.1
7 

in
) 

19
20

 
0.

10
 c

m
 

(0
.0

4 
in

) 
19

38
 

11
.3

0 
cm

 
(4

.4
5 

in
) 

08
/0

9/
19

84
 

0.
0 

0.
0 

19
48

 

Se
pt

em
be

r 
6.

68
 c

m
 

(2
.6

0 
in

) 
32

.9
9 

cm
 

(1
2.

99
 in

) 
19

95
 

0.
00

 
19

39
 

19
.0

5 
cm

 
(7

.5
0 

in
) 

09
/1

5/
19

95
 

0.
0 

0.
0 

19
48

 

O
ct

ob
er

 
4.

04
cm

 
(1

.5
9 

in
) 

20
.7

0 
cm

 
(8

.1
5 

in
) 

19
85

 
0.

00
 

19
17

 
14

.2
2 

cm
 

(5
.6

0 
in

) 
10

/0
9/

19
85

 
.0

25
 c

m
 

(0
.1

 in
) 

11
.4

3 
cm

 
(4

.5
 in

) 
19

76
 

N
ov

em
be

r 
1.

45
 c

m
 

(0
.5

7 
in

) 
11

.0
0 

cm
 

(4
.3

3 
in

) 
19

78
 

0.
00

 
19

15
 

9.
65

 c
m

 
(3

.8
0 

in
) 

11
/0

4/
19

78
 

1.
52

 c
m

 
(0

.6
 in

) 
41

.9
1 

cm
 

(1
6.

5 
in

) 
19

80
 

D
ec

em
be

r 
1.

42
 c

m
 

(0
.5

6 
in

) 
12

.9
0 

cm
 

(5
.0

8 
in

) 
19

86
 

0.
00

 
19

17
 

4.
72

 c
m

 
(1

.8
6 

in
) 

12
/2

1/
19

42
 

2.
29

 c
m

 
(0

.9
 in

) 
24

.1
3 

cm
 

(9
.5

 in
) 

19
86

 

A
nn

ua
l 

40
.4

9 
cm

 
(1

5.
94

 in
) 

81
.7

6 
cm

 
(3

2.
19

 in
) 

19
41

 
13

.4
1 

cm
 

(5
.2

8 
in

) 
19

17
 

19
.0

5 
cm

 
(7

.5
0 

in
) 

09
/1

5/
19

95
 

12
.9

5 
cm

 
(5

.1
 in

) 
68

.8
3 

cm
 

(2
7.

1 
in

) 
19

80
 

cm
 –

 c
en

tim
et

er
. 

In
 –

 in
ch

. 
So

ur
ce

:  
W

R
C

C
, 2

00
6 . 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 3-82 

accumulated precipitation, generally from 2-2.5 inches of rain. The winter months generally average 0.5 
inch of precipitation. 

Summer rains fall almost entirely during brief, but frequently intense thunderstorms. Frequent rain 
showers and thunderstorms from June through September account for over half the annual precipitation. 
The general southeasterly circulation from the Gulf of Mexico brings moisture from the storms into the 
State of New Mexico, and strong surface heating combined with orographic lifting as the air moves over 
higher terrain causes air currents and condensation. Orographic lifting occurs when air is intercepted by a 
mountain and is forcefully raised up over the mountain, cooling as it rises. If the air cools to its saturation 
point, the water vapor condenses and a cloud forms. August and September are the rainiest months with 
30 to 40% of the year’s total moisture falling during those months. That is also shown graphically in 
Figure 3-54, “Average Daily Precipitation for the Hobbs, New Mexico Weather Station.” The highest 
daily average is only 0.18 inch. To see the daily fluctuations, Figure 3-55 presents the extreme and the 
average precipitation at the Hobbs station. Over 7.5 inches of rain has fallen within one day; and a few 
days, 5 inches of rain has fallen within a day. Obviously, the average precipitation barely registers on the 
figure with the scale necessary to show the extreme precipitation. 
 

 
Source:  WRCC, 2009 

Figure 3- 54 Average Daily Precipitation for the Hobbs, New Mexico Weather Station 

 
As storms move inland, much of the moisture is precipitated over the coastal and inland mountain ranges 
of California, Nevada, Arizona, and Utah. Much of the remaining moisture falls on the western slope of 
the Continental Divide and over northern and high-central mountain ranges. Winter is the driest season in 
New Mexico except for the portion west of the Continental Divide. This dryness is most noticeable in the 
Central Valley and on eastern slopes of the mountains. In New Mexico, much of the winter precipitation 
falls as snow in the mountain areas, but it may occur as either rain or snow in the valleys. Climatology 
data collected from the Midland-Odessa, TX station indicate the relative humidity throughout the year 
ranges from 45% to 61% with the highest humidity occurring during the early morning hours. 
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Source:  WRCC, 2009 

Figure 3- 55 Extreme and Average Precipitation Recorded at the Hobbs Weather Station  
 
As a further indicator as to the arid conditions around Hobbs, Table 3-19 presents the number of days of 
measurable rainfall at the three weather stations around the IIFP site. The rainfall equals or exceeds 0.5 
inches only on 10 days or less. Rainfall measuring at least 1.0 inch only occurs three to four times a year. 

Table 3- 19 Number of Days of Measurable Rainfall in Hobbs, NM 

Station Number of Days 
>/= 0.01 in >/= 0.1 in >/= 0.5 in >/= 1.0 in 

Hobbs 44 29 10 4 
Hobbs FAA Airport 47 23 8 3 
Hobbs 13 W 48 30 10 4 
Source:  WRCC, 2006 

Table 3-20 presents the monthly average number of days when the rainfall is greater than or equal to 0.01 
inch. Generally, the winter months will average about 3 days where measurable rainfall (0.01 inch) will 
fall. Generally In the summer months, only 5 to 6 days will receive measurable precipitation.  

In designing the retention/evaporation basins for the 1-hour or 24-hour, 100-year rain event, Table 3-21 
provides the data for such an event at the 3 Hobbs weather monitoring stations for both values. The mean 
with the 90% confidence interval is provided in the table. 

3.6.1.4  Wind 

Wind speeds over the State of New Mexico are usually moderate, although relatively strong winds often 
accompany occasional frontal activity during late winter and spring months and sometimes occur just in  
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Table 3- 20 Monthly Average Number of Day Rainfall Greater Than or Equal to 0.10 Inches 

Month Number of Days 
Hobbs Hobbs FAA Airport Hobbs 13 W 

January 3 3 3 
February 2 4 4 
March 2 2 3 
April 3 4 3 
May 5 6 4 
June 5 4 5 
July 5 6 6 
August 5 6 5 
September 5 4 4 
October 4 5 5 
November 2 2 3 
December 2 1 2 
Source:  WRCC, 2006 

Table 3- 21 Estimates of the 24-Hour 100-Year Rain Event in Hobbs, New Mexico 

Station Rainfall Frequency Estimates 
1-Hour Event (24-Hour Event) In Inches1 

 Mean (90% 
Confidence Interval) 

Lower Limit (90% 
Confidence Interval) 

Upper Limit (90% 
Confidence Interval) 

Hobbs 3.35 (7.07) 2.93 (6.21) 3.74 (7.81) 
Hobbs FAA Airport 3.40 (6.47) 2.99 (5.75) 3.78 (7.10) 
Hobbs 13 W 3.41 (6.60) 3.00 (5.82) 3.77 (8.36) 
Source:  WRCC, 2006 
1 1 inch = 2.54 centimeters 
 
advance of thunderstorms. Frontal winds may exceed 30 miles/hour (mph) for several hours and reach 
peak speeds of more than 50 mph. (See Table 3-22). 

Spring is the windy season. Winds of 15 mph or more occur from February through May. Blowing dust 
and serious soil erosion of unprotected fields may be a problem during dry spells. Winds are generally 
stronger in the eastern plains than in other parts of the State. Winds generally emanate from the southeast 
in summer and from the west in winter, but local surface wind directions will vary greatly because of 
local topography and mountain and valley breezes. 

In the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) conducted by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for 
the National Enrichment Facility at Eunice, New Mexico (NRC, 2005), NRC staff examined climatology 
data from four weather stations in the area. These locations include Eunice, New Mexico; Hobbs, New 
Mexico; Midland-Odessa, Texas; and Roswell, New Mexico. See Table 3-22, Weather Stations Located 
near the Proposed IIFP Site, for the distances and directions of these stations from the IIFP Site and the 
length of the records for the reported data. 
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Table 3- 22 Weather Stations Located Near the Proposed IIFP Site 

Station Distances and Direction from Proposed Site Length of 
Record1 

Station 
Elevation 
(meters) 

Eunice, New Mexico 34 km (21 mi) west of site 10 (1993-2003) 1,050 
Hobbs, New Mexico 22.5 km (14 mi) south of site 16 (1982-1997) 1,115 
Midland-Odessa, Texas  161 km (100 mi) southeast of site 16 (1982-1997) 872 
Roswell, New Mexico 120 km (75 mi) northwest of site 16 (1982-1997) 1,118 
1Years of complied data for climatology analysis. 
Source: WRCC, 2006 

The data from the NRC study is presented in Figure 3-56, “Wind Roses for Midland-Odessa, Roswell, 
Hobbs, and Eunice for 1993.” From this one-year comparison, the general wind patterns for Midland-  

 
Source:  NRC, 2005 

Figure 3- 56 Wind Roses for Midland-Odessa, Roswell, Hobbs, and Eunice for 1993 
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Odessa, Hobbs, and Eunice were somewhat similar. Roswell data, appeared to be different with a stronger 
northerly and westerly component. The EPA requires that meteorological data be at least 75-percent 
complete (with less than 25% missing data) to be reliably usable as inputs for dispersion models. Despite 
the fact that Hobbs is the closest station to the proposed IIFP site, the Hobbs data did not meet the 75-
percent completeness criteria. However, Hobbs observations can be used for a general description of the 
meteorological conditions at the proposed IIFP site. Midland-Odessa and Hobbs had comparable climate 
data based on a comparative analysis of meteorological data at the four locations surrounding the 
proposed IIFP site. Since Midland-Odessa was a first-order weather station with data completeness 
exceeding EPA requirements, NRC used the data from the Midland-Odessa weather station for its 
dispersion modeling for the EIS for the NEF. 

The hourly meteorological observations at Midland-Odessa were used to generate wind rose plots. 
Monthly wind speeds and prevailing wind directions at Midland-Odessa for the years 1987 to 1991 are 
presented in Figure 3-57. The annual mean wind speed was 11 mph and the prevailing wind direction was 
180 degrees with respect to North. The maximum five second wind speed was 70 mph (NRC, 2005).  

 
Source:  NRC, 2005 

Figure 3- 57 Wind Rose for Midland-Odessa, 1987-1991 

 
3.6.1.5  Atmospheric Stability 

Five years of data (1987-1991) from Midland-Odessa weather station were used to generate joint 
frequency distributions of wind speed (Figure 3-58) as a function of Pasquill stability class (A-F). The  
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Source:  NRC, 2005 

Figure 3- 58 Wind Distribution for Midland-Odessa, 1987-1991 (NCDC, 1998) 

stability class was determined using the solar radiation/cloud cover method. Figure 3-59, “Distribution of 
Stability Classes for Midland-Odessa, 1987-1991” presents frequency distributions of wind speed and 
direction as a function of Pasquill stability class (A-F). The most stable classes (E and F) occur 18.9% 
and 13% of the time, respectively. The least stable (Class A) occurs 0.4% of the time. Important 
conditions for atmospheric dispersion, stability class F, and low wind speeds 1 to 3 mph, occur 2.2% of 
the time. The highest occurrences of the Class F and low wind speeds 1 to 3 mph with respect to wind 
direction are 0.28% and 0.23% with south and south-southeast winds (NRC, 2005). 

Additional wind data for Hobbs and Roswell from 1996 through 2006 are given in Table 3-23. For 
Hobbs, the average wind speed varied from 10.0 mph for the month of August to 13.4 mph for the month 
of April. The annual average for Hobbs was 11.4. The prevailing wind direction was out of the north 
blowing to the south. The wind dynamics were different for Roswell varying from 7.3 mph in December 
to 11.1 mph in April with annual averages of 8.8 mph. The prevailing wind direction was to the SSE. 
 
3.6.1.6  Storms 
 
Thunderstorms may occur during any month but are most common in the spring and summer months. 
Thunderstorms occur an average of 36.4 days/yr. The seasonal average are: 11 days in the spring (March 
through May) and 17.4 days in the summer (June through August); 6.7 days in the fall (September  
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Source:  NRC, 2005 

Figure 3- 59 Distribution of Stability Classes for Midland-Odessa, 1987-1991  

Table 3- 23 Wind Dynamics for Hobbs and Roswell from 1996 to 2006 

Month 
Hobbs Airport Roswell Airport 

Average Wind 
Speed (mph) 

Prevailing Wind 
Direction 

Average Wind 
Speed (mph) 

Prevailing Wind 
Direction 

January 11.3 W 7.4 N 
February 11.9 WSW 8.9 SSE 
March 12.6 S 9.9 SSE 
April 13.4 S 11.1 S 
May 12.5 S 10.3 S 
June 12.3 S 10.2 SSE 
July 11.0 S 8.8 SSE 
August 10.2 S 7.9 SSE 
September 10.2 S 8.3 SSE 
October 10.6 S 8.0 SSE 
November 10.7 S 7.5 N 
December 11.1 S 7.3 N 
Annual 11.4 S 8.8 SSE 
Source: WRCC, 2006 

through November); and 1.3 days in winter (December through February). Occasionally, thunderstorms 
are accompanied by hail.  
 
Only two lightning events having sufficient intensity to cause loss of life, injury, significant property 
damage, and/or disruption to commerce were reported in Lea County, New Mexico, between January 1, 
1950 and April 30, 2004 (NCDC, 2004). The closest lightning event occurred in Hobbs with minor 
property damage of $3,000 on August 12, 1997. The second occurred in Lovington on August 8, 1996, 
causing two deaths. 
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Tornadoes are occasionally reported in New Mexico, most frequently during afternoon and early evening 
hours from May through August. There is an average of nine tornados a year in New Mexico. Tornadoes 
occur infrequently in the vicinity of the IIFP site. Only two tornadoes were reported in Lea County from 
1880 to 1989. Only one tornado was reported in Andrews County, Texas in the same period. See Figure 
3-60 showing the Tornado Probability Map of the United States. 

 
EDCLC, 2008 

Figure 3- 60 Tornado Probability Map of the United States (all Intensities) 

 
Hurricanes are low pressure weather systems that develop over the tropical oceans and as they move 
inward they lose their intensity quickly once they make landfall. The IIFP site is approximately 500 mile 
from the nearest coast, it is likely that any hurricane that moved in that direction would have downgraded 
to a tropical depression before it reached the IIFP facility. 

3.6.1.7  Mixing Heights 

Mixing height is defined as the height above the earth’s surface through which relatively strong vertical 
mixing of the atmosphere occurs. Holzworth developed mean annual morning and afternoon mixing 
heights for the contiguous United States (EPA, 1972). This information is presented in Table 3-24, 
Annual Average Morning and Afternoon Mixing Heights. From this table, the mean annual morning and 
afternoon mixing heights for the IIFP site are approximately 436 m (1,430 ft) and 2,089 m (6,854 ft), 
respectively. 
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Table 3- 24 Average Morning and Afternoon Mixing Heights (Midland-Odessa, Texas) 

Time of 
Day Winter Spring Summer Fall Annual 

Morning 290 meters 
(951 feet) 

429 meters 
(1,407 feet) 

606 meters 
(1,988 feet) 

419 meters 
(1,375 feet) 

436 meters 
(1,430 feet) 

Afternoon 1,276 meters 
(4,186 feet) 

2,449 meters 
(8,035 feet) 

2,744 meters 
(9,003 feet) 

1,887 meters 
(6,191 feet) 

2,089 meters 
(6,854 feet) 

Source: EPA, 1972 

3.6.1.8  Sandstorms 

Blowing sand may occur occasionally in the area due to the combination of strong winds, sparse 
vegetation, and the semi-arid climate. High winds associated with thunderstorms are frequently a source 
of localized blowing dust. Dust storms that cover an extensive region are rare; and those that reduce 
visibility to less than 1.61 km (1 mi) occur only with the strongest pressure gradients such as those 
associated with intense extra-tropical cyclones which occasionally form in the area during winter and 
early spring (DOE, 2003d). 

3.6.2  Existing Levels of Air Pollution and Effects on Plant Operations 

The EPA uses six criteria pollutants as indicators of air quality (Table 3-25). Concentrations above 
maximum concentrations may cause adverse effects on human health. These concentrations are referred 
to as the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Table 3-26 presents a list of the NAAQS 
and the State of New Mexico Air Quality Standards. Areas either meet the national primary or secondary 
air quality standards for criteria pollutants (attainment) or do not meet the national primary or secondary 
air quality for the criteria pollutants (nonattainment). The criteria pollutants are nitrogen dioxide, ozone, 
lead, carbon monoxide, particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide. 

According to information from the EPA (EPA, 2009d), Lea County is in attainment for all criteria 
pollutants (Figure 3-61, “Counties Designated Nonattainment for Criteria Air Pollutants”). Air quality in 
the region is very good. Normal operations at the IIFP facility can result in emissions of the some of the 
criteria pollutants; these potential emissions are also addressed in ER section 4.6.  

The closest monitoring station to the facility by the Monitoring section of the New Mexico Quality 
Bureau is in Hobbs, New Mexico. The station monitors particulate matter, particles ≤2.5 microns and ≤10 
microns in diameter, and ozone. Summary readings for some of the eight criteria air pollutants from this 
monitor as well as data for VOCs and NH3 are presented in Table 3-27, Total Annual Emissions (tons per 
year) of Criteria Air Pollutants at Lea County, New Mexico, and Andrews and Gaines Counties, Texas. 
No instances of the particulate matter National Ambient Air Quality Standards being exceeded have been 
measured by this monitoring station. See Figure 3-61, Counties Designated Nonattainment for Criteria 
Air Pollutants (EPA, 2009d). 

 

  



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 3-91 

Table 3- 25 Criteria Pollutants 

Nitrogen dioxide is a brownish, highly reactive gas that is present in all urban atmospheres. Nitrogen 
dioxide can irritate the lungs, cause bronchitis and pneumonia, and lower resistance to respiratory 
infections. The major mechanism for the formation of nitrogen dioxide in the atmosphere is the oxidation 
of the primary air pollutant nitric oxide. Nitrogen oxides play a major role, together with volatile organic 
carbons, in the atmospheric reactions that produce ozone. Nitrogen oxides form when fuel is burned at 
high temperatures. The two major emissions sources are transportation and stationary fuel combustion 
sources such as electric utility and industrial boilers. 
 
Ozone is a photochemical (formed in chemical reactions between volatile organic compounds and 
nitrogen oxides in the presence of sunlight) oxidant and the major component of smog. Exposure to ozone 
for several hours at low concentrates has been shown to significantly reduce lung function and induce 
respiratory inflammation in normal, healthy people during exercise. Other symptoms include chest pain, 
coughing, sneezing, and pulmonary congestion. 
 
Lead can be inhaled and ingested in food, water, soil, or dust. High exposure to lead can cause seizures, 
mental retardation, and/or behavioral disorders. Low exposure to lead can lead to central nervous system 
damage. 
 
Carbon monoxide is an odorless, colorless, poisonous gas produced by incomplete burning of carbon in 
fuels. Exposure to carbon monoxide reduces the delivery of oxygen to the body’s organs and tissues. 
Elevated levels can cause impairment of visual perception, manual dexterity, learning ability, and 
performance of complex tasks. 
 
Particulate matter such as dust, dirt, soot, smoke, and liquid droplets are emitted into the air by sources 
such as factories, power plants, cars, construction activity, fires, and natural windblown dust. Exposure to 
high concentrations of particulate matter can affect breathing, causes respiratory symptoms, aggravates 
existing respiratory and cardiovascular disease, alters the body’s defense system against foreign materials, 
damage lung tissue, and causes premature death. 
 
Sulfur dioxide results largely from stationary sources such as such as coal and oil combustion, steel and 
paper mills, and refineries. It is a primary contributor to acid rain and contributes to visibility impairments 
in large parts of the country. Exposure to sulfur dioxide can affect breathing and may aggravate existing 
respiratory and cardiovascular disease. 
Source:  EPA, 2009d 

 

There are 80 sources/facilities of criteria pollutants in Lea County, New Mexico, 8 sources in Andrews 
County, Texas, and 9 sources in Gaines County, Texas listed in the EPA Air Data Monitor Summary 
Report. In comparison to the areas sizes of the counties, Table 3-28 shows the emissions densities for 
some of the emission types for Lea County in New Mexico and for Andrews and Gaines Counties in 
Texas. Emissions densities for these listed emissions are also presented for Bernalillo County where 
Albuquerque, New Mexico is located and for Dallas and Harris Counties in Texas where Dallas and 
Houston, respectively, are located.  
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Table 3- 26 EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards and State of New Mexico Air Quality 
Standards 

Pollutant EPA Standard Value* Standard Type New Mexico 
Standard 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
8-hour Average 
1-hour Average 

 
9 ppm 

35 ppm 

 
(10 mg/m³) 
(40 mg/m³) 

 
Primary 
Primary 

 
8.7 ppm 

13.1 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 

 
0.053 ppm 

 
(100 g/m3) 

 
Primary (P) and 
Secondary (S) 

 
0.05 ppm 

Ozone (O3) 
1-hour Average 
8-hour Average 

 
0.12 ppm 
0.08 ppm 

 
(235 g/m3) 
(157 g/m3) 

 
(P) and (S) 
(P) and (S) 

 
None 
None 

Lead (Pb) 
Quarterly Average 1.5 g/m3  

 
 

(P) and (S) 
 

None 
Particulate (PM10) Particles with diameters of 10 • m or less 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 
24-hour Average 

50 g/m3

150 g/m3  (P) and (S) 
(P) and (S) 

60 g/m3

150 g/m3 
Particulate (PM2.5) Particles with diameters of 2.5 •m or less 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 
24-hour Average 

15 g/m3

65 g/m3  (P) and (S) 
(P) and (S) 

None 
None 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 

24-hour Average 
3-hour Average 

 
0.03 ppm 
0.14 ppm 
0.50 ppm 

 
(80 g/m3) 

(365 g/m3) 
(1,300 g/m3) 

 
Primary 
Primary 

Secondary 

 
0.02 ppm 
0.10 ppm 

None 
Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S) 
1-hour Average (not to be 
exceeded more than once 

per year) 

Not a NAAQS Pollutant N/A 0.010 ppm 

Total Reduced Sulfur 
½-hour Average Not a NAAQS Pollutant N/A 0.003 ppm 

*Parenthetical value is an approximately equivalent concentration 
NAAQS – National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
•m -10�⁻6 meters or 0.000001 meters    ppm – parts per million 
•g/m3 –micrograms per cubic meter     mg/m – milligrams per cubic meter 
N/A – not applicable 
Sources: NRC, 2005 

3.6.3  Impact of the Local Terrain and Bodies of Water on Meteorological Conditions 

Local terrain in the form of hills, valleys and large water bodies can have a significant impact on 
meteorological conditions. The IIFP 640-acre Section lies in a semi arid region of the southwestern corner 
of the High Plains. The 640-acre Section is approximately 1,100 m to 1,340 m (3,600 to 4,400 ft) above  
mean sea level. The 640-acre Section is relatively flat. IIFP expects that there will be no impacts on 
meteorological conditions from local terrain and bodies of water on site or nearby. 
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EPA, 2009d 

Figure 3- 61 Counties Designated Nonattainment for Criteria Air Pollutants 

Table 3- 27 Total Annual Emissions of Air Pollutants at Lea County, New Mexico, and Andrews 
and Gaines Counties, Texas In Comparison with Larger New Mexico/Texas Counties 

County, State Total Emissions (Tons/Year) 
CO NOx VOC SO2 PM2 PM10 NH3 Total 

Lea County, 
New Mexico 23,417 29,894 4,890 8,084 3,188 27,611 2,101 95,996 

Bernalillo County, 
New Mexico 185,250 24,930 24,310 1,568 8,183 61,892 908 298,857 

Andrews County, 
Texas 7,087 4,729 10,13 2,535 343 2,488 612 28,363 

Gaines County, 
Texas 9,690 4,650 7,107 485 988 6,859 4,971 33,762 

Dallas County, 
Texas 550,278 77,452 75,013 21,488 11,332 60,869 3,238 36,893 

Harris County, 
Texas 763,618 200,053 146,366 57,624 28,858 149,569 7,457 1,316,887 
A ton is equal to 0.9078 metric ton SO2: sulfur dioxide    CO: carbon monoxide 
VOC: volatile organic compounds PM25: particulate matter less than 2.5 microns Source:  Based on 2002 data (EPA, 2009b) 
NOx: nitrogen oxides   PM10: particulate matter less than 10 microns 
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Table 3- 28 Density of Annual Emissions at Lea County, New Mexico, and Andrews and Gaines 
Counties, Texas In Comparison with Larger New Mexico/Texas Counties 

County, 
State 

Emissions Density (Tons/Square Mile) 
CO NOx VOC SO2 PM2.5 PM10 NH3 Total 

Lea County, New 
Mexico 5.3 6.8 1.1 1.8 0.73 6.3 0.48 21.9 

Bernalillo Co. 
New Mexico 158.9 21.3 20.9 1.3 7.02 53.1 0.78 256.3 

Andrews County, 
Texas 4.7 3.2 7.3 1.7 0.23 1.7 0.41 18.9 

Gaines Co., 
Texas 6.5 3.15 4.7 0.32 0.66 4.6 3.3 22.5 

Dallas County, 
Texas 625.6 88.1 85.3 24.4 12.9 69.2 3.7 896.2 

Harris County, 
Texas 441.7 115.7 84.8 33.3 16.7 81.9 4.3 761.7 
A ton is equal to 0.9078 metric ton    SO2: sulfur dioxide 
VOC: volatile organic compounds   PM25: particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 
NOx: nitrogen oxides     PM10: particulate matter less than 10 microns 
CO: carbon monoxide     Source:  Based on 2002 data (EPA, 2009b) 

3.7  Noise 

Noise is defined as unwanted sounds. At high levels, noise can damage hearing, cause sleep deprivation, 
interfere with communication, and disrupt concentration. The definition of noise implies adverse effects 
of people and the environment. 

3.7.1  Extent of Noise Analysis 

Background noise measurements will be conducted at all four corners of the 640-acre section boundary. 
The noise background is expected to be between 50 and 60 decibels. The nearest receptors are anticipated 
to receive the highest noise levels during construction and when the plant is operational. Noise intensity 
can be affected by factors including weather, foliage, temperature, and land contours.  

There are no city, county or New Mexico State ordinances or regulations governing noise. There are no 
affected Indian tribes within the sensitive receptor distances from the site; therefore, the proposed IIFP 
site is not subject to federal, State, tribal and local noise regulations.  

3.7.2  Community Distribution  

The proposed IIFP 640-acre Section is located in a sparely populated area of southeastern New Mexico 
that is used primarily for intermittent cattle grazing. The nearest commercial noise receptors are Xcel 
Energy Cunningham Generating Station on the west property line of the site, the Xcel Energy Maddox 
Generating Station on the east side, and the Colorado Energy Generating Station on the northeast of the 
site. The nearest known residential noise receptor is approximately 8.5 km (5.3 mi) northeast of the site. 

The ability of an average individual to perceive changes in noise levels is well documented. Generally, an 
increase of less than 3 dBA is barely perceptible to most listeners, a 5 dBA increase is readily noticeable, 
and a 20 dBA increase normally is perceived as a doubling of noise. A list of typical community sound 
levels and noise levels of common sources is shown in Table 3-29. 
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Table 3- 29 Noise Levels of Common Sources 

Sound Source Sound Pressure Level (dBA) 

Air Raid Siren at 50 feet 120 
Maximum Levels at Rock Concerts (Rear Seats) 110 
On Platform by Passing Subway Train 100 
On Sidewalk by Passing Heavy Truck or Bus 90 
On Sidewalk by Typical Highway 80 
On Sidewalk by Passing Automobiles with Mufflers 70 
Typical Urban Area 60-70 
Typical Suburban Area 50-60 
Quiet Suburban Area at Night 40-50 
Typical Rural Area at Night 30-40 
Isolated Broadcast Studio 20 
Audiometric (Hearing Testing) Booth 10 
Threshold of Hearing 0 
Source:  CEQR, 2001 

3.7.3  Background Noise Levels  

The primary noise source is vehicle traffic along the southern border of the site on U.S. Highways 62/180 
and on the western border of the site on NM 483. Other noise sources included aircraft that operate out of 
the Lea County Regional Airport approximately 6.4 km (4 mi) from the site.  

3.7.4  Topography and Land Use 

The 959 ha (2369 ac) site, from which the 242 ha (600 ac) IIFP site would be carved, slopes gently to the 
south-southwest with a maximum relief of about 12 m (40 ft). The highest elevation is approximately 
1,045 m (3,430 ft) msl in the northeast comer of the property. The lowest site elevation is approximately 
1,033 m (3,390 ft) msl along the southwest corner of the site. Figure 3-62, Topographic Map of the site 
shows the topography near the IIFP site. For a close-up topography map of the site, see Figure 3-3, 
“Topographic Map of the Proposed IIFP Site.” 

Rangeland comprises 98.5% of the area within an 8 km (5 mi) radius of the IIFP site, encompassing 
12,714 ha (31,415 acres) within Lea County, New Mexico and 7,213 ha (17,823 acres) in Andrews 
County, Texas. Rangeland is an extensive area of open land on which livestock wander and graze and 
includes herbaceous rangeland, shrub and brush rangeland and mixed rangeland. Built-up land and barren 
land constitute the other two land use classifications in the site vicinity, but at considerably smaller 
percentages. Land cover due to built-up areas, which includes residential and industrial developments, 
makes up 1.2% of the land use. This equates to a combined total of 243 ha (601 acres) for Lea and 
Andrews Counties. The remaining 0.3% of land area is considered barren land which consists of bare 
exposed rock, transitional areas and sandy areas. Refer to ER Section 3.1 for further discussion of land 
use. 
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Source:  EDCLC, 2008 

Figure 3- 62 Topographic Map Around the Proposed IIFP Site 

3.7.5  Meteorological Conditions  

The meteorological conditions at the IIFP site have been evaluated and summarized in order to 
characterize the site climatology. See ER Section 3.6, “Meteorology, Climatology and Air Quality,” for a 
detailed discussion. 

The annual mean wind speed at the Midland-Odessa, Texas monitoring station was 4.9 m/hr (11.0 mi/hr) 
and the prevailing wind direction was from the south, i.e., 180 degrees with respect to true north. The 
annual mean wind speed at the Roswell, New Mexico station was 3.7 m/hr (8.2 mi/hr) and the prevailing 
wind direction was wind from 160 degrees from true north. The maximum five-second wind speed was 
31.3 m/hr (70 mi/hr) at Midland-Odessa, Texas, and 27.7 m/s (62 mi/hr) from 270 at Roswell, New 
Mexico. 

Noise intensities are affected by weather conditions for a variety of reasons. Snow-covered ground can 
absorb more sound waves than an uncovered paved surface that would normally reflect the noise. 
Operational noise can be masked by the sound of a rainstorm or high winds, where environmental noise 
levels are raised at the point of the noise receptor. Additionally, seasonal differences in foliage, as well as 
temperature changes, can affect the environmental efficiency of sound wave absorption (i.e., a fully leafed 
tree or bush will mitigate more sound than one without leaves). Because of those variables, the noise 
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levels, both background and after the plant is built, will be variable. However, even when such variations 
are taken into consideration, the noise levels are well within the specified guidelines. 

3.7.6  Sound Level Standards 

Agencies with applicable standards for community noise levels include the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD, 1985) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA, 1973). See Table 
3-30, “Site Acceptability Noise Standards as Established by U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development.” There are no city, county, or New Mexico state ordinances or regulations governing  

Table 3- 30 Site Acceptability Noise Standards as Established by U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development 

Standard Day/Night Average Sound Level (In 
Decibels) 

Special Approval and 
Requirements 

Acceptable Not exceeding 65 dB1 None 

Normally Unacceptable Above 65 db but not exceeding 75 dB 
Special Approvals2

Environmental Review3 

Attenuation4 

Unacceptable Above 75 dB 
Special Approvals2 

Environmental Review3 
Attenuation5 

1Acceptable threshold may be shifted to 70 dB in special circumstances pursuant to Sec. 51.105(a) 
2See Sec 51.104(b) for requirements. (When an EIS is required, the concurrence of the Program Assistant Secretary is also required before a 
project can be approved.) 
3See Sec 51.104(b) for requirements. (If an EIS is not required, a Special Environmental Clearance is required if in the Normally Unacceptable 
zone.) 
4See Sec 51.104 (a) for requirements. (5 dB additional attenuation is required for sites above 65 dB but not exceeding 70 dB and 10 dB additional 
attenuation required for sites above 70 dB but not exceeding 75 dB.)  
5Attenuation measures to be submitted to the Assistant Secretary for CPD for approval on a case-by-case basis 
Source:  24 CFR Part 51 

environmental noise. In addition, there are no affected American Indian tribal agencies within the 
sensitive receptor distances from the site. Thus, the IIFP site is not subject either to local, tribal, or State 
noise regulations. Nonetheless, anticipated IIFP noise levels are expected to fall below the HUD (24 CFR 
Part 51, Environmental Criteria and Standards) and EPA standards and are not expected to be harmful to 
the public's health and safety, nor a disturbance of public peace and welfare. 

The EPA has defined a goal of 55 dBA for average day-night sound levels (Ldn) in outdoor spaces, as 
described in the EPA Levels Document (EPA, 1973). HUD has developed land use compatibility 
guidelines for acceptable noise versus the specific land use. 

Especially important in assessing the impact of noise is an understanding of the sound environment at 
noise-sensitive receptors (NSRs). According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA, 1995), 
NSRs are categorized from A to E depending on the level of human activity normally associated with 
each (Table 3-31). Category C NSRs are commercial and industrial areas, office buildings, and other 
developed lands. Noise abatement criteria are more stringent for Category A than Category C NSRs. 
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Table 3- 31 Federal Highway Administration Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity 
Category Hourly A-Weighted Description of Activities dBA1 

A Lands or places where preservation of serenity and quiet is 
essential to continue to serve the intended purpose 

57 to 60 
(exterior) 

B 
Picnic, sports, and recreation areas, playgrounds, parks, 
residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and 
hospitals 

67 to 70 
(exterior) 

C Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in 
Categories A or B above 

72 to 75 
(exterior) 

D Undeveloped land including roadside facilities and dispersed 
recreation None 

E Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, 
churches, libraries, hospitals, auditoriums 52 to 55 (interior) 

1 These sound levels are only to be used to determine impact. These are the absolute levels where abatement must be considered. Noise abatement 
should be designed to achieve a substantial noise reduction and simply to satisfy the noise abatement criteria. 
Source:  FHWA, 1995 
 
3.8  Historic and Cultural Resources 

3.8.1  Known Cultural Resources in the Area 

The region surrounding the proposed IIFP 640-acre Section in southeastern New Mexico and Western 
Texas is rich in prehistoric and historic American Indian and Euro-American history. However, the 
environmental setting in the immediate vicinity of the proposed site has greatly affected both prehistoric 
and historic occupation and use of the area. This local setting, which occurs well onto the Llano Estacado 
(see section 3.6, “Geology and Soils”), is a flat, treeless plain lacking nearby permanent or semi-
permanent surface water. As a result, the proposed IIFP site was not conducive to extensive human use 
over the centuries. In contrast to the proposed IIFP site area, shelter and other resources were more 
readily available at selected locales elsewhere on the Llano Estacado where temporary and some 
permanent springs and lakes were found. 

Southeastern New Mexico has been an area of human occupation for the last 12,000 years. Prehistoric 
land use and settlement patterns include short- and long-term habitation sites and are generally located on 
flood plains and alluvial terraces along drainages and on the edges of playas. Specialized campsites were 
situated along the drainage basins and playa edges. European interactions began in 1541 with a Spanish 
entrada into the area in search of great riches in "Quivira" by Francisco Vasquez de Coronado. 
Colonization of New Mexico began in 1595, although settlement in the IIFP region did not occur until the 
late nineteenth century. The real boom to the region began with the discovery of oil and gas in the region, 
and most settlement of the region began after the 1930's. 

3.8.2  Archaeological or Historical Surveys 

3.8.2.1  Physical Extent of the Survey 

A pedestrian survey has been completed for the footprint of the IIFP 640-acre Section. See Figure 3-63, 
“Survey Area Conducted at the IIFP Site.” 
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Source: NMCRIS, 2009 

Figure 3- 63 Survey Area Conducted at the IIFP Site 
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3.8.2.2  Description of Survey Techniques 

The walk-down survey was conducted to determine if any prehistoric archaeological sites are identified 
that are potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and to determine if any 
are located in the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The APE consists of the site and area that includes the 
building(s) footprints, temporary lay-down areas, entry and site roadways, and the stormwater retention 
basins. The initial approach was that any potentially eligible archaeological site will either be avoided or a 
mitigation plan will be developed and implemented if required. 

A survey using block survey units [100% coverage at 15 m (49 ft) increments] was conducted on the site 
May 18-25, 2009 (NMCRIS, 2009). Ground visibility was 100% in burned areas; approximately 45% of 
the survey area had been burned by recent grass fires. Ground visibility was 75-80% in grassy areas. 
Vegetation is characteristic of semi-desert grassland. 

3.8.2.3  Cultural Resource Specialist Qualifications 

The survey at the Lea County, New Mexico proposed IIFP plant was performed using a survey crew with 
professional experience in historical and prehistoric archaeology in the American Southwest. The crew 
was supervised in the field by a degreed anthropologist. 

3.8.2.4  Survey Findings 

Three isolated occurrences of cultural resources were identified. Refer to Figure 3-63, “Survey Area 
Conducted at the IIFP Site,” for the location of these occurrences. Also see Table 3-32 for a description of 
the occurrences. Files-check yielded three previous NMCRIS activities, but no previously recorded sites 
within 1 km (0.62 mi) of the project area were found. See Figure 3-64, “Archeological Sites/Surveys 
Around the IIFP Site.” 

Table 3- 32 Isolated Occurrences (UTM NAD 27, Zone 13) 

IO Number Northing Easting Description 

IO 1 3621150 656161 
A brown chert San Jose Projectile 
fragment, distal end, reworked (35 
mm x 23 mm) (See Figure 3-65) 

IO 2 3621745 655564 
One gray quartzite hammerstone, one 
end and edge battered (53 mm x 43 
mm x 26 mm) 

IO 3 3621263 654810 Three manganese decolorized glass 
body fragments ¼ in thick 

 

The absence of cultural resources in the site area may be explained by the presence of shallow sediments 
with exposed caliche (indicating a lack of lithic raw materials), and a lack of permanent water sources. 
This may have made the location unattractive to prehistoric peoples.  

No other discoveries were made. The isolated occurrences have been completely recorded in a manner 
consistent with current standards and do not require any additional work (NMCRIS, 2009). 
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Figure 3- 64 Archeological Sites/Surveys Around the IIFP Site 

 

Figure 3- 65 San Jose Projectile Point (IO 1) 

IIFP Site 
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3.8.3  List of Historical and Cultural Properties 

The listing of the historical/cultural properties discovered at the Proposed IIFP Site is shown in Table      
3-32. 

3.8.4  Agency Consultation 

The cultural resources report which includes the New Mexico Cultural Resources Information System 
(NMCRIS) Abstract Form and two maps have been provided to the State Land Office. Continued 
consultation is being performed with appropriate federal and state agencies and affected Native American 
Tribes. 

3.8.5  Statement of Site Significance 

No archaeological sites were identified from the survey. Pre-licensing construction and general 
construction of the IIFP facility will have no effect on cultural resources at the site. 

3.9  Visual/Scenic Resources 

3.9.1  Viewshed Boundaries 

Urban development is relatively sparse in the vicinity of the proposed IIFP site. The nearest city, Hobbs, 
New Mexico, is approximately 22.5 km (14 mi) to the east; the proposed site is not visible from the city. 
However, the site is visible from traffic on U.S. 62/180 on the southern boundary of the site and on NM 
483, which borders the 640-acre Section to the west. Considering distances and that the IIFP plant will be 
near the center on the section, on-site structures may be visible from nearby locations, but their details 
will be weak and tend to merge into larger patterns. 

3.9.2  Site Photographs 

Figure 3-66, “Underground Gas Pipeline Going Southeast to Northwest”  
Figure 3-67, “Mark West Pinnacle 2 Lines Going East and West”  
Figure 3-68, “Duke Energy Field Services In Approximate Center of Section”  
Figure 3-69, “Power Tex and PNM Gas Services Facility in Approximate Center of Section”  
Figure 3-70, “Teppco Pipeline Clean Out Trap at Approximate Center of West Side of Section” 

3.9.3  Affected Residents/Visitors 

Due to neighboring industrial Xcel Energy’s Cunningham and Maddox Generating Stations, the Colorado 
Energy Generating Station, and expansive oil and gas developments in the site vicinity, very few local 
residents or visitors will be affected aesthetically by changes to the proposed IIFP site. 

3.9.4  Important Landscape Characteristics 

The landscape of the site and vicinity is typical of a semi-arid climate and consists of caliche soils with 
desert-like vegetation such as mesquite bushes and native grasses (See Figure 3-66). 
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BBCI, 2009 

Figure 3- 66 Underground Gas Pipeline Going Southeast to Northwest  

The IIFP site has numerous power lines and underground pipelines crossing the property as well as 
various aboveground gas service facilities. See Figure 3-67, Figure 3-68, and Figure 3-69. The 40-acre 
site location has been chosen to minimize the impact to the IIFP facility from these power lines, pipelines, 
and gas-service facilities. 

Except for man-made structures associated with the neighboring industrial properties and the local oil and 
gas industry, nearby landscapes are similar in appearance. The only agricultural activity in the site 
vicinity is domestic livestock ranching. 

The proposed site is within the southern part of the Llano Estacado or Staked Plains, which is a remnant 
of the southern extension of the Southern High Plains. The Southern High Plains are remnants of a vast 
debris apron spread along the eastern front of the mountains of Central New Mexico by streams flowing 
eastward and southeastward during the Tertiary period. The site and surrounding area has a nearly flat  

 
BBCI, 2009 

Figure 3- 67 Mark West Pinnacle 2 Lines Going East and West 
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BBCI, 2009 

Figure 3- 68 Duke Energy Field Services in Approximate Center of Section 

 
BBCI, 2009 

Figure 3- 69 Power Tex and PNM Gas Services Facility in Approximate Center of Section 

surface. Natural drainage is south to southeast. Surface drainage is into numerous undrained depressions 
as well as a small intermittent water tributary running from the northwest to the southeastern boundary. 

There are no mountain ranges in the site vicinity. There are a few shallow playas on the site, but no 
significant bodies of water such as rivers or lakes. There are no parks, wilderness areas or other 
recreational areas located within or immediately adjacent to the IIFP site. In addition, based on site visits 
and available local information, there are no architectural or aesthetic features that would attract tourists 
to the area. 

3.9.5  Location of Construction Features 

Refer to Figure 3-70 for the location of constructed features on the proposed IIFP site.  

3.9.6  Access Road Visibility 

Visibility of IIFP facilities from U.S. 62/180 and from NM 483 will be mainly limited to taller on-site 
structures. This limited visibility is partly due to locating the plant near the center of the property. 
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Figure 3- 70 Buildings within the IIFP Facility Redacted Security Related Information 
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3.9.7  High Quality View Areas 

Based on site visits and discussion with local officials, there are no regionally or locally important or high 
quality views associated with the Proposed IIFP Facility. The facility is considered common in terms of 
scenic attractiveness, given the large amount of land in the area that appears similar. 

3.9.8  Viewshed Information 

Although the site is visible from neighboring properties and from U.S. 62/180 and NM 483, due to 
development of nearby land for various industrial purposes and oil and gas exploration, very few local 
residents or visitors will be affected aesthetically by changes to the site. 

3.9.9  Regulatory Information 

Currently, the IIFP 640-acre Section is not zoned. There are no local or county zoning, land use planning 
or associated review process requirements. However, development of the site will meet federal and State 
requirements for nuclear and radioactive material sites regarding design, siting, construction materials, 
effluent treatment, monitoring, and licensing. In addition, all applicable local ordinances and regulations 
will be followed during construction and operation of the IIFP plant. 

3.9.10  Aesthetic and Scenic Quality Rating 

The visual resource inventory process provides a means for determining visual values (BLM, 2009a; 
BLM, 2009b). The inventory consists of a scenic quality evaluation, sensitivity level analysis, and a 
delineation of distance zones. Based on these three factors, lands are placed into one of four Visual 
Resource Classes. These classes represent the relative value of the visual resources: Classes I and II being 
the most valued, Class III representing a moderate value, and Class IV being of least value. The classes 
provide the basis for considering visual values in the resource management planning (RMP) process. 
Visual Resource Classes are established through the RMP process. 

The IIFP site has been evaluated using the BLM visual resource inventory process to determine the scenic 
quality of the site. The IIFP site falls within Class IV. Class IV is of the least value and allows for the 
greatest level of landscape modification. The proposed use of the IIFP site does not fall outside the 
objectives for Class IV, which provides for management activities that require major modifications of the 
existing character of the landscape. 

3.9.11  Coordination with Local Planners 

No local or county zoning, land use planning or associated review process requirements are anticipated. 
Applicable, local ordinances and regulations will be followed during the pre-licensing construction, 
construction, and operation of the IIFP plant. 

3.10  Socioeconomic 

This section describes the social and economic characteristics of the 80-km (50-mi) region of influence 
surrounding the proposed IIFP site including Lea, Eddy, and Chaves Counties in New Mexico, along with 
Andrews, Gaines, Cochran, Winkler, Loving, and Yoakum Counties County in Texas. See Figure 3-71 
“Region of Influence within a 80-km (50-mi) Radius of the IIFP Facility.” 
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Figure 3- 71 Region of Influence within a 80-km (50-mi) Radius of the IIFP Facility 

Information is provided on population, including minority and low-income areas (i.e., environmental 
justice as discussed in ER Section 4.11), economic trends, housing and community services in the areas of 
education, health, public safety, and transportation. 

The proposed IIFP site is in Lea County, New Mexico. The figure also shows the city of Hobbs, New 
Mexico, the closest population center to the site, at a distance of about 22.5 km (14 mi). Other population 
centers are at highway distances from the site as follows: 

• Eunice, Lea County, New Mexico: 27 km (17 mi) south 
• Jal, Lea County, New Mexico: 56 km (35 mi) south 
• Lovington, Lea County, New Mexico: 33 km (20 mi) north-northwest 
• Seminole, Gaines County, Texas: 48 km (30 mi) east  
• Denver City, Gaines County, Texas: 54 km (33 mi) north-northeast 
• Andrews, Andrews County, Texas: 70 km (43mi) southeast 

Aside from these communities, the population density around the site region is extremely low. Other 
communities in Lea County include Buckeye, Caprock, Humble City, Knowles, McDonald, Maljamar, 
Monument, Oil Center, and Tatum. 
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The primary labor market for the construction and operation of the proposed facility will be the counties 
within about 80 km (50 mi) of the site. The majority of the impacts are expected to occur in Lea County, 
given its larger population and workers living in closer proximity to the proposed IIFP site. Portions of 
Eddy County and Chaves County, New Mexico, with Gaines, Andrews, Winkler, Yoakum, Loving, and 
Cochran Counties in Texas are within the region of influence but are not expected to be impacted to any 
great extent. See Figure 3-72, “Nine-County Area of Influence around the IIFP Site.” 

 
Source:  BBER, 2007b 

Figure 3- 72 Nine-County Area of Influence around the IIFP Site 

Lea County, New Mexico, was established in 1917, five years after New Mexico was admitted to the 
Union as a State. The county seat is located in Lovington, New Mexico. The site area is very rural and 
semi-arid. Principal commercial activities are petroleum production and related services, cattle ranching, 
and the dairy industry. Among U.S. states, New Mexico also ranked 7th in crude oil production in 1999. 
Lea County, New Mexico ranked first among oil producing counties in New Mexico in 2001. 

Lea County covers 11,378 km2 (4,393 mi2) or 2,822,522 acres which is three times the size of Rhode 
Island and only slightly smaller than Connecticut. From north to south, the County spans 174 km (108 mi) 
with 71 km (44 mi) at its widest point. The county population density is 16% lower than the New Mexico 
state average (12.6 versus 15.0 population density per square mile). The county housing density is 20% 
lower than the New Mexico state average (5.3 versus 6.4 housing units per square mile). 

The county seat and largest city of Eddy County, New Mexico is Carlsbad. The county has a total area of 
10,872 km² (4,198 mi2) or 2,675,200 acres, of which 10,831 km² (4,182 mi2) of it is land and 40 km² (16 
mi2) of it is water (0.37%). The lowest point in the state of New Mexico is located on the Red Bluff 
Reservoir in Eddy County, where the impounded Pecos River flows out of New Mexico and into Texas. 
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The county seat of Chaves County, New Mexico is Roswell. The county's area comprises 3,885,440 
acres, fourth largest county in the state. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the county has a total land 
area of 15,723 km² (6,071 mi2) and 11 km² (4 mi2) is water. (0.07%) 

The seat of Andrews County, Texas is Andrews. Andrews is named for Richard Andrews, a soldier of the 
Texas Revolution. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the county has a total area of 3,888 km² (1,501 
mi2), of which 1 km² of it is water (0.02%). The county contains many playa lakes, the two largest being 
Baird lake and Shafter Lake.  

Cochran County, Texas is named for Robert E. Cochran, a defender of the Alamo. The seat of the county 
is Morton. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the county has a total area of 2,008 km² (775 mi2) and 
less than 1 km² (less than 1 mi2) of it is water (0.01%). 

Gaines County, Texas is named for James Gaines, a merchant who signed the Texas Declaration of 
Independence. The seat of the county is Seminole. The county has a total area of 3,892 km² (1,503 mi2) of 
which 2.6 km² (1 mi) is water (0.03%). 

Loving County, Texas is the least populous county in the entire United States. Its seat and only 
community is Mentone. The nearest sizable towns are Pecos, Texas, and Carlsbad, New Mexico. In 2000, 
its population was 67. Oil was discovered in 1921, leading to a population increase in Loving County. By 
1930 there were 195 residents, mostly living in what would become the town of Mentone. By 1933, the 
population had peaked at 600, only to enter a steady decline to the present day. Loving County has a total 
area of 1,753 km² (677 mi2), of which 10 km² (4 mi2) is water (0.56%). The Pecos River is the county's 
western boundary, forming the Red Bluff Reservoir along its northwestern border with Reeves County, 
Texas and Eddy County, New Mexico. Loving is the smallest county by area in the Permian Basin region. 

The seat of Winkler County, Texas is Kermit. The county has a total area of 2,179 km² (841 mi2), 
virtually all of which is land. The climate is generally dry. In spring and summer, the hottest daily 
maximum temperatures in the continental U.S. are often recorded in lower elevation areas near the Pecos 
River in the county, particularly during the months of April, May, and June. 

Yoakum County, Texas has its seat in Plains. Yoakum County contained primarily nomadic buffalo 
hunters and a few scattered ranchers until after 1900. The county has a total area of 2,071 km² (800 mi2). 

3.10.1  Population Characteristics 

3.10.1.1  Population Levels in the Region of Influence 

In New Mexico, as well as in Texas, the discrepancy between the Census Bureau and the state population 
estimates may be attributed largely to methodological differences used between the institutions. The 
Bureau of Business and Economic Research (BBER) uses a bottom-up approach and a housing unit-based 
method to estimate county populations. Texas also uses a bottom-up approach but employs multiple 
housing unit based methodologies. The Census Bureau employs a top-down approach that uses the 
national population as a control total. The independently estimated county populations are summed up 
and the result is compared to the control total. If the county totals do not add up to the control total, a 
raking factor is used to force the county population total to equal to the national total. Further, if a county 
is successful in challenging the Census Bureau estimates, an upward adjustment for this county will mean 
a downward adjustment in another. Moreover, the use of IRS returns, for reasons presented above, can 
further distort the county estimates. Inevitably, the Census Bureau estimates end up lower in counties that 
are sensitive to the weakness of the Census Bureau methodology (BBER, 2008).  
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Table 3-33 shows the state population estimates for the region of influence from 2000 through 2008 for 
the three New Mexico counties and the six Texas counties. Table 3-34 presents the U.S. Census growth 
rate for the region of influence as well as for New Mexico and for Texas. The region of influence 
increased by 5,252 people from 2000 through 2008 with the three New Mexico counties accounting for 
approximately 96% of the growth.  

The three New Mexico counties grew at a pace of 2.98% as compared to the New Mexico rate of 9.09% 
over the 2000-2008 span. Lea County had the largest growth over that period at 6.56%. However, Lea 
County lost population in 2001 and in 2003. All three counties lost population in 2001, and only Chaves 
County experienced a positive growth in 2003. Chaves County also experienced a positive growth of 
2.73% during that time span, while Eddy County lost population slightly at -0.58 percent. 

Table 3-33 shows that, overall, the populations in the six Texas counties continue the decline that started 
since the 1990s. Overall, that population slide continued until 2005 until a slow growth started through 
2008. At the county level, population growth was very unstable. From year to year, the county 
populations went up and down like a roller coaster. Between 2000 and 2008, this region’s total population 
increased by 228 people (0.5%) compared to the Texas growth at 16.14%. Texas’s excellent growth was 
attributable to over a 17% growth in 2005 alone. Andrews County had the biggest gain in population of 
the six counties, 641 versus 614 for Gaines County. Yoakum County was the only other county exhibiting 
positive growth at 3.4%. Loving County lost over 37% of its people over that span; however, that 
amounted to only 25 people. 

3.10.1.2  Population Trends in the Region of Influence 

Table 3-35 shows that under the most likely scenario, the combined population of the three New Mexico 
counties is projected to increase from approximately 181,000 in 2010 to almost 215,000 by 2030, which 
is an 18% increase over a 20-year period. During this period, the relative share of each county will change 
slightly in favor of Lea County. The region’s population is distributed as follows: Chaves County, 36%; 
Eddy County, 30%; and Lea County, 34%. The resurgence of the oil and gas industry and the increasing 
role of nuclear energy in the region appear to benefit all three counties. In the future, the county that can 
diversify its economy and be responsive to the demand for housing will have the comparative population 
advantage. 

Table 3-35 presents data that show Lea County will outpace both Chaves County and Eddy County in 
total and rate of population growth. The influx of economic migrants who are predominantly in their peak 
reproductive and productive years will have continued residual effect on the population of Lea County. 

Population growth in all three counties will gradually slow, but the Chaves County rate will decelerate 
faster than that for either Eddy County or Lea County. By the end of the 2030, the population growth 
rates of Chaves County (0.68%) and Eddy County (0.67%) will converge but Lea County (0.84%) will 
maintain its lead of both counties. The increase in these counties’ growth rate between 2010 and 2015 
reflects the impact of the leading edge of the baby boom generation swelling the ranks of the elderly. 
Advancements in medical research, improvements in the health delivery system, and the relatively 
healthy lifestyle of baby boomers have resulted in larger numbers surviving to older ages. In Lea County, 
their impact is muted because of the influx of relatively young migrants during the 2000 decade (BBER, 
2007a). 
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Table 3- 34 State Annual Population Growth Estimates for the Region of Influence 

Area 
Annual Average Population Growth Rate   

2000 - 
2008 

2000 - 
2001 

2001 - 
2002 

2002 – 
2003 

2003 - 
2004 

2004 - 
2005 

2005-
2006 

2006 - 
2007 

2007 - 
2008 

New Mexico 
Lea 6.56 -1.21 6.44 -5.40 0.69 0.68 1.43 2.11 2.01 
Eddy -0.58 -1.90 0.25 -0.21 0.20 -1.24 0.93 0.64 0.78 
Chaves 2.73 -0.96 0.59 0.41 0.07 0.77 0.51 1.56 0.96 
Total 2.98 -1.33 1.99 -1.77 0.30 0.13 0.94 1.47 1.26 
New 
Mexico 9.09 0.51 1.03 1.02 1.14 1.25 1.31 1.37 1.02 

Texas 
Andrews 4.93 -1.87 0.85 -0.63 -0.23 -0.49 1.14 2.17 4.00 
Cochran -20.19 -1.96 -4.50 -1.49 -3.66 -1.57 -2.70 -2.87 -3.41 
Gaines 4.24 -1.57 -1.27 0.66 0.30 0.99 1.52 1.73 1.85 
Loving -37.31 -7.46 6.45 -9.09 -25.00 20.00 5.56 -5.26 -22.22 
Winkler -6.94 -2.27 -1.73 -3.82 -0.50 -2.83 0.23 1.25 2.61 
Yoakum 3.40 -0.53 -1.40 -0.21 1.34 0.15 -0.25 2.19 2.12 
Total 0.50 -1.63 -1.01 -0.73 -0.15 -0.32 0.62 1.53 2.24 
Texas 16.14 1.85 1.78 1.61 1.64 17.22 2.44 2.04 2.03 

Region of Influence 
Total 2.45 -1.39 1.49 -1.69 0.22 0.04 0.88 1.48 1.47 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2009 

Table 3- 35 Population Growth Projections in the Region of Influence 

County/State 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
New Mexico 

Lea County 60,962 64,579 67,703 70,578 73,538 
Eddy County 54,443 57,008 59,515 61,782 63,882 
Chaves County 65,260 68,712 72,015 74,827 77,410 
Total 180,665 190,299 199,233 207,187 214,830 
New Mexico 2,112,957  2,382,999  2,626,333 

Texas 
Andrews County  13,956 14,248 14,259 13,990 13,604 
Cochran County 4,142 4,267 4,320 4,282 4,202 
Gaines County 16,058 16,698 16,977 16,974 16,867 
Winkler County  7,623 7,734 7,739 7,574 7,301 
Yoakum County  8,138 8,500 8,663 8,673 8,598 
Total 49,917 51,447 51,958 51,493 50,572 

Texas 24,395,179  27,917,492  31,197,014 

Region of Influence 

Total 230,582 241,746 251,191 258,680 265,402 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2009 
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Table 3-35 also presents the growth rate of the five of the six counties in Texas as well as the three 
counties in the New Mexico. Loving County was not included due to the very small population of the 
county. The Texas projections show little to no growth in the five counties adjacent to Lea County. All 
five counties are expected to have a slight population increase in the next 15 years, after which their 
populations will gradually decline. 

For the region of influence as a whole, the population is projected to remain stable throughout the two 
decades. Both New Mexico and Texas are expected to continue to experience high population growth 
rates. IIFP has not identified any programs or planned developments in the region that would have a 
significant impact on area population. 

3.10.1.3  Lea County Population Levels  

Figure 3-73 provides a visual depiction of the geographic distribution of the population and the changes 
that occurred in Lea County during the 1990s. The biggest gainer during this period was unincorporated  
 

 
BBER, 2007a 

Figure 3- 73 Percent Change in Lea County Between 1990 and 2000, by Census Tract 

IIFP Site
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Hobbs (Census Tract 7.00 in which the IIFP site is located), which upped its 1990 population of 
approximately 6,300 by 25% or an additional 1,569 people in 2000. In absolute numbers, the biggest loser 
was the City of Hobbs. In the last decade, it lost over 1,800 people (6.0%). Accordingly, these growth rate 
differentials changed the relative distribution of the county population. 
 
Table 3-36 shows the population estimates for Lea County for July 1, 2001 to July 1, 2005. BBER 
estimates for that time period have been consistently higher than the Census Bureau estimates. BBER 
estimated Lea County’s July 1, 2001 population at 55,590 and its July 1, 2005 population at 57,335. The 
corresponding Census Bureau estimates for the same years were 55,035 and 56,650 people, respectively. 
Table 3-36 shows that the annual percent change in the population of Lea County did not exceed two-
tenths of a percent between April 1, 2000 and July 1, 2003. However, by mid-2003, the population began 
to rebound. The combination of the rise in the price of oil and the start of construction of the uranium 
enrichment plant by the Louisiana Energy Services (LES) attracted large numbers of workers to Lea 
County. Lea County, in general, and the cities of Hobbs and Eunice, in particular, were hard pressed to 
meet the demand for housing generated by the influx of these economic migrants to the area. In one year, 
between July 1, 2003 and July 1, 2004, the county population expanded by 1.6% or 874 people, more than 
triple the population growth between 2000 and 2003. This strong growth has continued through July 1, 
2006 (BBER, 2007a). 

Table 3- 36 Distribution of Lea County Population Estimates July 1, 2001 to July 1, 2006 

Area Census 
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Population Estimates as of July 1 
City of Hobbs 28,725 28,634 28,633 28,645 29,011 29,346 29,716 
Unincorporated 
Hobbs 7,906 7,993 8,075 8,184 8,391 8,600 8,802 

Hobbs Area 36,631 36,627 36,708 36,829 37,402 37,946 38,518 
Eunice Area 2,896 2,889 2,886 2,892 2,939 2,961 3,006 
Jal Area 2,118 2,112 2,111 2,112 2,148 2,163 2,200 
Lovington Area 9,890 9,930 9,915 9,917 10,080 10,156 10,307 
Tatum Area 3,976 4,032 4,024 4,033 4,088 4,109 4,165 
Lea County 55,511 55,590 55,644 55,783 56,657 57,335 58,196 

Population Distribution (%) 
City of Hobbs 51.7 51.5 51.5 51.4 51.2 51.2 51.1 
Unincorporated 
Hobbs 14.2 14.4 14.5 14.7 14.8 15.0 15.1 

Hobbs Area 66.0 65.9 66.0 66.0 66.0 66.2 66.2 
Eunice Area 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 
Jal Area 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.5 
Lovington Area 17.8 17.9 17.8 17.8 17.8 17.7 17.7 
Tatum Area 7.2 7.3 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 7.2 
Lea County 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Source: UNM Bureau of Business and Economic Research 

Table 3-37 indicates that population recovery in Lea County was geographically uneven. Unincorporated 
Hobbs continued to lead the rest of Lea County in population growth. From 2003 to 2006, unincorporated 
Hobbs has grown consistently at over 2% annually. Despite its slower than average annual growth rate, 
the city of Hobbs has gone from virtually no growth during the previous years to an annual growth rate of  
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Table 3- 37 Lea County’s Annual Growth Rate by Area: July 1, 2000 to July 1, 2006 

Area 
Annual Average Population Growth Rate (%) 

2000-
2006 

2000-
2001 

2001-
2002 

2002-
2003 

2003-
2004 

2004-
2005 

2005-
2006 

City of Hobbs 0.54 -0.25 0.00 0.04 1.27 1.15 1.25 
Unincorporated 
Hobbs 1.72 0.88 1.02 1.34 2.50 2.46 2.32 

Hobbs Area 0.80 0.01 0.22 0.33 1.54 1.45 1.50 
Eunice Area 0.60 -0.19 -0.10 0.21 1.51 0.75 1.51 
Jal Area 0.61 -0.23 -0.05 0.05 1.69 0.70 1.70 
Lovington Area 0.66 0.32 -0.15 0.02 1.63 0.75 1.48 
Tatum Area 0.74 1.12 -0.20 0.22 1.35 0.51 1.35 
Lea County 0.76 0.11 0.10 0.25 1.55 1.19 1.49 
Source:  UNM Bureau of Business and Economic Research 
 
1.27% between 2003 and 2004. This growth slowed to 1.15% between 2004 and 2005 and rose again to 
1.25% between 2005 and 2006. This up and down pattern of growth was more obvious among the smaller 
areas in Lea County, where even the smallest of change could register as a large variation in the growth 
rate (BBER, 2007a). 

3.10.1.4  Lea County Projected Population Growth  
 
Figure 3-74 presents the geographic distribution of the most likely population projections for the areas in 
Lea County. Through 2030, all areas in Lea County are expected to increase their populations albeit by  

 
Source:  BBER, 2007a 

Figure 3- 74 Population Projections by Areas in Lea County Through 2030 
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varying amounts. Unincorporated Hobbs is projected to have higher than average growth rate while the 
rest of the county will have lower growth rate. Nevertheless, their relative shares will remain virtually the 
same. This projected growth in Lea County is predicated on the region’s ability to sustain a strong 
economy and provide the infrastructure to accommodate the anticipated population growth. At least, until 
2015, population growth throughout Lea County is expected to be over 1% annually. With the exception 
of unincorporated Hobbs, the annual average growth rate for the remainder of the county will drop below 
1%. The Hobbs area will continue to maintain its demographic dominance in Lea County. In 2010, the 
Hobbs area will have over 40,000 residents. By 2030, this number will increase to 49,000. Nearly one-
quarter (11,694) of this population will be in unincorporated Hobbs. Meanwhile, Lovington’s population 
will grow from 10,800 in 2010 to 13,000 by 2030. Eunice is projected to add over 600 people between 
2010 and 2030. The population of Jal will increase from 2,300 in 2010 to 2,800 by 2030 while Tatum will 
have more than 5,000 residents by 2030 (BBER, 2007a). 

3.10.1.5  Minority Population 

Based on U. S. census data, the minority populations of Lea County, New Mexico and Andrews County, 
Texas as of 2000 were 32.9% and 22.9%, respectively. These percentages are consistent with their 
respective state averages of 33.2% and 29.0%. The raw census data was tabulated and used to calculate 
the above percentage statistics. No other sources of data or information were used. By far, the largest 
population center in Lea County is Hobbs which also has the largest minority population. See Section 
4.11.2 for the ethnic breakdown for Hobbs, New Mexico. 

The relatively higher fertility and lower mortality rate among the minorities partially accounted for the 
population growth in Lea County. The category “Minority” includes individuals who identified 
themselves as “White Hispanic or Latino,” American Indian, Black, Asian and Pacific Islander. “Hispanic 
or Latino” is an ethnicity, not a race. It is a subset of the Minority race category. The number of Minority 
births is inversely related to the number of Anglo births. Minority births have been increasing while 
Anglo births have been decreasing. The proportion of minority births in Lea County has increased from 
55% in 1990 to 70% in 2005 whereas the proportion of Anglo births decreased from 45% in 1990 to 29% 
in 2000 (BBER, 2007a).This race reversal is the result of a combination of the following demographic 
phenomena: the influx of Minorities into Lea County; the exodus of Anglos due to the instability of Lea 
County’s economy; and differential fertility rates between these two groups. The overall pattern in death 
rates indicates very little change in the proportion of deaths by race. The proportion of Anglos among the 
dead fluctuated around 80% while the proportion of Minorities hovered around 20%. The disparities in 
fertility and mortality rates between Anglos and Minorities, the strong presence of Minorities, primarily 
Hispanics, among recent migrants, and the aging of the baby boom generation, which in this case is 
predominantly Anglo, will accelerate the racial changeover in Lea County, from an Anglo to a Minority 
majority population. The differential growth patterns among the races in Lea County are shown 
graphically in Figure 3-75. Since 1995, deaths have outnumbered births in the aging Anglo population. In 
contrast, among the relatively younger Minority population, births outnumbered deaths by a large margin 
(BBER, 2007a). 

Figure 3-75 illustrates this sharp contrast in the components of population change among the races in Lea 
County. The social and economic implications of these demographic patterns are intriguing. An aging 
population has different health, housing, transportation, and social needs from that of a young population. 
The aging Anglo population will require retirement and nursing homes, health facilities with specialized 
care, and age appropriate recreational facilities and services. The young Minority population will require 
schools, childcare services and facilities, jobs, and housing that can accommodate a growing family 
(BBER, 2007a). 
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Source:  UNM Bureau of Business and Economic Research; NM Department of Health 

Figure 3- 75 Natural Increase in Lea County, by Race/Ethnicity: 1990 to 2005 

 
The term “minority population” is defined for the purposes of the U. S. Census to include the five racial 
categories of black/African American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or 
other Pacific Islander, and some other race. It also includes those individuals who declared two or more 
races, an option added as part of the 2000 census. The minority population, therefore, was calculated to be 
the total population less the white population. In contrast to U. S. Census data, NUREG-1748, Appendix 
C (NRC, 2003a) defines minority populations to include individuals of Hispanic or Latino origin. Thus 
there is a difference between the minority population data discussed here and presented in Table 3-38, 
“Percentage of Minority and Low-Income Census Block Groups Within 80 Kilometers (50 Miles) of the 
Proposed IIFP Site,” and the data presented in ER Section 4.11, “Environmental Justice.” 

The U.S. Census data were used to calculate the minority population reported above consistent with the 
U.S. Census definition of minority population. The same data were also used in the Environmental Justice 
assessment (see ER Section 4.1.1), which manipulated the census data to yield minority population 
estimates consistent with the NRC definition applicable to environmental justice. 

3.10.2  Economic Characteristics 

3.10.2.1  Historical Employment Trends for Lea County 

To provide a sense of how the Lea County economy has performed over the past three and a half decades, 
Figure 3-76 compares the percentage change in total average annual employment for Lea County with 
that for New Mexico and the U.S. The figures on total employment include full- and part-time wage and 
salary workers and those who are self-employed as farm and non-farm proprietors. The large fluctuations 
for Lea County reflect the county’s relatively small employment base as compared with New Mexico and 
the U.S. Clearly, however, the Lea County economy is frequently out of sync with what is happening both 
nationally and in New Mexico. 
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Source:  US Bureau of Economic Analysis 

Figure 3- 76 Comparison of Annual Growth in Total Employment for Lea County, New Mexico, 
and the United States 

When Lea County’s employment performance is considered along with that for groups of counties within 
the larger region, it is evident that Lea County and the counties in the region often move together. The 
effects in Lea County may be more pronounced (again, the base is smaller), but when Lea County 
employment surges, a pickup in growth is frequently in evidence for the groupings of other counties. The 
counties in the region often rise together; so also do they fall (BBER, 2007b). 

3.10.2.2  Employment, Jobs, and Occupational Patterns for the Region of Influence 

In 2000, the civilian labor force of Lea County, New Mexico was 22,302, as shown in Table 3-39, 
Employment in the Region of Influence. Of these, 2,032 were unemployed in Lea County, New Mexico, 
for an unemployment rate of 9.1%. The unemployment rate was higher by about 2% than that for rest for 
the state (DOC, 2002). Eddy County had the lowest unemployment level at 6.8%. For the three counties, 
over 5,800 people were unemployed for an 8.3% rate. 

The unemployment rate was 8.1% in Andrews County, Texas while the unemployment rate for Gaines 
County was less at 5.5%. The unemployment rate for the Texas counties in the region of influence was 
higher that the Texas average. About 1,500 people in the six Texas counties were unemployed for a rate 
of 7.7% which is significantly higher than the 6.0% rate for Texas. Interestingly, all 42 in-labor force 
personnel for Loving County were employed. 

Table 3-40 shows the unemployment rate for the 9 counties in the region of influence from 2001 through 
2006. Lea County had a fairly consistent drop in the unemployment rate ranging from 5.4% in 2002 to 
3.2% in 2006. Total employment increased almost 21% between 2000 and 2006. Eddy and Chaves 
Counties also had drops in the unemployment rate through the same time span from 7.4% down to 3.2%.  
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Table 3- 39 Employment in the Region of Influence for Census Year 2000 

Entity In-Labor Force Employed Unemployed Unemployment 
Rate 

New Mexico 
Chaves County 25,361 23,028 2,285 9.1 
Eddy County 22,104 20,591 1,494 6.8 
Lea County 22,302 20,254 2,032 9.1 
Total 69,767 63,873 5,811 8.3 
New Mexico 834,632 763,116 60,324 7.2 

Texas 
Andrews Co. TX 5,511 5,064 447 8.1 
Cochran Co TX 1,500 1,334 166 11.1 
Gaines Co. TX 5,776 5,460 316 5.5 
Loving Co. TX 42 42 0 0 
Winkler Co. TX 2,790 2,561 229 8.2 
Yoakum Co. TX 3,152 2,861 291 9.2 
Total 18,771 17,322 1,449 7.7 
Texas 9,937,150 9,234,372 596,187 6.0 

Region of Influence 
Total 88,538 81,642 7,260 8.2 
Source: BBER, 2007b 

Table 3- 40 Unemployment Rate for the Region of Influence (2001-2006) 

Entity 2001 
(%) 

2002 
(%) 

2003 
(%) 

2004 
(%) 

2005 
(%) 

2006 
(%) 

New Mexico 
Chaves County 5.6 6.5 7.4 6.9 5.9 4.5 
Eddy County 5.0 5.9 6.0 5.7 4.8 3.6 
Lea County 4.3 5.4 5.3 5.0 4.2 3.2 
New Mexico 4.9 5.5 5.9 5.8 5.3 4.2 

Texas 
Selected Rural Counties1 4.6 5.6 5.8 5.3 4.7 4.4 
Andrews County 4.3 5.5 5.5 4.7 4.0 3.5 
Winkler County 5.6 8.7 7.4 6.1 4.7 4.1 
Yoakum County 4.3 5.4 5.5 5.1 4.6 4.3 
Texas 5.8 6.6 6.5 5.6 5.3 4.6 
1Includes Cochran, Gaines, and Loving Counties 
Source: BBER, 2007b 
 
Eddy County had an 11.3% increase in the number of employed since 2000; while Chaves County only 
had a 5.6% increase in the number of employed personnel since 2000. The New Mexico exhibited a  
similar decline in the unemployment rate, dropping from a high of 7.2% unemployment level in 2000 
down to 4.2% in 2006 (BBER, 2007b). 

The Texas counties had similar unemployment trends as their counterpart counties in New Mexico. 
Andrews County unemployment percent rate dropped from a high of 5.5 down to 3.5 in 2006. 
Employment in Andrews increased 27% from the year 2000. The selected rural counties which included 
Gaines, Cochran, and Loving had similar declines in the unemployment rates (BBER, 2007b). 
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Table 3-41 presents the breakdown of employment in the various industries for the New Mexico counties 
for the year 2000. The largest percent in all three counties are employed in the educational, health and 
social services sector at 20%. Lea County also has a 20.7% employed in the mining and agriculture 
industry while Chaves and Eddy Counties have 9.9 and 14.3%, respectively, employed in that sector. The 
averages of the three counties in each sector are fairly consistent with the New Mexico percentage rates in 
those sectors. 

The employment rate in the various industries for the Texas counties in the year 2000 is provided in Table 
3-42. As in Lea County, each of the six Texas counties has a high percentage working in the agriculture 
and mining industry (24.1 percentage average). Texas only has 2.7% employed in that sector. These 
Texas counties also have 23% employed in the educational, health, and social services sector. Texas 
employs a significantly higher percentage in the professional and management sector and in the 
manufacturing sector than the counties in the region of influence. 

3.10.2.3  Employment, Jobs, and Occupational Patterns for Lea County 

Oil production and related services are the largest part of the site area economy. In 2008, the oil and 
natural gas industries were responsible for contributing $2.938 billion to New Mexico. That is the 
equivalent of paying into the State coffers $8.05 million each and every day. That amount does not 
include the $1.5 million New Mexico producers send to the federal government on a daily basis (IPANM, 
2009). The Permian Basin including Lea and Eddy Counties in New Mexico and Gaines and Andrews 
Counties in Texas produces oil and natural gas from approximately 35,500 wells. It is estimated that there 
are 41 trillion cubic feet of natural gas and 1.3 billion barrels of oil lying undiscovered in the Permian 
Basin Province (EDCLC, 2009a). About 21% of jobs in Lea County, New Mexico involve mining (oil 
production), as compared to approximately 4% for New Mexico. However, the mining and extraction 
industry is highly volatile and the trend is similar to that of a roller coaster, as seen in Figure 3-77.  

 
EDC, 2009 

Figure 3- 77 Lea County Total Employment versus Employment in the Mining and Extraction 
Industries, 1969 to 2004 
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Table 3-43 provides data on the recent performance of employment by sector for Lea County. Between 
2001 and 2006, private sector employment in Lea County grew at a compound annual rate of 3.6%, with 
growth accelerated to 6.2% in 2006, when the net increase in private sector wage and salary employment 
approached 1400. The mining sector dominated, as it has since 2003, accounting for 849 jobs (15.8%), 
followed by transportation and warehousing (153 or a 45.1% increase). Wholesale accounted for an 
additional 162 jobs (a 17.4% increase in 2006). Manufacturing and Construction also had good increases 
in 2006 with 45.1% and 4.6%, respectively. Many of the job gains outside the mining sector are related to 
oil and gas, so the energy boom has been driving the economy as well as contributing to labor shortages 
throughout the region. Sectors losing jobs included administrative and waste management services 
(8.0%), real estate, rental and leasing (-9.1%), and retail trade with a 1.1% loss (BBER, 2007b). 

Table 3- 43 Lea County Wage and Salary Employment by Sector, 2001-2006 

Industry 
Annual Average Employment Average 

Growth (%) 

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2001-
2006 2006 

Agric, Forestry, Fishing & 
Hunting 385 452 463 380 417 402 0.9 -3.6 

Mining 4,802 3,949 4,627 4,605 5,387 6,236 5.4 15.8 
Utilities 246 243 232 235 242 242 -0.3 0.0 
Construction 1,672 1,585 1,505 1,655 1,687 1,765 1.1 4.6 
Manufacturing 369 328 361 336 339 492 6.0 45.1 
Wholesale Trade 1,070 1,013 930 880 930 1,092 0.4 17.4 
Retail Trade 2,731 2,552 2,466 2,681 2,719 2,690 -0.3 -1.1 
Transportation and 
Warehousing 811 746 757 836 915 1150 7.2 25.7 

Information 227 222 224 223 246 261 2.9 6.1 
Finance and Insurance 540 578 607 623 644 649 3.8 0.8 
Real Estate& Rental and 
Leasing 286 334 368 377 406 369 5.3 -9.1 

Professional and Technical 
Services 276 320 358 391 373 435 9.5 16.6 

Mgt of Companies and 
Enterprises 103 64 69 76 * 83 -4.3 * 

Administration & Waste 
Services 1,072 1,199 950 1,407 1,457 1,340 4.6 -8.0 

Health Care &Social Services 2,501 2,803 2,964 2833 2,826 2,843 2.6 0.6 
Arts, Entertainment & 
Recreation * 100 113 158 * * * * 

Accommodation & Food 
Services 1,477 1,416 1,566 1,708 1,833 1,888 5.0 3.0 

Other Services 677 752 797 826 871 856 4.8 -1.7 
Total Private Sector 19,555 18,885 19,209 20,460 21,935 23,297 3.6 6.2 

 
Public Administration 3,507 3,360 3,361 3,391 3,384 3,390 -.07 0.2 
 
Grand Total 23,062 22,245 22,570 23,851 25,319 26,687 3.0 5.4 
*Non-Disclosure of data due to Confidentiality 
Source:  BBER, 2007b 
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Lea County generally has fewer managerial and professional positions than New Mexico (Table 3-41), 
and instead has more blue-collar positions such as construction, production, transportation, and material 
moving, which is a reflection of the rural nature of the area and the presence of the petroleum industry 
(DOC, 2002). The percentage of the labor force in professional, scientific, and management-related 
occupations in these counties is about half of the labor force for New Mexico and Texas (DOC, 2002). 
According to the New Mexico Department of Labor, there will be an increase of 1,185 jobs for Hobbs by 
2014. See Section 4.10.2.1, “Jobs, Income, and Population” for a breakdown of the industries impacted 
by this increase of jobs. 

3.10.2.4  Income 

Table 3-44, “Income Levels for the Nine-County Region in Census Year 2000,” provides the median 
household incomes and per capita incomes of selected groups. Generally, the counties in the region of 
influence had a lower median household income than their respective states, except for Loving County 
which is the lowest populated county in the U.S. The same is true for the per capita income for the 
counties in the region except for Loving County. Eddy County has the highest median and per capita 
income in the three New Mexico counties. The white per capita income for the three New Mexico 
counties is comparable to the state average, while the five Texas counties have significantly lower per 
capita incomes than the state. The Hispanic or Latino per capita income for all the counties is significantly 
less than the corresponding state averages. 

Table 3- 44 Income Levels for the Nine-County Region in Census Year 2000 

County 
Median 

Household 
Income1 ($) 

Per Capita 
Income2 ($) 

White Per 
Capita 

Income3 ($) 

Hispanic or 
Latino Per 

Capita Income4 
($) 

New Mexico 
Chaves County 28,513 14,990 17,377 8,825 
Eddy County 31,998 15,823 17,304 10,165 
Lea County 29,799 14,184 16,778 8,667 
New Mexico  34,133 17,261 17,261 12,045 

Texas 
Andrews County 34,036 15,916 18,119 9,016 
Cochran County 27,525 13,125 16,078 7,810 
Gaines County 30,432 13,088 14,271 7,979 
Loving County 40,000 24,083 28,249 4,983 
Winkler County 30,591 13,725 15,635 7,771 
Yoakum County 32,672 14,504 16,967 7,439 
Texas  39,927 19,617 22,282 10,770 
1 U.S Median Household Income: $41,994   2 U.S Per Capita Income; $21,587   
3 U.S White Per Capita Income; $23,918   4 U.S Hispanic or Latino Per Capita Income; $12,111 
Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2002; ePodunk 
 
Specifically, the per capita income in Lea County was only 82.2% of the state average. Per capita income 
in Lea County, New Mexico was $14,184, as compared to the respective state value of $17,261. 
Similarly, the median household income in the county was also below the state average of $34,133 at 
87.3% (DOC, 2002). The county per capita individual poverty level of 21.1% is higher than the state level 
of 18.4% (DOC, 2002). The state household poverty level of 14.5% was below that of Lea County, New 
Mexico (17.3%). 
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3.10.2.5  Tax Structure 

New Mexico's property tax rate is perennially ranked among the three lowest in the nation, with any 
change requiring an amendment to the state constitution. The property assessment rate is uniform, 
statewide, at a rate of 1/3 of the value (except oil and gas properties), which means that the net taxable 
value is one third of the assessed value minus allowable exemptions. The maximum operating levy that 
may be imposed by a county in New Mexico is 11.85 mils, while the maximum for a municipality is 7.65 
mils. The tax applied is a composite of state, county, municipal, school district and other special district 
levies. Properties outside city limits are taxed at lower rates. Major facilities may be assessed by the New 
Mexico State Taxation and Revenue Department instead of by the county. The Lea County, New Mexico 
tax rate for non-residential property outside the city limits of Hobbs is 24.9 mils per $1,000 of net taxable 
value of a property (LCNM, 2009). New Mexico communities can abate property taxes on a plant 
location or expansion for a maximum of 30 years, (usually 20 years in most communities), controlled by 
the community. 

The state also has a Gross Receipts Tax paid by product producers. This tax is imposed on businesses in 
New Mexico, but in almost every case it is passed to the consumer. In that way, the gross receipts tax 
resembles a sales tax. The gross receipts tax rate for the Hobbs area, outside the city limits is 5.00% 
(BBER, 2007b). Certain deductions may apply to this tax for plant equipment. 

The gross receipts tax provides over two-thirds of New Mexico municipality general fund revenues and is 
of growing importance to county governments. Municipalities have the authority to impose up to 1.25 
cents in quarter and eighth cent increments for a municipal gross receipts tax, with an additional quarter 
cent of authority to impose increments of municipal infrastructure tax. They also can impose a one eighth 
cent environmental gross receipts tax. Municipalities also all receive a 1.225% distribution of State-
shared receipts based on state revenues from activity within the municipality (BBER, 2007b).  

Table 3-45 provides five years of data on gross receipts tax distributions for Lea County and the 
municipalities in the county. The annual growth rates are presented, the compound annual growth 
between 2002 and 2006 and the growth between 2005 and 2006. The revenue growth is affected by 
changes in the local option taxes and by changes in the tax base. The recent strong growth in taxable 
receipts is related to oil and gas activity (BBER, 2007b). 

Table 3- 45 Gross Receipts Tax Distributions for Lea County 

Entity FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 

FY Annual Growth 
(%) 

2002-
2006 

2005-
2006 

County 
Govt. 3,477,204 3,225,683 3,748,633 5,514,270 6,607,446 17.4 19.8 

Eunice 1,134,186 1,168,945 1,375,416 1,885,204 2,314,250 19.5 22.8 
Hobbs 19,905,160 19,235,346 22,252,548 28,751,528 34,154,693 14.5 18.6 
Jal 656,789 648,589 520,476 688,525 737,064 2.9 7.0 
Lovington 2,925,999 2,951,055 3,570,609 4,743,855 4,645,842 12.3 -2.1 
Tatum 279,059 279,289 300,446 470,889 411,348 10.2 -12.6 
Source:  BBER, 2007b 

Counties have more limited general authority to impose a county gross receipts tax and they do not 
receive a state-shared distribution. However, counties have numerous options to impose taxes for other 
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purposes. Some of these taxes, e.g., fire protection, county environmental gross receipts tax, may only be 
imposed on residents of the unincorporated area. Some, like that for jails and hospital and health care, 
reflect county responsibilities and are imposed county-wide. 

Property taxes provide a majority of revenue for local services in Texas. Property taxes are based on the 
most current year's market value. Any county, municipality, school district or college district may levy 
property taxes. Texas local governments make much more use of the property tax than is true of their 
New Mexico counterparts. According to the Tax Foundation, property taxes per capita in Texas were 
$1,405, versus $495 in New Mexico in 2006. Texas ranked 13th among the states, while New Mexico 
ranked 48th (Tax Foundation, 2006a). By contrast, state and local gross receipts taxes per capita in Texas 
in FY 06 were $974, giving the state a ranking of 18th, while per capita gross receipts taxes in New 
Mexico were $1,280, putting the state in 8th place (Tax Foundation, 2006b). While not a local government 
revenue source, New Mexico’s personal income tax per capita in 2006 ranked it 37th among the states. 
Texas has no personal income tax (Tax Foundation, 2006c). 

3.10.3  Community Characteristics 

3.10.3.1  Housing  

Housing in Lea County, New Mexico, varies from the state in general, reflecting the rural nature of the 
area. Table 3-46 provides the housing statistics for the region of influence around the IIFP site. The 
number of rooms per housing unit is similar to state average (5.1 rooms versus 5.0 for the state). The  

Table 3- 46 Housing in the Region of Influence around the IIFP Site for Census Year 2000 

Area 
Total 

Housing 
Units 

Occupied 
Units 

Land Area 
(mi2) 

Housing 
Density 

(units/mi2) 

Median Value 
(Year 2000 $) 

New Mexico 
Chaves County 25,647 22,561 6,075 4.2 61,000 
Eddy County 22,249 19,379 4,198 5.3 64,200 
Lea County 23,405 19,699 4,393 5.3 50,100 
Total (3 counties) 71,301 61,639 14,666 4.9 58,4331 
New Mexico Total 780,579 677,971 121,356 6.4 108,100 

Texas 
Andrews County 5,400 4,601 1,501 3.6 42,500 
Cochran County 1,587 1,309 775 2.0 25,700 
Gaines County 5,410 4,681 1,503 3.6 48,000 
Loving County 70 31 673 0.1 Not Specified 
Winkler County 3,214 2,584 841 3.8 29,600 
Yoakum County 2,974 2,469 800 3.7 40,400 
Total (6 counties) 18,655 15,675 6,093 3.1 37,2401 
Texas Total 8,157,575 7,393,354 261,797 31.2 82,500 

Region of Influence 
Total 89,956 77,314 20,759 4.3 45,1881 
1Average computed from the number of counties involved. 
Source:  USCB, 2002 

density of housing units for Lea County is also comparable to the state density (5.3 versus 6.4 units/mi2. 
However, the value of housing is considerably different for the state; the median value of the housing unit 
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is over twice the value of the Lea County housing unit. Chaves County has the lowest density of the 3 
New Mexico counties at 4.2 units/mi2 compared to the 4.9 units/mi2 for the 3 counties. 

The housing density for the Texas counties in the region of influence is significant less than the New 
Mexico county housing densities. The housing densities for the 6 counties are only 10% of those for the 
state of Texas. Additionally, the housing density for Texas is almost 5 times greater than the housing 
density for New Mexico. Interestingly, the least populated county in the U.S. has a housing density of 
only 0.1 units/mi2, only 0.03% of the state density. Also of interest is that the average value of the 
housing unit in the Texas counties is only 45% of the median value of the Texas housing unit. 

Table 3-47 shows the mix of housing types in Lea County. The Census classifies housing units into single 
detached, two or more units, and mobile homes. In 2000, three-quarters of all Lea County were single 
family dwellings. Less than 10% were multi-unit structures and one in six was a mobile home (BBER, 
2007a). 

Table 3- 47 Lea County Housing Units by Type Geographical Area for Census Year 2000 

Study Area 
Number of Housing Units 

Single Detached Two or more 
Units Mobile Homes Total 

City of Hobbs 9,493 1,570 1,593 12,656 
Unincorporated 
Hobbs 1,449 51 1,079 2,579 

Hobbs Area 10,942 1621 2,672 15,235 
Eunice Area 954 57 240 1,251 
Jal Area 941 12 90 1,043 
Lovington Area 3,222 243 558 4,023 
Tatum Area 1,320 25 508 1,853 
Lea County 17,379 1,958 4,068 23,405 
Source:  Census 2000; BBER, 2007a 

As seen in Table 3-46, the median cost of a home in Lea County, New Mexico of $50,100. The cost of a 
home in Lea County is about one-half or less of the median values for the state. In Andrews and Gaines 
counties, the housing unit density is 1.4 units/km2 (3.6 units/mi2). The Texas State average housing 
density is 12 units/km2 (31.2 units/mi2), and the median cost of a home is $82,500. The variation in 
housing between the counties and the State averages is reflective of the rural nature of the county areas. 
The percentage of vacant housing units is 15.8% for Lea County which compares to the state vacancy rate 
of 13.1%. See Table 3-48, “Vacant Housing Units in Lea County, By Area.” 

Figure 3-78 shows that Tatum had the highest proportion (65.1%) of vacant units that were classified as 
“Other,” followed by Eunice (61.7%). Tatum also had the highest proportion (8%) of vacant housing units 
for seasonal or occasional use. Hobbs, on the other hand, had the largest proportion (41.4%) of rental 
vacancies (BBER, 2007a). The percentage of vacant housing units is 14.8% for Andrews County and 
13.5% for Gaines County compared with 9.4% rate for the state of Texas (DOC, 2002). 
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Table 3- 48 Vacant Housing Units in Lea County, by Area in Census Year 2000 

Area Vacancy Rate Total Vacant Units 
City of Hobbs 16.2 2,054 
Unincorporated Hobbs 9.8 253 
Hobbs Area 15.0 2,307 
Eunice Area 23.7 188 
Jal Area 14.2 247 
Lovington Area 13.7 563 
Tatum Area 21.6 401 
Lea County 15.8 3,706 
Source:  BBER, 2007a 

 
Source:  BBER, 2007a 

Figure 3- 78 Vacant Housing Units in Lea County by Type and Area in Census Year 2000 

3.10.3.2  Education in the Region of Influence 

Table 3-49 summarizes the school enrollment data for the region of influence. The table lists the 
percentages of school enrollment for the Lea County, New Mexico, and for Gaines County and Andrews 
County in Texas as well as their respective states. In general, the population in Lea County, New Mexico, 
has less advanced education than the general population in New Mexico. 

Table 3-50 provides the education attainment for the nine county region of influence based on the latest 
census figures. The table lists the percent ages of educational attainment for the population 25 years and  
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Table 3- 49 Education Characteristics in the Region of Influence for Census Year 2000 

Area School Enrollment Grades <8  
(%) 

Grades 9-12 
(%) 

College     
(%) 

New Mexico 
Chaves County 18,132 46.2 25.2 18.1 
Eddy County 14,292 49.6 25.5 13.6 
Lea County 16,534 48.4 25.5 16.7 
New Mexico  533,786 44.7 22.3 22.5 

Texas 
Andrews County 3,864 51.0 30.3 8.6 
Cochran County 1,081 51.9 32.1 7.9 
Gaines County 4,369 57.8 25.1 6.1 
Loving County 27 33.3 25.9 40.7 
Winkler County 1,938 51.0 30.9 7.0 
Yoakum County 2,286 47.6 32.7 8.0 
Texas  5,948,260 45.5 21.9 20.2 
Source:  USCB, 2002 

Table 3- 50 Education Attainment in the Region of Influence for Census Year 2000 

Area Population 25 Years 
and Over 

High School 
Graduate or 
Higher (%) 

Bachelor’s 
Degree or Higher 

(%) 
New Mexico 

Chaves County 37,811 72.6 16.2 
Eddy County 32,572 75.0 13.5 
Lea County 33,291 67.1 11.6 
New Mexico  1,134,801 78.9 23.5 

Texas 
Andrews County 7,815 68.0 12.4 
Cochran County 2,236 62.7 10.2 
Gaines County 8,006 56.2 10.5 
Loving County 51 86.3 5.9 
Winkler County 4,380 60.3 10.5 
Yoakum County 4,322 59.4 10.2 
Texas  12,790,893 75.7 23.2 
Source:  USCB, 2002 

over in those same areas. The state population with either a bachelor's, graduate or professional degree is 
about double the corresponding percentage in Lea County, New Mexico (DOC, 2002). 

3.10.3.3  Education in the Lea County 

Table 3-51 and Figure 3-79 provides detailed breakdown of the level of educational attainment in Lea 
County, specifically. One in three adults in Lea County did not have a high school diploma in 2000. The 
elderly (65 years old and over) had the lowest educational attainment. Two in five elderly did not 
complete their high school education. The young adults (18 to 24 years old) had the second lowest 
educational attainment. Approximately 37% of them had less than a high school diploma. The population  
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Table 3- 51 Highest Educational Attainment of Population 18 Years and Older in Lea County 

Educational Attainment/Aage Population 18 Year and Older 
Males Females Both Sexes 

18 to 24 Years: 2,970 2,521 5,491 
   Less than high School 1,234 810 2,044 
   High School Graduate  1,612 1,483 3,095 
   College Degree 124 228 352 
25 to 34 years: 3,390 3,459 6,849 
   Less than high School 1,131 1,022 2,153 
   High School Graduate  1,820 1,672 3,492 
   College Degree   439 765 1,204 
35 to 44 Years: 4,319 4,070 8,389 
   Less than high School 1,408 1,215 2,623 
   High School Graduate  2,202 2,028 4,230 
   College Degree 709 827 1,536 
45 to 64 Years: 5,513 5,587 11,100 
   Less than high School 1,651 1,676 3,327 
   High School Graduate  2,768 2,776 5,544 
   College Degree 1,094 1,135 2,229 
65 Years and Older: 2,985 3,968 6,953 
   Less than high School 1,144 1,711 2,855 
   High School Graduate  1,451 1,802 3,253 
   College Degree 390 455 845 
All Ages: 19,177 19,605 38,782 
   Less than high School 6,568 6,434 13,002 
   High School Graduate  9,853 9,762 19,614 
   College Degree 2,756 3,410 6,166 
Source:  BBER, 2007a) 

 

Figure 3- 79 Population 18 Years and Older with a High School Diploma or Higher 
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25 to 64 years old had the highest educational attainment, close to 70% of this population reported a high 
school diploma or a college degree in 2000 (BBER, 2007a). 

Among women, high educational attainment was inversely related to age. Women in the 25 to 34 age 
group (22%) had the highest proportion of college graduates while those in the 65 years and older 
category had the lowest. Among men, college education was directly correlated with age. The proportion 
of college educated men gradually increased from 4% in the 18 to 24 year old category to a high of 20% 
among the 45 to 64 year olds, after which the proportion dropped to 13% in the oldest category (BBER, 
2007a). 

Table 3-52 shows that Lea County has a total of 20 elementary schools, 9 middle schools, and 7 high 
schools. Hobbs Municipal Schools has the most number of schools with 12 elementary, three middle 
schools, and two high schools. Two private schools are also located in Hobbs. Also, there are three 
colleges, including a community vocational junior college (BBER, 2007b). 

Table 3- 52 Public School Districts in Lea County 

School District Elementary 
School 

Middle High 
School High School Total 

Eunice Municipal Schools 1 1 1 3 
Hobbs Municipal Schools 12 3 2 17 
Jal Public Schools 1 1 1 3 
Lovington Public Schools 5 3 2 10 
Tatum Municipal Schools 1 1 1 3 
Lea County Total 20 9 7 36 
Source:  BBER, 2007a 
 

3.10.3.4  Health Care, Public Safety, and Transportation Services 

Health Care  

There are two hospitals in Lea County, New Mexico. The Lea Regional Medical Center is located in 
Hobbs, New Mexico. Lea Regional Medical Center is a 250-bed hospital that can handle acute and stable 
chronic care patients. In Lovington, New Mexico, Covenant Medical Systems manages Nor-Lea Hospital, 
a full-service, 27-bed facility. A health care clinic at Eunice, New Mexico, was constructed and opened 
for patients in February 2009. The clinic was expanded in 2008 with more exam rooms, equipment, 
storage space, and offices. There are fourteen nursing homes or senior living facilities in Hobbs, New 
Mexico (EDCLC, 2009c).  

Public Safety  

Fire support service for the Hobbs area is provided by the Hobbs Fire and Rescue, located approximately 
22.5 km (14 mi) from the proposed site. It is staffed by a full-time Fire Chief with 72 employees and a 
class rating of 4. The Hobbs Fire Department has 19 paramedics and 43 EMT-1, and 2 SWAT Medics 
serving with the Hobbs Fire Department. The Hobbs Fire Department inventory of EMS units has 
increased to seven. The Hobbs Fire Department now averages 425 EMS responses each month (5100 
runs/year (EDCLC, 2009c). 

If additional fire equipment is needed, or if the Hobbs Fire and Rescue is unavailable, the Central 
Dispatch will call the Eunice, NM or Andrews, TX Fire Departments. In instances where radioactive or 
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hazardous materials are involved, knowledgeable members of the facility Emergency Response 
Organization (ERO) will provide information and assistance to the responding off-site personnel. 

Based on a review of the IIFP rev 0, Emergency Plan by the local emergency services organizations and 
their responses, it is expected that mutual aid agreements will be obtained with the Lea County 
emergency service organizations. If emergency services personnel in Lea County are not available at a 
particular locale, the mutual aid agreements are activated and the Hobbs Central Dispatch will contact the 
appropriate agencies for the services requested at the site. 

The Hobbs Police Department, with five full-time officers, provides local law enforcement. The Lea 
County Sheriff's Department also maintains a substation in the community of Hobbs. If additional 
resources are needed, officers from mutual aid communities within Lea County, New Mexico can provide 
an additional level of response. The New Mexico State Police provides a third level of response. 

Transportation  

The main highway in the county is U.S. Highways 62/180, which runs east-west through Hobbs. It is 
designated as a primary feeder to the interstate highway system.  

The nearest active rail transportation is a short-line carrier, the Texas-New Mexico Railroad accessible in 
Hobbs, New Mexico. 

Several airports are located within the Lea County. The only commercial carrier airport facility is Lea 
County Regional Airport west of Hobbs, New Mexico, about 12.9 km (8 mi) from the Proposed IIFP 
Facility. Other airports include the Hobbs Industrial Airpark (Humble City), the Eunice Airport, the 
Gaines County Airport in Seminole, TX, the Jal Airport, and the Lovington County Airport. Privately 
owned planes are the primary users of these airports. There are no control towers and no commercial air 
carrier flights at these airports.  

3.11  Public and Occupational Health 

Routine operations at the IIFP facility create the potential for radiation exposure to plant workers, 
members of the public, and the environment. Workers at the IIFP plant are subject to higher potential 
radiation exposures than members of the public because they are involved directly with handling depleted 
UF6 cylinders; processes handling DUF6, DUF4, and the depleted uranium oxides; storage of DUF4; and 
decontamination of containers and equipment. In addition to the radiological hazards associated with 
uranium, workers may be potentially exposed to the chemical hazards associated with uranium. However, 
workers at the IIFP facility are protected by the implementation of a combination of a Radiation 
Protection Program, a Chemical Safety Program, and a Health and Safety Program. The Radiation 
Protection Program and the Chemical Safety Program complies with applicable NRC requirements 
contained in 10 CFR 20 (CFR, 2009a), Subpart B, and the Health & Safety Program at the IIFP plant 
complies with applicable OSHA requirements contained in 29 CFR 1910 (CFR, 2009g). 

Members of the general public also may be subject to potential radiation or chemical exposure in the 
unlikely event of an accident at the IIFP plant. Public exposure to plant-related uranium may occur as the 
result of gaseous and liquid effluent discharges; transportation of DUF6; depleted uranium oxides; and 
storage of DUF6, DUF4. In each case, the amount of exposure incurred by the general public is expected 
to be very low. Engineered effluent controls, effluent sampling, and administrative limits as described in 
Section 6.1.1, Effluent Monitoring Program, are in place to assure that any impacts on the health and 
safety of the public resulting from routine plant operations are maintained as low as reasonably 
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achievable (ALARA). The effectiveness of the effluent controls will be confirmed through 
implementation of the Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program (described in ER Section 6.1.2, 
“Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program”). Radiological impacts to the public are discussed in 
ER Section 4.12, “Public and Occupational Health Impacts.”  

3.11.1  Major Sources and Levels of Background Radiation 

The sources of radiation at the IIFP site historically have been, and still are, associated with natural 
background radiation sources and residual man-made radioactivity from fallout associated with the 
atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons in the western United States and overseas in the 1950s and 1960s. 
Naturally-occurring radioactivity includes primordial radionuclides (nuclides that existed or were created 
during the formation of the earth and have a sufficiently long half-life to be detected today) and their 
progeny, as well as nuclides that are continually produced by natural processes other than the decay of the 
primordial nuclides. These primordial nuclides are ubiquitous in nature, and are responsible for a large 
fraction of radiation exposure referred to as background exposure. The majority of primordial 
radionuclides are isotopes of the heavy elements and belong to the three radioactive series headed by 238U 
(uranium series), 235U (actinium series), and 232Th (thorium series) (NCRP, 1987a). Alpha, beta, and 
gamma radiation is emitted from nuclides in these series. The relationship among the nuclides in a 
particular series is such that, in the absence of chemical or physical separation, the members of the series 
attain a state of radioactive equilibrium, wherein the decay rate of each nuclide is essentially equal to that 
of the nuclide that heads the series. The nuclides in each series decay eventually to a stable nuclide. For 
example, the decay process of the uranium series leads to a stable isotope of lead. There are also 
primordial radionuclides, specifically 40K and 37Rb, which decay directly to stable elements without going 
through a series of decay sequences. The primordial series of radionuclides represents a significant 
component of background radiation exposure to the public (NCRP, 1987a). Cosmogenic radionuclides 
make up another class of naturally occurring nuclides. Cosmogenic radionuclides are produced in the 
earth's crust by cosmic-ray bombardment, but are much less important as radiation sources (NCRP, 
1987a). 

The naturally occurring forms of radioactive elements incorporated into the earth during its formation that 
is still present are referee to as “terrestrial radionuclides.” The most significant terrestrial radionuclides 
include the uranium and thorium decay series, potassium-40 and rubidumm-87. Virtually all material 
found in nature contain some concentration of terrestrial radionuclides. Table 3-53 lists the average and 
typical ranges of concentrations of terrestrial radionuclides. Although the ranges in the table are typical, 
larger variations exist in certain areas (NRC, 2009). 

Naturally-occurring radioactivity in soil or rock near the earth's surface belonging to the primordial series 
represents a significant component of background radiation exposure to the public (NCRP, 1987a). The 
radionuclides of primary interest are 40K and the radioactive decay chains of 238U and 232Th. These 
nuclides are widely distributed in rock and soil. Soil radioactivity is largely that of the rock from which it 
was derived. The original concentrations may have been diminished by leaching and dilution by water 
and organic material added to the soil, or may have been augmented by adsorption and precipitation of 
nuclides from incoming water. Nevertheless, a soil layer about 0.25 m (0.8 ft) thick furnishes most of the 
external radiation from the ground (NCRP, 1987a). In general, typical soil and rock contents of these 
radionuclides indicate that the 232Th series and 40K each contributes an average of about 150 to 250 pGy 
per year (15 to 25 mrad per year) to the total absorbed dose rate in air for typical situations, while the 
uranium series contribute about half as much (NCRP, 1987a). 

The public exposure from naturally-occurring radioactivity in soil varies with location. In the U.S., 
background radiation exposures in the Southwest and Pacific areas are generally higher than those in  
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Table 3- 53 Typical Average Concentration Ranges of Terrestrial Radionuclides 

Material Radium-226 
(Bq/kg)a 

Uranium-238 
(Bq/kg)a 

Thorium-232 
(Bq/kg)a 

Potassium-40 
(Bq/kg)a 

Soil, U.S. 40 (8-160)b 35 (4-140)b 35 (4-130)b 370 (100-700)b 
Phosphate Fertilizer 200c - 

100,000d 
200-1,500b 20b -- 

Concrete (19-89)e (19-89)f (15-120)f (260-1,100)f 
Concrete Block (41-780)e (41-780)f (37-81)f (290-1,100)f 
Brick (4-180)e (4-180)f (1-140)f (7-1,200)f 
Coal Tar 
Fly Ash-Bottom Ash 

(100-300)e 
200e 

(100-300)b 
200b 

-- 
200b 

-- 
-- 

Coal, U.S. -- 18 (1-540)g 21 (2-320)g 52 (1-710)g 
Tile -- (550-810)h 650h -- 
Porcelain, Glazed -- (180-37,000)h, i -- 
Ceramic, Glazedb (79-1,200)h, i 
a To convert Bq/kg to pCi/g, multiply by 0.027.  
b UNSCEAR, Sources and Effects of Ionizing Radiation (UNSCEAR 2000).  
c U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 2000. Evaluation of EPA’s Guidelines for Technologically Enhanced Naturally Occurring 
Radioactive Materials (TENORM).  
d National Academy of Sciences (NAS). 1999. Evaluation of Guidelines for Technologically Enhanced Naturally Occurring Radioactive 
Materials (TENORM), Committee on Evaluation of EPA Guidelines for Exposure to Naturally Occurring Radioactive Materials Board on 
Radiation Effects Research Commission on Life Sciences National Research Council, National Academy Press, p. 72.  
e Ra-226 is assumed to be in secular equilibrium with U-.238  
f Eicholz G.G., Clarke F.J., and Kahn, B., 1980. (Eicholz, 1980) Radiation Exposure From Building Materials, in “Natural Radiation 
Environment III,” U.S. Department of Energy CONF-780422.  
g Beck H.L., Gogolak C.V., Miller K.M., and Lowder W.M., 1980 (Beck, 1980). Perturbations on the Natural Radiation Environment Due to the 
Utilization of Coal as an Energy Source, in “Natural Radiation Environment III,” U.S. Department of Energy CONF-780422.  
h Hobbs T.G., 2000. (Hobbs, 2000) Radioactivity Measurements on Glazed Ceramic Surfaces, J. Res. Natl. Inst. Stand. Technol. 105, 275-283.  
i Values reported as total radioactivity without identification of specific radionuclides 

much of the Eastern and Central regions. There is also a wide variation in annual background terrestrial 
radiation across the State of New Mexico. The North Central region (Albuquerque area) exhibits an 
average annual absorbed dose in air of about 0.75 mGy (75 mrad); while the southeastern corner of the 
State (Carlsbad area), which includes the IIFP site area in Lea County, measures annual average terrestrial 
absorbed dose of about 0.30 mGy (30 mrad) (NCRP, 1987a). Applying the same weighting factor, the 
annual average dose equivalent for the Albuquerque and Carlsbad areas are about 525 and 210 pSv (53 
and 21 mrem), respectively. Some of the variation is linked to location, but factors such as moisture 
content of soil, the presence and amount of snow cover, the radon daughter concentration in the 
atmosphere, the degree of attenuation offered by housing structures, and the amount of radiation 
originating in construction materials may also account for variation (NCRP, 1987b). 

Background radiation for the public also includes various sources of man-made radioactivity, such as 
fallout in the environment from weapons testing, and radiation exposures from medical treatments, x-rays, 
and some consumer products. All of these types of man-made sources contribute to the annual 
background radiation exposure received by members of the public. Of these, fallout from weapons testing 
should be included as an environmental radiation source for the IIFP site. The two nuclides of concern 
with regard to public exposure from weapons testing are 37Cs and 90Sr due to their relative abundance, 
long half lives (30.2 and 29.1 years, respectively) and their ability to be incorporated into human exposure 
pathways, such as external direct dose and ingestion of foods. The average range of doses from weapons 
testing fallout to residents of New Mexico has been estimated as 1-3 mGy (100-300 mrad) (CDCP, 2001). 
Use of radiation in medicine and dentistry is also a major source of man-made background radiation 
exposure to the U.S. population. Although radiation exposures from medical treatments, X-rays, and 
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some consumer products are considered to be background exposures, they would not be incurred by the 
public at the IIFP facility. Nevertheless, as a point of reference, medical procedures contribute an average 
of 0.39 mSv (39 mrem) for diagnostic x-rays and nuclear medicine contributes an average of 0.14 mSv 
(14 mrem) to the annual average dose equivalent received by the U.S. population (NCRP, 1989). 
Exposures at these levels are approximately the same as the expected exposure in the southwest area of 
the country which includes the IIFP site from primordial radionuclides. Consumer products (e.g., 
television receivers, ceramic products, tobacco products) also contribute to annual background radiation 
exposure. The average annual dose equivalent from consumer products and other miscellaneous sources 
(e.g., x-ray machines at airports, building materials) can range from fractions of a microsievert 
(millirems) to several Sieverts (hundreds of rems) (NCRP, 1987b). 

3.11.1.1  Current Radiation Sources 

Workers at the IIFP facility are subject to higher potential exposures than members of the public because 
they are involved directly with handling depleted UF6 cylinders; processes handling DUF6, DUF4, and the 
depleted uranium oxides; and storage of DUF4. During routine operations, workers at the plant may 
potentially be exposed to direct radiation, airborne radioactivity, and limited surface contamination. These 
potential exposures include various types of radiation, including gamma, neutron, alpha, and beta. 
Activities primarily contributing to worker annual exposures include transporting cylinders, coupling and 
uncoupling containers, and other handling tasks. Office workers at the IIFP plant may be exposed to 
direct radiation from the plant operations mentioned above. 

Since the IIFP site has not previously been developed for industrial or commercial purposes, there are no 
known past uses of the property that would have used man-made or enhanced concentrations of 
radioactive materials. Therefore, for members of the public, the only sources of radiation exposure 
currently present at the Proposed IIFP Site are associated with natural background radiation and residual 
radioactivity from weapons testing fallout. 

3.11.1.2  Historical Exposure to Radioactive Materials 

In the United States, individuals receive 360 mrem per year dose equivalent, on the average, from normal 
background radiation (NCRP, 1987). See Figure 3-80. 

3.11.1.3  Summary of Health Effects 

Health effects from radiation exposure became evident soon after the discovery of x-rays in 1895 and 
radium in 1898. Following World War II, many studies were initiated to investigate the effect of radiation 
on Japanese populations who survived the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The reports of the 
United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR) (UNSCEAR, 
1986; UNSCEAR, 1988) and the National Academy of Sciences Committee of the Biological Effects of 
Ionizing Radiation (BEIR) (NAS, 1980; NAS, 1988) are comprehensive reviews of the Japanese data. In 
addition, numerous radiobiological studies have been conducted in animals (e.g., mouse, rat, hamster, 
dog), and in cells and tissue cultures. Extrapolations to humans from these experiments are problematic 
and despite the large amount of accumulated data, uncertainties still exist regarding the effects of 
radiation at low doses and low dose rates.  

The most reliably estimated risks are those associated with relatively high doses (i.e., greater than 1 Gy 
(100 rad)) (NCRP, 1989). The radiation health community is in general agreement that risks at smaller 
doses are at least proportionally smaller (e.g., no more than 1/100 the risk at 1/100 the dose). It is likely 
that the risks may be considerably smaller (NCRP, 1980). 
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Figure 3- 80 Ionizing Radiation Exposure of the Population of the United States 

Serious radiation-induced diseases fall into two categories: stochastic effects and non-stochastic effects. A 
stochastic effect is defined as one in which the probability of occurrence increases with increasing 
absorbed dose but the severity in affected individuals does not depend on the magnitude of the absorbed 
dose (NCRP, 1989). A stochastic effect is an all-or-none response as far as the individuals are concerned. 
Cancers such as solid malignant tumors, leukemia and genetic effects are regarded as the main stochastic 
effects to health from exposure to ionizing radiation at low-absorbed doses (NCRP, 1989). It is generally 
agreed among members of the scientific community that a radiation dose of 100 mGy (10 rads) increases 
the risk of developing cancer in a lifetime by about 1% (NCRP, 1989). In comparison, a non-stochastic 
effect of radiation exposure is defined as a somatic effect which increases in severity with increasing 
absorbed dose in affected individuals, owing to damage to increasing numbers of cells and tissues 
(NCRP, 1989). Examples of non-stochastic effects from radiation exposure are damage to the lens of the 
eye, nausea, epilation, diarrhea, and a decrease in sperm production in the male (NCRP, 1980; NCRP, 
1989). These effects have been observed only following high-dose exposures, typically greater than 1 Gy 
(100 rads) to the whole body (NCRP, 1989). The potential doses to the public due to routine operations at 
the IIFP plant are presented in ER Section 4.12, “Public and Occupational Health.” Impacts are several 
orders of magnitude below the natural background doses discussed here. For further information, NCRP 
Report No. 64 (NCRP, 1980) provides an overview of research results and data relating to biological 
effects from radiation exposures. 

3.11.2  Major Sources and Levels of Chemical Exposure 

The IIFP site has no history as an industrial site. Consequently, there are currently no known major 
sources of chemical exposure at the site that may impact the public. In ER Section 1.2, Table 1-1 
identifies the inventories of major chemicals for the Phase 1 and Phase 2 facility. A written agreement has 
been obtained with the New Mexico Environment Department for limits on the maximum amount of 
uranium and other major chemical inventories at the IIFP facility. These maximum limits are included 
Table 1.1.  

Section 3.6.2, Existing Levels of Air Pollution and Their Effects on Plant Operations, discusses the 
regional air quality for both Lea County, New Mexico and Andrews County, Texas for those parameters 
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or pollutants tracked under EPA requirements, including a listing of existing sources of criteria pollutants, 
such as volatile organic compounds (VOC). In general, ambient air quality in the region is characterized 
as very good and in compliance of EPA criteria for pollutants. ER Section 4.6, Air Quality Impacts, 
discusses expected IIFP emissions of criteria pollutants from house boilers that power the facility's 
heating system. 

3.11.2.1  Occupational Injury Rates 

Occupational injury rates at the IIFP facility are expected to be better than the industry average owing to 
the commitment that IIFP is making in a safe design basis for facilities and programs, the safety culture, 
and adherence to the ISMS program and procedures. IIFP senior management commitment to safety is 
evident by its safety experience at its Idaho Falls facility and the recognition it has received. Common 
occupational accidents at uranium plants similar to the proposed IIFP plant typically involve hand and 
finger injuries, tripping accidents, minor burns and impacts due to striking objects or falling objects. 
Table 3-54 shows incidence rates representative of the nonfatal occupational injuries from the 
construction and operation for Total Private Industry. This representative calculation is based on the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics of the U.S. Department of Labor (2007). The representative number of injuries 
would be that number for the Total Private Industry rate if the industry had an average of 200 workers 
during the construction of the facility for 18 months and 150 average workers during the operations of the 
facility. 

Table 3- 54 Nonfatal Occupational Injuries Projected for Construction and Operations 
 of the IIFP Facility 

Case Type 
Construction (18 months) Operations (Yearly) 

Incidence 
Rate1 Number Incidence 

Rate1 Number 

Total Recordable Cases (TRC) 4.2 12.6 4.2 6.3 
Days Away from Work, Job Transfer, or 
Restriction Cases (DART) 2.1 6.3 2.1 3.15 

Days Away From Work Cases (DAFW) 1.2 3.6 1.2 1.8 
Days of Job Transfer or Restricted Only Cases 
(DJTR) 0.9  0.9  

Other Recordable Cases (ORC) 2.1 6.3 2.1 3.15 
TRC by Employment Size 5.3 15.9 5.3 7.95 
Source:  Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor (BLS, 2008) 
12007 Incidence Rate per 100 full-time workers for Total Private Industry  

3.11.2.2  Public and Occupational Exposure Limits 

The radiation exposure limits for the general public have been established by the NRC in 10 CFR 20 
(CFR, 2009a) and by the EPA in 40 CFR 190 (CFR, 2009u). The NRC exposure limits place annual 
restrictions on the total dose equivalent exposure [1 mSv (100 mrem)], which includes external plus 
internal radiation exposures and dose equivalent rate [0.02 mSv (2 mrem)] in any 1 hour in unrestricted 
areas that are accessible by members of the public who are not employees, but who may be present during 
the year at the IIFP plant. Public exposure at off-site locations due to routine operations complies with 
these limits. Annual exposure to the public is maintained ALARA through effluent controls and 
monitoring (ER Section 6.1, “Radiological Monitoring”). 
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The NRC also places restrictions on radiation exposures incurred by employees at the IIFP facility. The 
NRC restricts the annual radiation exposure that an employee may receive to a total effective dose 
equivalent (TEDE) of 50 mSv (5 rem), which includes external and internal exposure. In addition, the 
NRC places restrictions of the dose equivalent to the lens of the eye [0.15 Sv (15 rem)], skin (0.5 Sv (50 
rem)), extremities [0.5 Sv (50 rem)], and on the committed dose equivalent to any internal organ [0.5 Sv 
(50 rem)]. Annual radiation exposure for an employee will be controlled, monitored, and maintained 
ALARA through the radiation safety program at the IIFP plant. 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) have developed exposure limits for Hydrogen Fluoride (HF). These regulations are enforceable 
by law. Recommendations for public health have also been developed, but cannot be enforced by law; 
however, accidental release criteria have been established by the EPA for reportability and public 
protection. Federal organizations that develop recommendations for public health from toxic substances 
are the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) and the National Institute for 
Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH). The American Conference of Governmental Industrial 
Hygienists (ACGIH) also provide occupational exposure limits for HF, which are updated periodically 
and whose research is used by NIOSH, which in turn provides data and recommendations to OSHA. 

Of primary importance to IIFP is the control of depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUF6). UF6 readily reacts 
with air, moisture, and some other materials. The most significant UF6 reaction products in this plant are 
hydrogen fluoride (HF), uranyl fluoride (UO2F2), and small amounts of uranium tetrafluoride (UF4). Of 
these, HF is the most significant hazard, being toxic to humans. When UF6 reacts with moisture, it breaks 
down into UO2F2 and HF. The health dangers of UF6 stem more from its chemical properties than from its 
radiological properties.  

Contact with HF can cause severe irritation of the eyes, inhalation can cause extreme irritation of the 
respiratory tract, and ingestion can cause vomiting, diarrhea and circulatory collapse. Initial exposure to 
HF may not cause the appearance of a typical acid burn; instead the skin may appear reddened and 
painful, with increasing damage occurring over a period of several hours or days. Tissue destruction and 
loss can occur with contact to HF; and in worst cases, large doses of HF can cause death due to the 
fluoride affecting the heart and lungs. The actual amount of HF that can cause death has not been 
quantified. Breathing moderate amounts of HF for several months caused rats to develop kidney damage 
and nervous system changes, as well as learning problems. Inhalation of HF or HF-containing dust will 
cause skeletal fluorosis, or changes in bones and bone density (HHS, 2001). 

OSHA has set a limit of 2.0 mg/m3 for HF for an 8-hr work shift, while the NIOSH recommendation is 
2.5 mg/m3 (NIOSH, 2001). As with most toxicological information and health exposure regulations, limits 
have been established based on past exposures, biological tests, accident scenarios and lessons learned, 
and industrial hygiene data that is continually collected and researched in occupational environments. 

3.12  Waste Management 

Waste Management for the IIFP facility is divided into gaseous and solid wastes. Descriptions of the 
generation, management, and disposal of various wastes from construction and operations are discussed 
in this section. Disposal plans, waste minimization, and environmental impacts are discussed in ER 
Section 4.13, “Waste Management Impacts.” 
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3.12.1  Gaseous Waste Streams 

Gaseous wastes generated at the IIFP occur in the form of air emissions released to the atmosphere from 
the operations of the facility. Sources, quantities, and control of gaseous air emissions from the operations 
at the IIFP facility are described in Section 4.6.2.1, “Description of Gaseous Effluents.” 

3.12.2  Solid Waste Management 

Solid waste generated at the IIFP plant will be grouped into industrial (nonhazardous), radioactive and 
mixed, and hazardous waste categories. In addition, solid radioactive and mixed waste will be further 
segregated according to the quantity of liquid that is not readily separable from the solid material. The 
solid waste management systems will be a set of facilities, administrative procedures, and practices that 
provide for the collection, temporary storage, (no solid waste processing is planned), and disposal of 
categorized solid waste in accordance with regulatory requirements. Solid radioactive wastes generated 
will be low-level wastes (LLW) as defined in 10 CFR 61 (CFR, 2009e). See Table 3-55, “Estimated 
Annual Quantities of Waste Generated at the IIFP Facility.” 

Table 3- 55 Estimated Annual Quantities of Waste Generated at the IIFP Facility 

Material Phase 1 
(lb) 

Total Phase 1 and Phase 2 
(lb) 

Depleted uranium oxide 
including drums 2,800,000-6,000,000 8,700,000-18,000,000 

Other process LLW 42,000-68,000 45,500-73,000 
Misc, LLW 35,000-55,000 70,000-100,000 
RCRA 32,300-361,500* 45,500-174,000* 
Industrial waste including 
sanitary waste 71,000-108,500 85,400-135,000 
*Includes Calcium Fluoride which if sold may not be RCRA Waste 

The depleted uranium oxide waste from the de-conversion process is shipped to an off-site LLW disposal 
facility licensed for accepting depleted uranium oxide.  

Industrial waste, including sanitary waste, miscellaneous trash, vehicle air filters, empty cutting oil cans, 
miscellaneous scrap metal, and paper will be shipped off site for minimization, if appropriate, and then 
sent to a licensed waste landfill.  

Radioactive waste, including dust collector bags, ion exchange resin, crushed contaminated drums, 
contaminated trash, contaminated coke, carbon trap material will be collected in labeled containers in 
each Restricted Area and transferred to the Radioactive Waste Storage Area for inspection. Suitable waste 
will be volume-reduced, if appropriate, and radioactive waste disposed of at a licensed low-level waste 
(LLW) disposal facility. 

Hazardous wastes and some mixed wastes will be generated at the IIFP site. These wastes will also be 
collected at the point of generation, transferred to the Waste Storage Area, inspected, and classified. Any 
mixed waste that may be processed to meet land disposal requirements may be treated in its original 
collection container and shipped as LLW for disposal.  

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous wastes will be collected and packaged in 
approved containers and shipped by a licensed RCRA transporter and sent to licensed RCRA disposal 
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facility. Under New Mexico regulations, a facility that generates more than 1,000 kg (2,200 lb) per month 
is a large quantity generator of RCRA wastes. In New Mexico, hazardous waste generators are classified 
by the actual monthly generation rate, not the annual average. 

There is no on-site disposal of any solid or liquid waste at the IIFP facility. Waste management impacts 
for on-site disposal, therefore, are not evaluated. 

3.12.2.1 Construction Wastes  

Efforts are made to minimize the environmental impact of construction. Erosion, sedimentation, dust, 
smoke, noise, unsightly landscape, and waste disposal are controlled to practical levels and permissible 
limits, where such limits are specified by regulatory authorities. In the absence of such regulations, IIFP 
will ensure that construction proceeds in an efficient and expeditious manner, remaining mindful of the 
need to minimize environmental impacts. 

Wastes generated during site preparation and construction will be varied, depending on the activities in 
progress. The bulk of the wastes will consist of non-hazardous materials such as packing materials, paper 
and scrap lumber. These types of wastes will be transported off site to an approved landfill. 

Hazardous wastes that may be generated during construction include paint, solvents, thinners, organics; 
petroleum products, oils, lubricants; adhesives, resins, sealers, caulking; lead (batteries); and pesticides. 
Any such wastes that are generated will be handled by approved methods and shipped off site to approved 
disposal sites. 

A Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan is implemented during construction to 
minimize both the possibility of spills of hazardous substances, and to minimize the environmental impact 
of actual spills. The SPCC ensures prompt and appropriate remediation. Spills during construction are 
more likely to occur around vehicle maintenance and fueling operations, storage tanks, painting 
operations and warehouses. The SPCC plan identifies sources, locations and quantities of potential spills 
and provides appropriate response measures. The plan identifies individuals and their responsibilities for 
implementation of the plan and provides for prompt notifications of state and local authorities, when 
required. 

3.12.2.2  Scrap Metal  

Metallic wastes are generated during routine and abnormal maintenance operations. The metal may be 
clean or contaminated with radioactive or hazardous material. Radioactive contamination of scrap metal is 
in the form of surface contamination caused by uranium compounds adhering to the metal or 
accumulating in cracks and crevices.  

Clean scrap metal is collected in bins. This material is transported by contract carrier to a local scrap 
metal vendor for disposal. Items collected outside of Restricted Areas are disposed of as industrial scrap 
metal unless there is reason to suspect they contain hazardous material. 

Scrap metal is monitored for contamination before it leaves the site. Metal found to be contaminated is 
either decontaminated or disposed of as radioactive waste. When feasible the material is reduce in size 
prior to disposal at a licensed disposal facility. 

Metallic items containing hazardous materials are collected at the location of the hazardous material. The 
items are wrapped to contain the material and taken to the waste storage area. The items are then cleaned 
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on site, if practical. If on-site cleaning cannot be performed then the items are sent to a hazardous waste 
processing facility for off-site treatment or disposal. 

3.12.3 Process and Non-Process Waste Waters  

No process effluents are treated and recycled or reused within the processes.  Relatively small amounts of 
aqueous and non-aqueous liquid waste generation can be expected. These miscellaneous materials are 
collected in approved containers.  Solutions containing uranium may be sent to the Decontamination 
Building for removal of the uranium followed by evaporation of the treated water.   Aqueous laboratory 
samples and other miscellaneous liquids from maintenance activities that may contain uranium are 
sampled to determine their uranium or hazardous waste content, collected in approved containers and sent 
to an approved licensed disposal facility appropriate for that type hazardous material, if applicable. Where 
potentially contaminated areas have to be cleaned with solutions, the solution, if contaminated, is sent to 
the De-contamination Building to remove uranium, evaporate the liquids, and packaging of any uranium 
residues for shipment to an off-site licensed disposal facility. 

Non-process waste liquids that are determined to contain regulated or hazardous contaminants are 
collected and disposed at off-site licensed facility.  Cooling water is recycled and steam condensate is 
either reused as process makeup water or treated and returned to the boiler.   

A retention basin is used for the collection and monitoring of general site storm water runoff. Sanitary 
sewage effluent is discharged into a package treatment unit where it receives primary, secondary and 
tertiary treatment. The effluent from sanitary treatment is used in the plant for process make-up water or 
for landscape or site tree watering. 
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

This chapter evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation 
of the Proposed IIFP Facility. This chapter is divided into sections that assess the impact on each related 
resource described in Chapter 3, “Description of the Affected Environment.” These include land use, 
transportation, geology and soils, water resources, ecological resources, air quality, noise, historic and 
cultural resources, and visual/scenic resources. Other topics include socioeconomic, environmental 
justice, public and occupational health, and waste management. 

A standard of significance has been established for assessing environmental impacts. Based on the 
regulations developed by the Council on Environmental Quality, and promulgated by the NRC, each 
impact is to be assigned one of the following three significance levels: 

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

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

• LARGE: The environmental effects are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to destabilize 
important attributes of the resource. (NRC, 2003a) 

4.1 Land Use Impacts 

4.1.1 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.1.2, “Proposed Action,” is that International Isotopes, Inc. 
(IIFP) will construct and operate a facility that will use depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUF6) to produce 
inorganic fluorides, uranium oxide, and anhydrous hydrofluoric acid (AHF). Figure 4-1 presents a 
schematic of the integrated facility showing the location of process buildings, roads, grounds, and other 
non-production facilities. 

4.1.1.1 Construction Impacts 

The Proposed IIFP Facility will be built on approximately 16.2 ha (40 ac) of a 259-ha (640-ac) Section. 
The IIFP facility will be built approximately in the center of the site. This site will be carved out of the 
959-ha (2,369-ac) Section as shown in the Figure 2-5 in Section 2.1.2.1 “Description of the Proposed 
Site.” The site is currently undeveloped except for electrical power lines and gas pipelines crossing the 
site. This area within New Mexico has been previously developed by the oil and gas industries and is less 
agricultural than the area across the state border into Texas. See Figure 4-2, “Aerial Photograph of 
Southeastern New Mexico and West Texas in the Hobbs Area.” 

It is anticipated that construction will occur in three phases. The first phase will involve certain pre-
licensing construction tasks based on approval of an exemption prior to NRC approval of the license for 
the Phase 1 facility. These activities could begin as early as 2011. They will be preparatory in nature and 
will not involve any process or safety related equipment or systems. The pre-licensing construction  
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Figure 4- 1 Integrated Facility Redacted Security Related Information 
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Figure 4- 2 Aerial Photograph of Southeastern New Mexico and West Texas in the Hobbs Area 

activities only affect the timing of work and will not increase the scope or environmental impact of 
facility construction. Potential pre-licensing construction activities may include the following: 

• Clearing land, 
• Site grading and erosion control, 
• Installing main entrance roadbed and drainage to highway, 
• Installing construction trailer, 
• Preparing preliminary site roadways and gravel parking area, 
• Potential drilling of water wells, 
• Constructing power substation, 
• Stubbing in gas line to the meter, 
• Beginning administration building construction, 
• Beginning warehouse building construction, 
• Installing geothermal heating/cooling loops, and 
• Installing firewater tanks. 

The second construction phase will begin after NRC approval of the license. This phase will complete any 
unfinished pre-licensing construction activities and will perform general construction through completion 
of the Phase 1 facility. The third construction phase is expected to begin in 2015 and will complete the 
Phase 2 facility to add DUF6 de-conversion capacity. 

During the construction phases of the IIFP Site, conventional earthmoving and grading equipment will be 
used. The removal of very dense soil (caliche) may require the use of heavy equipment with ripping tools. 
Soil removal work for foundations will be controlled to minimize excavation. In addition, loose soil 
and/or damaged caliche will be removed prior to installation of foundations for seismically designed 
structures. Approximately 6.3% of the total site area will be disturbed, affording wildlife of the site an 
opportunity to move to undisturbed on-site areas or to additional areas of suitable habitat bordering the 
IIFP Site. No mitigation is necessary to offset this SMALL impact. 

IIFP 
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4.1.1.2 Utilities 

The IIFP plant will require the installation of water, natural gas, and electrical utility lines. It is expected 
that these utilities will be installed during the pre-licensing construction period. In lieu of connecting to 
the local sewer system, sanitary waste will be tertiary-treated on site and reused in plant processes or for 
landscape watering. 

Two wells will be drilled on site to supply potable water, process makeup water, and fire water. The Site 
is over the Ogallala Aquifer. These wells will have a SMALL impact on land use and do not require 
mitigation measures. 

The natural gas line feeding the Site will connect to an existing, nearby line. This will minimize impacts 
of short-term disturbances related to the placement of the tie-in line. The gas line will have a SMALL 
impact on land use and does not require mitigation measures. 

A new electrical transmission line is proposed for providing electrical service to the IIFP facility. There 
are currently 115 and 230 kV transmission lines along U.S. Highway 62/180 (U.S. 62/180) and New 
Mexico Highway 483 (NM 483). In conjunction with the new electrical lines serving the Site, the local 
electrical utility company will install an independent substation to ensure service. The electrical 
transmission lines and the new substation have a SMALL impact on land use and do not require 
mitigation measures. 

4.1.1.3 Operations 

The operation of the plant is not anticipated to significantly affect land use. Land use impacts to the site 
and vicinity will be minimal considering that the majority of the site will remain undeveloped, the current 
industrial activity on neighboring properties, the nearby expansive oil and gas well fields, and the 
placement of most utility installations along highway easements. Operation of the IIFP facility has a 
SMALL impact on land use and does not require mitigation measures. 

4.1.1.4 Decommissioning 

The plans for decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility are described in the License Application, 
Chapter 10, “Decommissioning.” At the end of useful plant life, the IIFP facility will be decommissioned 
such that the Site and remaining facilities may be released for unrestricted use and for NRC license 
termination pursuant to 10 CFR 20.1401 and 20.1402 (CFR, 2009a). Process equipment will be removed; 
only building shells and the site infrastructure will remain. All remaining facilities will be at acceptable 
levels for unrestricted use. Therefore, land use impacts resulting from the decommissioning of the 
Proposed IIFP Facility are SMALL. 

4.1.2  Cumulative Impacts 

The IIFP site and the surrounding land have been and continue to be used for livestock grazing, oil and 
gas production, and power generation. Except for pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and 
eventual decommissioning of the IIFP plant, the land use is expected remain virtually unaffected. There 
are no anticipated cumulative impacts from these uses. The cumulative land use impacts resulting from 
the Proposed IIFP Facility are SMALL. 

IIFP is not aware of any federal action that will have cumulatively significant land use impacts. Except 
for the proposed construction of the IIFP facility, there are no other known current or future land use 
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plans, including staged plans, for the site or immediate vicinity. Similarly, since the site is not subject to 
local or county zoning, land use planning or associated review process requirements, there are no known 
potential conflicts of land use plans, policies or controls. 

4.1.3 Control of Impacts 

The anticipated effects on the soil during construction activities are limited to a potential short-term 
increase in soil erosion. However, this will be mitigated by design considerations and construction best 
management practices (BMP). These practices include minimizing the construction footprint to the extent 
possible, limiting site slopes to a horizontal to vertical ratio of three to one or less, the use of a 
sedimentation retention basins, protection of undisturbed areas with silt fencing and straw bales as 
appropriate, and site stabilization practices such as placing crushed stone on top of disturbed soil in areas 
of concentrated runoff. In addition, as indicated in mitigation measures ER Section 5.2.2, 
“Transportation,” on-site construction roads will be periodically watered down, if required, to control 
fugitive dust emissions. Water conservation will be considered when deciding how often dust suppression 
sprays will be applied. After construction is complete, the site will be stabilized with natural, low-water 
maintenance landscaping and pavement. 

Impacts to land and groundwater will be controlled during construction activities through compliance 
with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit 
obtained from Region 6 of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasures (SPCC) plan will also be implemented during construction activities to minimize 
environmental impacts from potential spills and to ensure prompt and appropriate remediation. Potential 
spills during activities are likely to occur around vehicle maintenance and fueling locations, storage tanks, 
and painting operations. The SPCC plan identifies sources, locations and quantities of potential spills and 
response measures. The plan also identifies individuals and their responsibilities for implementation of 
the plan and provide for prompt notifications of state and local authorities, as required. 

Waste management BMPs are used to minimize solid and hazardous waste materials. These practices 
include the placement of waste receptacles and trash dumpsters at convenient locations and the 
designation of vehicle and equipment maintenance areas for the collection of oil, grease and hydraulic 
fluids. Where practicable, materials suitable for recycling are collected. Adequately maintained sanitary 
facilities are provided for construction crews. 

4.1.4 Comparative Land Use Impacts of Alternative Actions 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.1.4.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  
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The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional land use impacts will be 
incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the Proposed Action is not implemented, there will be no 
land use impact to New Mexico. 

4.1.4.2  Reasonable Alternative Actions 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered the utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion 
technology on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same 
as that which will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and 
Piketon, Ohio. With this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, 
which must be disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value 
than AHF. The land use impacts of this alternative are potentially greater in the event that relatively large 
amounts of aqueous HF cannot be sold. In this case, treatment facilities would be required, and the 
treatment could result in generation of large amounts of materials for disposal. If the treated materials are 
not sold, then materials would have to be disposed of in a licensed facility. 

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that land use impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas may be 
greater than the Proposed Action, if aqueous HF generated by this alternative is not marketable or sold. 
This potentially greater impact is due to the difference in technologies that produce HF, and in the case of 
aqueous HF, results in the treatment and generation of CaF2 waste, if the CaF2 cannot be sold. 

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
land use impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be greater than the Proposed Action, if 
aqueous HF generated by this alternative is not marketable or sold. As above, this potentially greater 
impact is due to the difference in technologies that produce aqueous HF and in the treatment and 
generation of CaF2 waste if it cannot be sold. 

See Section 4.1.4.2, for the environmental impacts on land use should the enrichment companies utilize 
the present DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.2 Transportation Impacts 

The IIFP site is located in southeastern New Mexico near the New Mexico/Texas state line in Lea 
County, New Mexico. The site lies along the north side of U.S. 62/180 and the east side of NM 483 
running north to Lovington. See Figure 4-3, “Cities and Major Roads around Hobbs New Mexico.” U.S. 
62/180 intersects NM 18 providing access from the city of Hobbs south to Eunice and Jal, New Mexico. 
NM 132 runs north from Hobbs at the intersection with U.S. 62/180 to Denver City. U.S. 62/180 runs 
southwest to Carlsbad, New Mexico, approximately 81 km (50 mi) from the proposed site. U.S. 62/180 
runs east through Seminole, Texas, 45 km (28 mi) from Hobbs to Forth Worth, Texas, 547 km (340 mi) 
from the site. The nearest U.S. Interstate is Interstate 20, approximately 145 km (90 mi) to the southeast 
in Odessa, Texas. For the location of the interstate with reference to the site, see Figure 3-4 in ER Chapter 
3. 
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Figure 4- 3 Cities and Major Roads around Hobbs New Mexico 

4.2.1 Transportation Mode 

IIFP plans to use trucks and common carrier to make shipments during construction and operations. 
Therefore, the impacts of rail traffic are not evaluated. If rail shipments are needed for construction to 
bring large items to locations close to the plant where rail service is available, they are not expected to be 
a significant impact since they will be infrequent and will be managed as routine railroad traffic. 
Additionally, it is assumed that no air shipments will be used during construction or operation of the IIFP 
facility. Therefore, the impacts of air shipments are not evaluated. If air shipments are needed to bring 
specific items to the site, they are not expected to be a significant impact since they will be infrequent and 
will be managed as routine airfreight. Thus, the mode of transportation for construction and operation of 
the IIFP facility will consist of over-the-road trucks, ranging from heavy-duty 18-wheeled delivery trucks, 
concrete mixing trucks and dump trucks, to box and flatbed type light-duty delivery trucks. The primary 
transportation mode for the workforce to and from the site will be by car, truck, or van. 

4.2.2 Transportation Route  

The primary transportation route to the site from the east and west is U.S. 62/180, which leads directly by 
the site between Hobbs and Carlsbad. As seen in Table 4-1, from 2006 through 2008, the traffic count on 
U.S. 62/180 averaged 5,330 vehicles at the NM/Texas state line, increased to 6,980 at Hobbs, and slightly 
decreased to 6,460 at the junction of NM 8 which heads south through Monument and to Eunice via NM 

 132

IIFP Site 
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176/234. Traffic count dropped significantly to 3,420 at NM 483 near the IIFP site before increasing to 
4,090 at the Eddy County line, and dramatically increasing to 9,400 at Carlsbad. The percent commercial 
truck traffic ranged from 7% at the New Mexico state line to 52% past the site, then down to 25% at 
Carlsbad. NM 483 will be used for construction materials needed from the north from Lovington. 

As can be seen in Table 4-2, the north-south traffic count for the same three years averaged 975 at the 
junction of NM 483 and U.S. 62/180 to Lovington. Commercial vehicles accounted for 44% of the traffic 
on NM 483. Some materials may come from the south (Eunice) via NM 234 and NM 8 then U.S. 62/180. 
The average vehicle traffic over NM 8 was 1,340 vehicles per day, with 39% attributed to commercial 
vehicles. An alternate route from the south at Jal, New Mexico through Eunice will be via NM 18 to 
Hobbs then U.S. 62/180 to the site. The traffic count averaged 2,000 vehicles at Jal, increased to 5,625 at  

Table 4- 1 East-West Traffic Volume on U.S. Highways 62/180  

Location of Traffic Count 
Volume Characteristic (Average Annual Daily Traffic 

with Percent Commercial Truck) 

2008 2007 2006 

 Number % Number % Number % 
At Carlsbad, NM (Mile 36.4)1 6,421 25 10,971 25 10,815 25 
At Eddy/Lea County Lines (Mile 62.4)2 4,058 43 4,102 43 4,110 43 
At JCT NM 483 (Mile 92.1)2 3,394 52 3,434 52 3,439 52 
At JCT NM 8 (Mile 97.1)1 7,868 33 5,745 33 5,757 33 
At Hobbs, NM (Mile 103.4)2 7,052 12 6,993 12 6,894 12 
1.2 Miles West of NM/Texas State Line 
(Mile 108.5)1 5,300 7 5,500 7 5,200 7 
Source: NMDOT, 2009 
1Count derived from recent coverage counts 
2Annual growth factor generalized from coverage counts within the traffic segment and updated with loop and growth factors 
 

Table 4- 2 North-South Traffic Volumes on Other Highways in the Area of Influence  

Highway/Location of Traffic Count 

Volume Characteristic Average Annual Daily Traffic 
with Percent Commercial Truck) 

2008 2007 2006 
Number % Number % Number % 

NM 483 at JCT U.S. 62/180 955 44 975 44 998 44 
NM 483 at Lovington2 955 44 975 44 998 44 
NM 8 at JCT NM 1762 1,325 38 1,353 38 1,385 38 
NM 8 at U.S. 62/1802 1,302 40 1,329 40 1,360 40 
NM 18 at JCT NM 128 in Jal, NM1 2,344 41 1,835 41 1,816 41 
NM 18 at JCT 176 at Eunice, NM1 5,762 31 5,586 31 5,527 31 
NM 18 at JCT U.S. 61/180 at Hobbs2 12,407 16 12,303 16 11,705 16 
NM 18 at JCT Avenue K in Lovington2 7,588 16 7,525 16 7,418 16 
NM 132 at Hobbs2 2,122 42 2,186 42 2,227 42 
NM 132 at JCT NM 83 West to 
Lovington1 1,550 36 1,650 36 1,500 36 
Source: NMDOT, 2009 
1Count derived from recent coverage counts 
2Annual growth factor generalized from coverage counts within the traffic segment and updated with loop and growth factors 
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Eunice, then further increased to 12,140 vehicles at Hobbs with the commercial truck traffic accounting 
for 41%, 31%, and 16%, respectively. 

4.2.3 Traffic Pattern 

U.S. 62/180 provides a direct access past the site. The site access road is off NM 483 approximately 2.4 
km (1.5 mi) north of the intersection with U.S. 62/180 (Arkansas Junction). Considering that U.S. 62/180 
is a divided 4-lane highway and serves as a main east-west trucking thoroughfare for local industry, it 
should be able to handle the increased heavy-duty traffic adequately since the traffic count is significantly 
less at the site than in the urban ends of the highway at the Hobbs and Carlsbad areas. 

Table 4-3 provides the latest census data for workers (16 years and over) commuting to work in Lea 
County. Approximately 93% of the 19,828 workers in Lea County in 2000 used vehicles in getting to 
work.  

Table 4- 3 Workers 16 Years and Over Commuting to Work in Lea County 

Mode of Transportation Number Percentage (%) 
Car, Truck, or Van, Drove Alone 15,626 78.8 
Car, Truck or Van, Carpooled 2,963 14.9 
Public Transportation (Including Taxicab) 21 0.1 
Walked 343 1.7 
Other Means 339 1.7 
Worked at Home 536 2.7 
Total 19,828 100 
Mean Travel Time to Work (Minutes) 18.7 N/A 
Source: USCB, 2000 

4.2.4 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.1, “Proposed Action,” IIFP will construct and operate a 
facility that will use DUF6 to produce inorganic fluorides, uranium oxide, and anhydrous hydrofluoric 
acid. Figure 4-1 presents a schematic of the integrated facility showing the location of process buildings, 
roads, grounds, and other non-production facilities. 

4.2.4.1 Construction of Access Road 

Access to the site will be directly off of NM 483. The access roadway will eventually be converted to a 
permanent access road upon completion of construction. Therefore, impacts from this access road 
construction will be SMALL.  

4.2.4.2  Construction 

The impact on Transportation of IIFP employees is minimal (5-10) during the pre-licensing construction 
period. The number of construction workers during the pre-licensing construction period is estimated at 
between 30 and 60 per day. During Phase 1 construction activities the number of workers is estimated at 
between 90 and 150 per day. The maximum number of construction workers during the peak of the 
facility construction including Phase 2 is estimated at 200. Thus, the maximum potential increase from 
construction worker traffic during the construction phases is 200 roundtrips per day.  
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The maximum potential daily increase to traffic due to construction deliveries and waste removal will be 
about 20 roundtrips per day over the site preparation and major building construction period. This value is 
based on the estimated number of material deliveries and construction waste shipments during the period 
of site preparation and major building construction. 

If all the construction traffic used the access road off NM 483, this will result in a 42% increase in traffic 
on that 2-lane highway. The vast majority of this increase is expected to be on the 1.5 mile section 
between the access road and U.S. 62/180. Compared with the traffic count for the various highways from 
2006 through 2008 and the transportation commuting statistics in Lea County from the 2000 census data, 
the impact of this temporary increase in traffic during construction is considered SMALL to 
MODERATE for the peak construction period.  

4.2.4.3 Operations 

As stated in ER Section 4.10.2.1, the operational workforce at the IIFP plant during Phase 1will be up to 
138 employees. Thus the maximum potential increase to traffic due to operational workers is 138 
roundtrips per day. This is an upper bound estimate since all workers do not work on any given day and 
some may carpool. It is anticipated that operations will be conducted using three 8-hour shifts per day. 
Operational shift changes for site personnel are estimated to average 40 to 60 vehicles per shift change. 
Considering both the leaving shift and the incoming shift, the operational shift change will double to 80 to 
120 vehicles. This will amount to increased traffic of 240 to 360 vehicles per day for operational 
personnel.  

After Phase 2 is operational, total plant employee population is estimated up to 160. 

The increase in traffic on NM 483 will be 12% during each shift change or a 37% increase in traffic per 
day. If all the traffic went east/west on U.S. 62/180, this will be less than 4% increase at Arkansas 
Junction at each shift change or an 11% increase in traffic per day. The Proposed Action will have a 
SMALL to MODERATE impact on the transportation pattern from IIFP operations personnel. 

The maximum potential increase to traffic due to operational deliveries and waste removal shipments is 
estimated at about 2,650 roundtrips per year. This value is based on estimated 550 radiological shipments 
per year plus 2,100 non-radiological shipments per year. Thus, an average of approximately 10 roundtrips 
for operational deliveries and waste management will occur daily during a normal 5-day work week. 
Compared with the transportation commuting statistics in Lea County from the 2000 census data and the 
traffic count on the specific highways, this increase in traffic from operational deliveries and waste 
removal will be SMALL. One mitigation measure to be considered by IIFP is to schedule operations 
worker shift changes and truck shipments for off-peak traffic periods, when practical. 

Leaving the plant site on south NM 483, most vehicles will likely travel east at Arkansas Junction on U.S. 
62/180 towards the city of Hobbs, New Mexico, and Seminole, Texas or turn south on NM 8 toward 
Eunice, New Mexico and then to NM 18 towards the city of Jal, New Mexico. Personnel leaving the plant 
site could also turn north onto NM 483 towards the city of Lovington, New Mexico. From U.S. 62/180 at 
Arkansas Junction, some vehicles will turn west toward the western part of Lea County and to Eddy 
County to Carlsbad. Considering the amount of traffic that nearby roadways experience on a daily 
average, the increase in vehicle flow associated with site construction and on-site operations will be low 
to moderate. Generally, as the distance from the site increases, impacts to the transportation network are 
expected to decrease as traffic becomes more dispersed.  
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4.2.4.4 Decommissioning 

The plans for decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility are described in Chapter 10 of the License 
Application, Decommissioning. The number of on-site workers required during the decommissioning 
phase of the Proposed IIFP Facility once production ceases is projected to be approximately 40 workers. 
This is 110 fewer workers than the number projected for the Phase 2 production of the IIFP facility. 
Decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will include the decontamination and removal of the 
equipment and other materials being shipped for off-site disposal. The number of truck shipments will 
depend on the quantities of equipment and waste materials resulting from decommissioning. It is expected 
that the average number of truck shipments from the site will be similar to the average daily truck traffic 
during the initial pre-licensing and general construction phases.  

Radioactively-contaminated equipment and materials removed during decommissioning that require off-
site disposal will be shipped to a licensed treatment or disposal facility (as appropriate for the material 
type) or disposed of in a manner authorized by the NRC. The transport of these shipments will comply 
with applicable NRC and U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requirements in effect at the time of 
facility closure. These truck shipments will occur over the period anticipated to complete the 
decommissioning activities. The number of truck trips from the Proposed IIFP Site, the destinations for 
those trips, and the routes used to travel to those destinations will depend on the quantities and types of 
equipment and demolition material shipped off site, as well as the locations of the treatment and disposal 
facilities open and with capacity to receive the shipments at the time that decommissioning will begin. 

The transportation impacts associated with decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will be 
temporary and variable over the decommissioning period for the IIFP facility. Given the significant 
reduction in the number of on-site workers, the level of expected truck traffic, and the relatively short 
duration for many of the expected decommissioning activities, the transportation impacts of the Proposed 
Action during decommissioning are anticipated to be SMALL to MODERATE. 

4.2.5 Other Construction Transportation Impacts 

Impacts from construction transportation will include the generation of fugitive dust, changes in scenic 
quality, and added noise. 

Dust will be generated to some degree during the various stages of construction activity. The amount of 
dust emissions will vary according to the types of activity. The first five months of construction will 
likely be the period of highest emissions since approximately 16.2 ha (40 ac) of the 259 ha (640 ac) will 
be involved, along with the greatest number of construction vehicles operating on an unpaved surface. 
Pre-licensing construction activities will reduce the maximum concentration of emissions but will extend 
the period over which emissions are generated. During construction of the Phase 2 facility, dust emissions 
will be considerably less since the access road and the plant roads will already be paved. 

Air quality impacts from general construction site preparation for the IIFP plant have been evaluated 
using emission factors. Emission rates for fugitive dust were estimated using emission factors provided in 
AP-42, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (EPA, 
2009a). A more detailed discussion of air emissions can be found in ER Section 4.6.1, “Air Quality 
Impacts from Construction.” The air quality impacts due to construction activities are SMALL. 

Fugitive dust emission rates were assumed to be from a uniform area source with emissions occurring 10 
hours per day, 5 days per week, and 50 weeks per year. This also assumes peak construction activity 
levels were maintained throughout the construction period. Emissions from fugitive dust were below the 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
Page 4-12 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) (CFR, 2009ll). Additionally, pre-licensing 
construction will lower the work density and therefore the maximum concentration of 
emissions/particulates. These conservative assumptions will result in predicted air concentrations that 
tend to overestimate the potential impacts. Fugitive dust will originate predominantly from vehicle traffic 
on unpaved surfaces, earth moving, excavating and bulldozing, and to a lesser extent from wind erosion. 

Although plant construction will significantly alter its natural state of the site, there are no high quality 
viewing areas nearby and there is existing industrial development on surrounding properties. Therefore, 
impacts to the scenic quality of the site are considered to be SMALL. Also, construction vehicles are 
comparable to trucks servicing neighboring facilities. 

As detailed in ER Section 4.7, “Noise Impacts,” the temporary increase in noise levels along U.S. 62/180 
and NM 483 due to construction vehicles is not expected to impact nearby receptors significantly, due to 
substantial truck traffic currently using these roadways and the distance to the receptors. Noise impacts 
due to construction traffic are SMALL. 

4.2.6 Radioactive Material Transportation 

The DUF6 suppliers (customers) to IIFP have approval though their NRC license to use the type 48-Y or 
type 48-G cylinder design for containing DUF6. These cylinders have a 14-ton (12-metric-ton) capacity. 
Cylinders shipped to the IIFP plant are transported by truck trailers that are Department of Transportation 
(DOT) approved. 48Y cylinders are designed, fabricated and shipped in accordance with ANSI N14.1, 
“Uranium Hexafluoride–Packaging for Transport.” These will be transported by 18 wheel trucks, one per 
trailer/truck. Once the DUF6 contents have been fed through the autoclaves at the IIFP facility, each 
cylinder will have remaining material (heel) of less than 23 kg (50 lb) of DUF6 and uranium daughter 
products. Empty cylinders are shipped back to the suppliers/customers for refilling, after they have been 
weighed, inspected, and monitored. 

The type 48-G cylinders may require the supplier/customer to obtain a DOT exemption for over-the-road 
shipment. The type 48-G cylinders have been shipped in the past by the Department of Energy, but 
typically it has been used in the industry as an on-site storage cylinder for DUF6. If a customer were to 
contract for shipments of DUF6 to the IIFP facility using type 48-G cylinders, the arrangement would 
require completely emptying the cylinder into the IIFP process and providing for final disposition of the 
empty cylinder. One means of disposing of the empty cylinder is to use it as a waste container for 
uranium oxide that is sent to the licensed disposal facility.  

Radioactive material shipments will be transported in packages that meet the requirements of 10 CFR 71 
and 49 CFR 173 (CFR, 2009m; CFR, 2009ii). The NRC has evaluated the environmental impacts 
resulting from the transport of nuclear materials in NUREG-0170, “Final Environmental Statement on the 
Transportation of Radioactive Material By Air and Other Modes” (NRC, 1977a), updated by 
NUREG/CR-4829, “Shipping Container Response to Severe Highway and Railway Accident Conditions” 
(NRC, 1987a). These references include accident scenarios related to the transportation of radioactive 
material. The NRC found that the accidents evaluated have no significant environmental impacts and the 
results bound IIFP transportation accidents. The materials that will be transported to and from the IIFP 
facility are within the scope of the environmental impacts evaluated by the NRC. Because these impacts 
have been addressed in a previous NRC environmental impact statement, these impacts do not require 
further evaluation in this report. 

The dose equivalent to the public and worker for incident-free transportation has been conservatively 
calculated to illustrate the relative impact resulting from transporting radioactive material. Depleted 
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uranium feed and associated low-level waste (LLW) will be transported to and from the IIFP site. The 
following sections describe each of these conveyances, associated routes, and the dose contribution to the 
public and worker.  

4.2.6.1 Transportation Modes, Routes, and Distances 

The DUF6 feed materials for the facility will be transported by truck via highway travel only. A main 
source of the DUF6 feed material is expected to come from the Louisiana Enrichment Services (LES), 
National Enrichment Facility (NEF) near Eunice, New Mexico. The distance between the IIFP Facility 
and the NEF is 33 km (20 mi). The primary transportation route between the site and the depleted UF6 
feed from the NEF will be via NM 234 and NM 8 then U.S. 62/180. 

Additionally, DUF6 feed could come from the Global Laser Enrichment (GLE) facility to be built in 
Wilmington, NC. The GLE facility is presently seeking a license to enrich UF6 using an advanced 
technology. Wilmington, NC is 2,350 km (1,460 mi) from Hobbs. The primary route from Wilmington to 
Hobbs is as follows: U.S.76 to Whitefield, NC; U.S.74 to I-95 south of Lumberton, NC; I-95 to I-20 prior 
to Columbia; SC, I-20 through South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana to Big 
Spring, Texas; U.S. 87 to Lamesa, TX; then U.S. 180 to Hobbs. 

DUF6 feed could come from the AREVA facility near Eagle Falls, ID at a distance of 1,421 km (883 mi). 
For shipments from the AREVA facility, the primary route would be I-15 to Salt Lake City, UT; I-80 to 
Cheyenne, WY; I-25 to Las Vegas, NV; US -84 to Melrose, NM; NM 263/3 to Portales, NM; NM 206 to 
Lovington, NM; then NM 483 to the IIFP Site. 

Additional DUF6 feed could come from the Paducah USEC facility at a distance of 1415 km (879 mi) or 
from the USEC’s American Centrifuge Facility near Piketon, Ohio at a distance of 1,950 km (1,250 
miles).  For shipments from the Paducah facility, the primary route would use US 60 to Cairo, IL; I-55 to 
Memphis, TN; I-40 to Little Rock, AR; 1-30 and I-20 to Dallas, TX; I-20 to Big Springs, TX; US 87 to 
Lamesa, TX; then US 180 to Hobbs. For shipment from Piketon, OH, take US 35 to Dayton, OH; I-75N 
to Toledo, OH; I-70  to St. Louis, MO; I-44  Oklahoma City, OK; I-40 to I-40/I-27 to Lubbock, TX; US 
62/82 to US 62/180 to the IIFP Site. 

ER Section 3.12.2.2, “Radioactive and Mixed Wastes,” describes the various radioactive waste types that 
will be generated by IIFP operations. All solid radioactive wastes generated will be Class A low-level 
wastes. One low-level waste disposal site that is likely to be used to process or dispose of IIFP radioactive 
or mixed waste is the Energy Solutions facility in Clive, Utah. The Clive site is owned and operated by 
Energy Solutions of Utah. Currently, the license allows acceptance of Class A waste only. In addition to 
accepting radioactive waste, the Clive facility may accept some mixed wastes. This facility is licensed to 
accept IIFP low-level waste either directly from the IIFP site or as processed waste from off-site waste 
processing vendors. The disposal site is approximately 1,636 km (1,016 mi) from the IIFP facility. The 
route to the Clive facility is as follows: take NM 483 to Lovington, then follow NM 206 N to Portales, 
then NM 267 to Melrose, then U.S. 84/U.S. 60 to Fort Sumner, then continue to follow U.S. 84 to I-40 
near Santa Rosa west toward Las Vegas. Continue on I-40 through Colorado, entering Wyoming. Merge 
onto I-80 toward Laramie, entering Utah. Take exit 49 at Clive, Utah. 

Waste Control Specialists (WCS) near Eunice currently owns and operates a RCRA/TSCA landfill and 
provides treatment and storage services for hazardous and mixed low-level radioactive wastes. WCS 
currently cannot receive and dispose of the IIFP uranium oxide wastes. The distance from WCS is 
approximately 33 km (20 mi). From the site, take NM 483 south to U.S. 62/180, then east toward Hobbs. 
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Take NM 8 south to NM 176. Take NM 176 east through Eunice and past the New Mexico/Texas border 
to the access road to WCS. 

4.2.6.2 Radioactive Treatment and Packaging Procedure 

Specific handling of radioactive and mixed wastes is discussed in detail in ER Section 3.12, “Waste 
Management.” Packaging of product material, radioactive waste and mixed waste will be in accordance 
with plant implementation procedures that follow 10 CFR 71 (CFR, 2009m) and 49 CFR 171-173 (CFR, 
2009hh; CFR, 2009ii). Depleted UF6 shipments will have additional packaging controls in accordance 
with ANSI N14.1 (ANSI, 2001). Waste materials will have additional packaging controls in accordance 
with each respective disposal or processing site's acceptance criteria (CFR, 2009m). 

4.2.6.3 Incident–Free Scenario Radiological Dose 

Incident-free transport means that the radioactive material is transported without a traffic accident or other 
incident resulting in no release of radioactive material to the environment. The radiological dose a person 
is exposed to as a result of materials being transported incident-free to and from the Proposed IIFP 
Facility is dependent on several factors, including the external radiation levels of the package being 
transported, distance from the package to the exposed individual, exposure time per shipment, and 
number of shipments individuals are exposed to over a time period (i.e., shipments per year). 

The radiological dose equivalents from incident-free transportation for categories of shipping are 
presented in Table 4-4, “Incident-Free Transportation Dose to the Public and Worker.” Each shipment 
category represents the various material shipments to and from the IIFP site. Within each category, 
radioactive material may be shipped to different locations. For calculation purposes, the worst-case dose 
equivalent was calculated and showed SMALL impact. The collective dose equivalent to the general 
public from the worst case (highest dose) route in each shipping category (waste and DUF6) totaled 
1.50E-06 person-Sv/year (1.50E-04 person-rem/year). Similarly, the dose equivalent to the onlooker, 
driver and worker were 8.19E-03, 9.50E-01, 3.09E-08 person-Sv/year (8.19E-01, 9.50E+00, 3.09E-06 
person-rem/year), respectively.  

The cumulative dose equivalent to the general public from transportation of DUF6 and solid waste was 
based on the model in NUREG/CR-0130 (NRC, 1978), which in turn was based on WASH-1238. 
NUREG/CR-0130 (NRC, 1978) defines the dose to the general public resulting from the transportation of 
radioactive materials as equal to 1.2E-07/person/Sv/km (1.9E-05 person-rem/mile), based on several 
demographic variables. This dose equivalent per distance was corrected for each route to or from the IIFP 
site. The 2000 census demographics information was proportioned to each route, resulting in a correlated 
dose equivalent to the general public, while still employing the same assumption in NUREG/CR-0130 
(NRC, 1978) and WASH-1238.  

Additionally, the routine transportation impacts involving UF6 shipments are consistent with the findings 
of a prior EIS of NRC, NUREG-0170, “Final Environmental Statement on the Transportation of 
Radioactive Material by Air and Other Modes” (NRC, 1977a). The analysis in this NRC EIS concluded 
that “the average radiation dose to the population at risk from normal transportation is a small fraction of 
the limits recommended for members of the public from all sources of radiation other than natural and 
medical sources and is a small fraction of natural background doses” (NRC, 1977a). Routine 
transportation shipments from the IIFP facility are expected to be no greater than the conclusions drawn 
in the NRC EIS. 
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4.2.6.4 Environmental Impacts from Severe Transportation Accidents of Radioactive Material 

Evaluation of Radiological Impacts of Transportation Accidents Involving DUF6   

The Department of Energy evaluated the radiological consequences of a severe transportation accident 
involving DUF6 (DOE, 2004a), (DOE, 2004b). These accidents are characterized by extreme mechanical 
and thermal forces, and accidents of this severity will be expected to be extremely rare (Biwer et al., 
2001). Because DOE postulated a hypothetical accident that could occur at any location, the results are 
not route-dependent. DOE evaluated the radiological consequences to people in rural areas [6 
persons/km2 (15 persons/mi2)], suburban areas [719 persons/km2 (1,798 persons/mi2)], and urban areas 
[1,600 persons/km2 (4,000/persons mi2)]. Radiation doses were estimated under neutral atmospheric 
conditions [Stability Class D with a wind speed of 14 km/hr (9 mi/hr)] and stable atmospheric conditions 
[Stability Class F with a wind speed of 3.5 km/hr (2.2 mi/hr)]. 

Table 4-5 presents the radionuclide inventory of uranium cylinders. Table 4-6 and Table 4-7 list the 
radiological consequences of these severe transportation accidents based on the radionuclide inventories.  

For a severe truck accident involving one cylinder of DUF6, the population radiation dose could be as 
high as 32,000- person-rem in an urban area, if stable atmospheric conditions exist at the time of the 
accident. Based on this population radiation dose, it was estimated that there could be 20 Latent Cancer 
Fatalities (LCF) in the exposed population of about 3 million people. For comparison, in a population of 3 
million people, approximately 700,000 will be expected to die from cancer of all causes. The radiation 
dose for the Maximum Exposed Individual (MEI) was estimated to be as high as 0.91 rem if stable 
atmospheric conditions existed at the time of the accident. The probability of a LCF for this individual 
was estimated to be 0.0005. 

Table 4- 5 Radionuclide Inventory of Uranium Cylinders 

Material 
234U Inventory 

(Ci) 
235U Inventory 

(Ci) 
238U Inventory 

(Ci) 
DU Feeda 1.1 0.064 2.8 
DU Tailsb 0.50 0.037 2.8 

Source: DOE (2004a, 2004b)  

aDU feed has a range of enrichments from 0.35 to less than 0.711 weight percent 235U. In this analysis the DU feed enrichment was assumed to be 
0.35 weight percent 235U, which maximizes the amount of DU tails. 
bDU tails assumed to be 0.2 weight percent 235U. 

Based on an equivalent number of operating years for the facilities, the IIFP accident consequence 
assessment for radiological impacts to the population from severe truck transportation accidents are 
expected to be no greater than the results presented in the DOE EIS for DUF6, depleted uranium oxides 
and heel cylinders (See Table 4-6). 
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Table 4- 6 Potential Radiological Consequences for the Population from Severe Transportation 
Accidentsa  

Mode Neutral Meterological Conditions Stable Meterological Conditions
Ruralb Suburban Urbanb Ruralb Suburban Urbanb

DUF6 Radiological Dose (person-rem) 
Truck 590 580 1,300 15,000 15,000 32,000

Depleted U3O8 (in bulk bags) Radiological Dose (person-rem) 
Truck 250 250 550 630 610 1,400 

Depleted U3O8 (1 cylinder) Radiological Dose (person-rem) 
Truck 120 110 250 280 280 620 

Heel cylindersc Radiological Dose (person-rem) 
Truck 0.25 0.067 0.15 0.44 0.12 0.26 

DUF6 Radiological Risk (LCF)c 
Truck 0.4 0.3 0.8 7 7 20

Depleted U3O8 (in bulk bags) Radiological Risk (LCF)d 
Truck 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.7 

Depleted U3O8 (1 cylinder) Radiological Risk (LCF)d 
Truck 0.06 0.06 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 

Heel Cylindersc Radiological Risk (LCF)d 
Truck 0.0001 3 x 10-5 7 x 10-5 0.0002. 6 x 10-5 0.0001 
Source: DOE (2004a, 2004b). 
a National average population densities were used for the accident consequence assessment, corresponding to densities of 6 person/km2, 719 
persons/km2, and 1,600 person/km2, for rural, suburban, and urban zones, respectively. Potential impacts were estimated for the population with a 
50-mi (80-km) radius, assuming a uniform population density for each zone. 
b  It is important to note that the urban population density generally applies to a relatively small urbanized area—very few, if any urban areas 
have a population density as high as 1,600 person/km2, extending as far as 50-mi (80-km). The urban population density corresponds to 
approximately 32 million people within the 50-mi (80 km) radius, well in excess of the total populations along the routes considered in the 
assessment.  
c Cylinders assumed not to meet waste acceptance criteria for Envirocare. Shipped “as-is”, one per truck. 
d LCF’s were calculated by multiplying the dose by the ICRP Publication 60 health risk factors of 4 x 10-4 fatal cancers per person-rem for 
workers and 5 x 10-4 for the public (ICRP, 1991).  
 

Table 4- 7 Radiological Consequences for the Maximally Exposed Individual from Severe 
Transportation Accidents Involving Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride 

Mode 
Neutral Atmospheric Conditions Stable Atmospheric Conditions 

Dose (rem) Probability of 
LCFa Dose (rem) Probability of 

LCFa 
Truck 0.43 0.0003 0.91 0.0005 
Source: DOE (2004a, 2004b) 
aLCFs (latent cancer fatalities) are calculated by multiplying the radiation dose by the health risk conversion factor of 0.0006 fatal cancers per 
person-rem  
 
Based on an equivalent number of operating years for the facilities, the IIFP radiological consequences 
for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) from severe truck transportation accidents involving DUF6 
are expected to be no greater than the results presented in the DOE EIS summarized in Table 4-7 above.  
 

Evaluation of Chemical Impacts of Transportation Accidents Involving DUF6   

The DOE studies also evaluated the chemical consequences of a transportation accident involving UF6 
(2004a, 2004b). If UF6 is released to the atmosphere, it reacts with water vapor in the air to form HF an 
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UO2F2, independent of the enrichment of the UF6 (i.e., natural, enriched, or depleted). The products are 
chemically toxic to humans. HF is extremely corrosive; it can damage the lungs and cause death if inhaled 
at high enough concentrations. In addition, uranium is a heavy metal that, in addition to being radioactive, 
can have toxic chemical effects (primarily on the kidneys) if it enters the body by way of ingestion and/or 
inhalation. 

Because DOE postulated a hypothetical accident that could occur at any location, the results are not route-
dependent. DOE evaluated chemical impacts to rural areas [6 persons/km2 (15 persons/mi2)], suburban 
areas [719 persons/km2 (1,798 persons/mi2)], and urban areas [1,600 persons/km2 (4,000 persons/mi2)]. 
Chemical impacts depend only on the amount of DUF6 in the container and not on the enrichment of the 
uranium. 

The toxic effects, or chemical impacts, can be categorized as adverse health effects or irreversible adverse 
health effects. An adverse health effect includes respiratory irritation or skin rash associated with lower 
chemical concentrations. An irreversible adverse health effect generally occurs at higher chemical 
concentrations and is permanent in nature. Irreversible adverse health effects include death, impaired 
organ function (such as central nervous system or lung damage), and other effects that may impair daily 
functions. Of those individuals receiving an irreversible adverse health effect, approximately 1% or less 
will die from it. 

Table 4-8 and Table 4-9 list the chemical consequences of these severe transportation accidents. The 
consequences of such an accident (worst-case scenario) were estimated on the basis of the assumption 
that the accident occurred in an urban area under stable atmosphere conditions (such as at night-time) 
when there is less dispersion of released material than during neutral atmospheric conditions. In such a 
case, it was estimated that approximately four persons might experience irreversible adverse effects (such 
as lung or kidney damage) from exposure to HF and uranium. The number of fatalities expected 
following an HF or uranium chemical exposure is expected to be somewhat less than 1% of those persons 
experiencing irreversible adverse effects. See Table 4-9. Thus, no fatalities will be expected (1% of 4). 

Table 4- 8 Chemical Consequences for the Population from Severe Transportation Accidents 
Involving Depleted Uranium Hexafluoridea 

Mode Neutral Atmospheric Conditions Stable Atmospheric Conditions 
Rural Suburban Urbanb Rural Suburban Urbanb 

Number of People with the Potential for Adverse Health Effects 
Truck 0 2 4 6 760 1,700 

Number of People with the Potential for Irreversible Health Effectsc 
Truck 0 1 2 0 1 3 

Source: DOE (2004a, 2004b). 
aNational average population densities were used for the accident consequences assessment, corresponding to densities of 6 persons/km2 for rural 
zones, 719 persons/km2 for suburban zones, and 1,600 persons/km2 for urban zones. Potential impacts were estimated for the population within a 
50-mi (80-km) radius, assuming a uniform population density for each zone. 
bIt is important to note that the urban population density generally applies to relatively small urbanized area-very few, if any, urban areas have a 
population density as high as 1,600 persons/km2 extending as far as 80 km (50 mi). That urban population density corresponds to approximately 
32 million people within the 50 mile radius, well in excess of the total populations along the routes considered in this assessment. 
cExposure to HF or uranium compounds is estimated to result in fatality to approximately 1% or less of those persons experiencing irreversible 
adverse effects. 

Based on an equivalent number of operating years for the facilities, the IIFP accident consequence 
assessment for chemical impacts from severe transportation accidents involving DUF6 are expected to be 
no greater than the results presented in the DOE EIS. (See Table 4-8).  
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Table 4- 9 Chemical Consequences for the Maximally Exposed Individual from Severe 
Transportation Accidents Involving Depleted Uranium Hexafluoride 

 
Mode 

Neutral Atmospheric Conditions Stable Atmospheric Conditions 
Adverse Effects Irreversible 

Adverse Effects 
Adverse Effects Irreversible 

Adverse Effects 
Truck Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Source: DOE (2004a, 2004b) 
aExposure to HF or uranium compounds is estimated to result in fatality to approximately 1% or less of those persons experiencing irreversible 
adverse effects. 

Based on an equivalent number of operating years for the facilities, the IIFP radiological consequences 
for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) from severe truck transportation accidents involving DUF6 
are expected to be no greater than the results presented in the DOE EIS summarized in Table 4-8 and 4-9 
above.  

4.2.7  Cumulative Impacts 

The pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility 
will result in an incremental increase in the daily vehicle trips on NM 483, U.S. 62/180, and the other 
connecting roadways in the vicinity of the facility. However, the transportation impacts resulting from 
these traffic increases will not be cumulative over the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, 
and decommissioning phases of the Proposed Action. 

The increased automobile and truck traffic associated with the Proposed IIFP Facility will increase motor 
vehicle air emissions and traffic noise in the vicinity of the site. Air emissions and noise impacts from the 
motor vehicle traffic accessing the Proposed IIFP Facility are discussed in Section 4.6, “Air Quality 
Impacts,” and Section 4.7, “Noise Impacts,” respectively. 

The impact of the cumulative daily vehicle trips that will be generated by the Proposed IIFP Facility on 
traffic flow on the segment of U.S. 62/180 in the immediate vicinity of the Arkansas Junction is 
anticipated to be SMALL. However, the impact of cumulative daily vehicle trips on NM 483 is 
anticipated to be MODERATE. On a regional basis, the cumulative transportation impacts for the 
Proposed IIFP Facility are expected to be SMALL. 

The cumulative routine transportation are determined to be SMALL as described in Section 4.2.6.3.The 
cumulative radiological or chemical (DUF6) impacts of severe transportation accidents shipments are 
expected to be no greater than those evaluated in prior DOE and NRC Environmental Impact Statements 
as described and cited above.  

Similarly, the NRC has evaluated the environmental impacts resulting from the transport of nuclear 
materials in NUREG-0170, “Final Environmental Statement on the Transportation of Radioactive 
Material by Air and Other Modes” (NRC, 1977a), and updated by NUREG/CR-4829, “Shipping 
Container Response to Severe Highway and Railway Accident Conditions” (NRC, 1987a). These 
references include accident scenarios related to the transportation of radioactive material. The NRC found 
that these accidents have no significant environmental impacts (NRC, 1977a; NRC 1987a). 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
Page 4-20 

4.2.8  Impact Controls 

Control measures that can be used to mitigate the motor vehicle traffic impacts on U.S. 62/180 and NM 
483 in the immediate vicinity of the IIFP facility with the connecting roads to the other communities due 
to the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP 
Facility include the following: 

• Schedule Proposed IIFP Facility operations worker shift changes and truck shipments for off-
peak traffic periods, when practical. 

• Install a traffic light at the site entrance on NM 483. 

4.2.9 Comparative Transportation Impacts of Alternative Actions 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.2.9.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment companies to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

Transportation of DUF6 cylinders from the NEF to de-convert at either DOE site will be considerably 
further by 1,415 km (879 mi) to Paducah or 1,950 km (1,212 mi) to Piketon. Transportation of DUF6 
cylinders from the GLE will be somewhat shorter distances. See Section 2.7.1.2, “Environmental Impacts 
for Transportation of Radioactive Material,” for the transportation impact of this No-Action Alternative.  

4.2.9.2  Reasonable Alternate Actions 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered the utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion 
technology on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same 
as that which will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and 
Piketon, Ohio. With this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, 
which must be disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value 
than AHF. In this case, treatment facilities would be required, and the treatment could result in generation 
of large amounts of materials for disposal. The transportation impacts for this scenario will be greater 
than the impacts of the Proposed Action due to the shipment of wastes generated by the neutralization of 
aqueous HF. 

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that transportation impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas may 
be greater than the Proposed Action.  
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The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
transportation impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar than the Proposed Action 
at another site.  

For the environmental impacts on transportation should the enrichment companies utilize existing DOE 
de-conversion facilities, see Section 4.2.9.1. 

4.3 Geology and Soil Impacts 

Site geology and soils are fully described in the ER Section 3.3. The sections below address the impacts 
of the Proposed Action on site geology and soils. 

4.3.1 Geology Impacts 

As indicated in Section 3.3, the IIFP site in Lea County, NM is located near the edge of High Plains, also 
called the Llano Estacado. The High Plains are capped by a thick layer of caliche, locally known as the 
Caprock that extends throughout northern Lea County. The caprock was formed when surface drying 
caused mineral-laden water to rise by capillary action to the surface. Evaporating, the minerals were left 
behind to cement the otherwise loose sandy sediments of the Ogallala Group. The caprock is generally 
covered by sands and soils. The shallow geological conditions will not create any significant impacts on 
site preparation and construction of the facility. The seismicity at the site is relatively low, but will be 
mitigated by incorporation of seismic criteria in the design. 

4.3.2 Soils Impacts 

Soils for the Hobbs site are sandy and well drained, with a well-developed caliche layer occurring at the 
surface or as shallow as 25 to 30 cm (10 in to 12 in) below the surface in some areas of the site. Caliche 
refers to a buff, white, or reddish brown calcareous material commonly found in layers on or near the 
surface of soils in arid regions. No soil sample borings are available for this site; however, the deposit of 
caliche cap across the site is expected to occur in a thickness range of 2.4 to 7.6 m (8 to 25 ft). The Hobbs 
site has a caliche rock layer that will have to be negotiated for civil construction work. The site is nearly 
flat with a slight slope that accommodates drainage.  

Foundation conditions at the site are generally good and no potential for mineral development exists or 
has been found at the site. Construction activities may cause some short-term increases in soil erosion at 
the site, although rainfall in the region is limited. Erosion impacts due to site clearing and grading will be 
mitigated by utilization of construction and erosion control BMPs. (See ER Section 4.1, “Land Use 
Impacts,” for a discussion of construction BMPs and a list of potential pre-licensing construction tasks.) 
Disturbed soils will be stabilized as part of construction work. Earth berms, dikes and sediment fences 
will be utilized as necessary during all phases of construction to limit runoff. Much of the excavated areas 
will be covered by structures or paved, limiting the creation of new dust sources. Watering will be used to 
control potentially fugitive construction dust. Water conservation will be considered when deciding how 
often dust suppression sprays will be applied. Pre-licensing construction tasks conducted prior to NRC 
approval of the license for the Phase 1 facility will be preparatory in nature and will not involve any 
process or safety related equipment or systems. The pre-licensing construction activities only affect the 
timing of work and will not increase the scope or environmental impact of facility construction. 
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4.3.3 Site Preparation and Construction 

Pre-licensing and general construction activities that will disturb the shallow site soils are anticipated to 
include stripping of topsoil within the 16.2-ha (40-ac) IIFP Facility Site; excavation of soils for a 
stormwater retention basins; backfill, compaction, and grading activities for parking areas and buildings; 
and shallow and/or deep foundation installations for buildings. Additionally, construction of the proposed 
access road will be included within the 259-ha (640-ac) buffer area. 

The engineering design will specify the volume of soils that will be impacted during the construction 
phases. At this time, it is assumed that any shallow soils disturbed or moved during facility construction 
will be reused within the 16.2-ha (40-ac) Site. No off-site disposal of soil is expected. 

4.3.4 Road Construction at the Proposed Site 

The access road from NM 483 (Arkansas Junction Road) to the Proposed IIFP Facility will cross several 
different soil types, as outlined on the soil type map shown in Figure 3-24, “Custom Soil Resource Report 
Soil Map of the IIFP Site.” The topsoil will likely need to be stripped before road construction can begin, 
and the remaining shallow soils that are considered suitable for a roadbed will need to be compacted. The 
resulting increase in impervious area will impact the volume of runoff from the land surface, but the 
amount of topsoil or sediment available for transport as erosion will be decreased. Roadbed preparations 
will have a SMALL impact on the site soils.  

4.3.5  Grading within the IIFP Site 

The grading within the IIFP facility site will begin with the removal of topsoil from areas designated for 
the new construction. The topsoil thickness to be removed will be determined by the soil test borings 
performed as part of the preliminary subsurface investigation. Following removal of topsoil, those areas at 
grade or designated to receive fill will likely be proof-rolled to identify those areas needing additional soil 
repair. Any area that ruts or bumps appear excessively in the opinion of the geotechnical engineer will be 
undercut to firm bearing or be repaired, as directed by the engineer.  

4.3.6 Operations 

Impacts to shallow soils after construction is complete and during Proposed IIFP Facility operation are 
SMALL. The stormwater retention basins within the 16.2-ha (40-ac) IIFP Facility Site will manage 
stormwater runoff up to a 100-year return period event. Operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility will not 
involve additional soil disturbances; therefore, additional areas susceptible to soil erosion and dust 
generation will not be created. 

4.3.7  Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will involve removal of internal structures, utilities, and 
products from the building; however, the physical structure, associated foundations, access roads, and 
utility lines will likely remain intact. Soil testing will demonstrate that residual soils meet NRC and EPA 
guidelines for free release. Impacts to shallow soils are expected to be SMALL upon completion of the 
decommissioning process. 
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4.3.8  Cumulative Impacts to Site Soils 

Approximately 16.2 ha (40 ac) of land will be disturbed during the development of this project. During 
construction, shallow soils will be disturbed for the construction of building footings and the excavation 
of stormwater retention basins; however, as with the Proposed Action, measures will be taken to ensure 
that the impacts will be minimized as indicated in Section 4.3.9. Also, there will be an increase in 
stormwater runoff and a decrease in erosion due to conversion of vegetated lands to impervious surfaces. 
These impacts will be mitigated by the designated retention basins. Cumulative shallow soils impacts 
from the Proposed Action are SMALL. 

4.3.9  Impact Controls 

The practices and measures used to control soil impacts during construction include the following: 

• Best management practices (BMPs) to control soil and sediment migration. These BMPs are 
further described in Sections 4.4.7, “Control of Impacts to Water Quality,” and Chapter 5.0, 
“Mitigation Measures.” 

• Engineering design plans that minimize soil disturbance during construction activities. 
• Use of soils from on-site borrow pits, if necessary for construction purposes, that are accessible 

via existing roadbeds to minimize disturbance to other areas of the site.  
• Management of construction activities so that only designated areas within the 16.2-ha (40-ac) 

Site are disturbed and so that no heavy equipment or construction operations are allowed to 
affect areas outside the 16.2 ha (40 ac) unless specifically designated, such as potential use of 
existing on-site borrow areas. 

• Establishment and implementation of an approved Decommissioning Plan for ultimate NRC 
release of the site for unrestricted use and license termination. 

4.3.10  Comparative Geology and Soil Impacts of Alternative Actions 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.3.10.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 would impact geology and soil at the 
enrichment facilities due to the construction of storage facilities and may present potential unnecessary 
risk to the public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional geology and soil 
impacts will be incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH  
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4.3.10.2 Reasonable Alternative Actions 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered the utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion 
technology on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same 
as that which will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and 
Piketon, Ohio. With this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, 
which must be disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value 
than AHF. The geology and soil impacts of this alternative are potentially greater in the event that 
relatively large amounts of aqueous HF cannot be sold. In this case, treatment facilities would be required 
to neutralize the aqueous HF, and the treatment could result in generation of large amounts of materials 
for disposal. If the treated materials are not sold, then materials would have to be disposed of in a licensed 
facility. 

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that geology and soil impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas 
may be similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
geology and soils impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the Proposed 
Action.  

See Section 4.3.10.1 for the environmental impacts on geology and soil should the enrichment companies 
utilize existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.4 Water Resources Impacts 

Surface water resources at the site are minimal. There are a few local shallow playas on the site with a 
small stream that runs from the northwest to the southeast across the 959-ha (2,369-ac) Section. Both the 
playas and the stream are predominantly dry during the year. The site sits upon the Ogallala Aquifer 
where groundwater resources are at depths greater than approximately 37 m (120 ft). The site region has 
semi-arid climate, with low precipitation rates and minimal surface water occurrence. Thus, the potential 
for negative impacts on surface water resources are very low due to lack of water presence and 
formidable natural barriers to any surface or subsurface water occurrences. Groundwater at the site will 
not likely be impacted by any potential releases. 

Permits related to water must be obtained for pre-licensing and site construction and IIFP operation are 
described in ER Section 1.5, “Building Permits and Licenses.” The purpose of these permits is to address 
the various potential impacts on water and provide mitigation as needed to maintain state water quality 
standards and avoid any degradation to water resources at or near the site. These permits include: 

• A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Industrial 
Stormwater: This permit is required for point source discharge of stormwater runoff from 
industrial or commercial facilities to the waters of the state. All new and existing point source 
industrial stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity require a NPDES Stormwater 
Permit from the EPA Region 6 and an oversight review by the New Mexico Water Quality 
Bureau (NMWQB). IIFP is eligible to claim the “No Exposure” exclusion for industrial activity 
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of the NPDES storm water Phase 11 regulations. As such, IIFP will submit a No Exposure 
Certification immediately prior to initiating operational activities at the IIFP site. IIFP also has 
the option of filing for coverage under the Multi-Section General Permit (MSGP) because the 
IIFP facility is one of the 11 eligible industry categories. If this option is chosen, IIFP will file a 
Notice of Intent (NOI) with the EPA, Washington, D.C., at least two days prior to the initiation of 
IIFP operations. A decision regarding which option is appropriate for the IIFP site will be made 
in the future. 

• NPDES General Permit for Construction Stormwater: Because construction of the IIFP facility 
will involve the disturbance of more than 0.4 ha (1 ac) of land [disturbance of about 16.2 ha (40 
ac) will be required for the construction phases of the project], an NPDES Construction General 
Permit from the EPA Region 6 and an oversight review by the New Mexico Water Quality 
Bureau (NMWQB) are required. IIFP will develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) and file a NOI with the EPA, Washington, D.C., at least two days prior to the 
commencement of construction activities. This permit will be required prior to initiation of any 
pre-licensing construction activities as described in Section 4.1, “Land Use Impacts.” 

• Section 401 Certification: Under Section 401 of the Federal Clean Water Act, states can review 
and approve, condition, or deny all federal permits or licenses that might result in a discharge to 
State waters, including wetlands. A 401 certification confirms compliance with the State water 
quality standards. Activities that require a 401 certification include Section 404 permits issued by 
the U. S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE). The State of New Mexico has a cooperative 
agreement and joint application process with the USACE relating to 404 permits and 401 
certifications. 

IIFP site design addresses: 

• Discharge of stormwater to a site retention (evaporation) basins. 
• Sanitary waste treatment system design and construction. 
• Both pre-licensing and general construction activities. 
• Recycle of process wastewater and cooling water. 

Collection and discharge of stormwater runoff will be made to the Site Stormwater Retention 
(Evaporation) Basins. These basins are described in ER Section 3.4.1.2, “Facility Withdrawals and/or 
Discharges to Hydrological Systems.” The basins are designed to contain the runoff expected from a 100-
year return period storm and will dispose of the water by evapotranspiration. 

Pre-licensing and general construction for the IIFP site will provide a short-term risk with regard to a 
variety of operations and constituents used in construction activities. These will be controlled by 
employing BMPs including control of hazardous materials and fuels. BMPs will assure stormwater runoff 
related to all construction activities will be detained prior to release to the surrounding land surface. 
BMPs will also be used for dust control associated with excavation and fill operations during 
construction. See ER Section 4.1, “Land Use Impacts,” for more information on construction BMPs. 
Impact from stormwater runoff generated during plant operations is not expected to differ significantly 
from impacts currently experienced at the site. 

The water quality of the discharge from the site stormwater retention basins overflow would be typical of 
runoff from building roofs and paved areas from any industrial facility. Except for small amounts of oil 
and grease typically found in runoff from paved roadways and parking areas, the discharge is not 
expected to contain contamination. 
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4.4.1 Receiving Waters 

The IIFP facility will not obtain any surface water or discharge any process effluents onto the site or into 
surface waters other than into engineered evaporation basins and for on-site use. Sanitary waste water will 
be processed through a tertiary-treatment system and reused in the plant or for landscape watering. Rain 
runoff from developed portions of the site will be collected in retention basins, described previously and 
in ER Section 3.4, “Water Resources.” There are no planned discharges from the Site Stormwater 
Retention Basins; levels will be managed by evapotranspiration only. 

The IIFP 2,369-acre Section includes hydrologic features of several playa lakes which are dry during 
most of the year. Four irrigation wells have been previously drilled on the proposed site. Groundwater 
was encountered at depths of 15.2 to 21.4 m (55 to 70 ft) to a total depth of 50 to 60.4 m (164 to 198 ft) 
(EDCLC, 2008). Significant quantities of groundwater are only found at a depth of approximately 61 m 
(200 ft) in the Ogallala Aquifer.  

Due to high evapotranspiration rates for the area, it is not anticipated that there will be any receiving 
waters for runoff derived from the IIFP Facility other than residual amounts from that collected in the Site 
Stormwater Retention Basin or the Stormwater Retention Basin at the Full DUF6 Cylinder Storage Pad. 
At shallower depths vegetation at the site provides highly efficient evapotranspiration processes, as 
described in ER Section 3.4.1.1, “Major Surface and Subsurface Hydrological Systems.” That natural 
process will remove the major part of stormwater runoff at the site. 

The stormwater retention basins for the site are designed to provide a means of controlling discharges of 
rainwater for about 8.1 to 16.2 ha (20 to 40 ac) of the IIFP site. Impacts to receiving waters from pre-
licensing and general construction and operation of the IIFP facility are expected to be SMALL. 

4.4.2  Impacts on Surface Water and Groundwater Quality 

Although quantities are severely limited, local shallow groundwater is of a minimally suitable quality to 
provide sources of potable water. Water for most domestic and industrial uses is expected to contain less 
than 1,000 mg/l Total Dissolved Solids (TDS) (Davis, 1966). This compares with an EPA secondary 
standard of 500 mg/l TDS (CFR, 2009t) for potable water. Therefore, treatment will be necessary. 

Control of surface water runoff will be required for IIFP facility pre-licensing and general construction 
activities, covered by the NPDES Construction General Permit. As a result, no significant impacts are 
expected for either surface water bodies or groundwater. During IIFP operation, stormwater from the site 
will be collected in a collection system that includes two runoff retention/evaporation basins, as described 
in ER Section 4.4.1, “Receiving Waters.” No wastes from facility operational systems will be discharged 
to stormwater. In addition, stormwater discharges during plant operation will be controlled by a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Impacts of construction activities to the surface and 
groundwater are expected to be SMALL. 

4.4.3  Hydrological System Alterations 

Excavation and placement of fill will provide the site with a finished level grade. This work will not 
require alteration or filling of any surface water features on the site. 

No alterations to groundwater systems will occur due to pre-licensing or general facility construction. 
Referring to ER Section 3.4.15, since there is no consistent groundwater in the sand and travel layer 
above the Chinle Formation, there is not a likely contaminant pathway in a lateral or vertical direction. 
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Although engineered fill will be used during site preparation and will likely be placed against the existing 
dense sand and gravel layer in some locations, the potential for water or other liquids from spills or 
pipeline leaks to introduce sufficient amounts of liquid to saturate the sand and gravel layer to a point 
where significant contaminant migration reaches and flows along the top of the Chinle Formation, is 
considered unlikely. The addition of on-site fill is not expected to alter this situation. Furthermore, the 
travel time to downstream users through a lateral contaminant pathway will be significant since potential 
contamination will travel laterally at very small rates, if at all. The low permeability of the Chinle 
Formation clay will impede deep infiltration of water as well. 

4.4.4  Hydrological System Impacts 

Due to limited effluent discharge from the facility operations, the lack of groundwater in the sand and 
gravel layer above the Chinle Formation, and the considerable depth to groundwater at the IIFP site, the 
impacts are expected to be SMALL for the site's hydrologic systems. 

Control of surface water runoff will be required for both pre-licensing and general construction activities, 
covered by the NPDES Construction General Permit. As a result, no significant impacts are expected to 
either surface or groundwater bodies. Control of impacts from construction runoff is discussed in ER 
Section 4.4.7, “Control of Impacts to Water Quality.” 

The volume of water discharged into the ground from the Site Stormwater Retention Basins is expected to 
be minimal, as evapotranspiration is expected to be the dominant natural influence on standing water. 

4.4.5 Ground and Surface Water Use 

Table 4-10 provides the historical water use from the Ogallala Aquifer for Lea County as reported by the 
Lea County Water Users Association (LCWUA). During the period from 1975 to 1985, large increases in 
water use occurred in most categories, with exceptions for irrigation, livestock, and power. A 13% 
increase in population in Lea County during this period of time may account for much of the increased 
water use. Above average rainfall in 1985 may account for the reported decrease in irrigated agriculture 
and livestock use. Water use increased in Lea County from 1985 until 1995 by 22%. Public water supply 
use and domestic use increased 26% and 40% respectively, even though the population of Lea County 
increased only 13%. The primary water use categories in 1995 were irrigated agriculture (74% of total) 
public water supply (11% or total), mining (11% or total), and power (3% of total) (LCWUA, 1999). 

Potable, process, and fire water for IIFP will be provided by two wells drilled into the Ogallala Aquifer. 
All potable water supply used at the IIFP facility will be treated. Average and peak site water 
requirements for all purposes are expected to be approximately 11.36 m3/day (3,000 gal/day) and 37.85 
m3 /day (10,000 gal/day), respectively. These amounts correspond to 3.4 acre-feet and 11.2 acre-feet, 
respectively. Impacts to water resources on the site and in the vicinity of the IIFP facility are SMALL. 

4.4.6 Identification of Impacted Ground and Surface Water Users 

Location of an intermittent surface water feature and irrigation wells in the site vicinity are shown on 
Figure 3-27, “Watercourses, Floodplains, and Playas Map.” Four producing supply water wells are within 
the boundaries of the IIFP site as shown on Figure 4-4. Other oil production, secondary recovery, 
exploration, prospecting, or mining/oil water wells are located around the site. 
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Table 4- 10 Lea County Historical Water Use: 1977-1998 

Water Use 
Category 

Use in Acre-Feet Change (%) 

1975 1985 1995 1998a 1975-1998 1985-
1995 

1995-
1998b 

Public Water 
Supply 

9,966 12,818 16153 17,790c +29 +26 +10 

Domestic 714 949 1,331 n/ad +33 +40 n/a 
Irrigated Water 
Supply 

191,290 98,409 331,163 138,601e -49 +33 +6 

Livestock 1,025 727 1,497 1,111f -29 +106 -26 
Commercial 555 1,111 1,346 606 +100 +21 -55 
Industrial No report 0 1,497 2,524g n/a n/a +69 
Mining 21,612 25783 18,975 12,439h +19 -26 -34 
Power 13,876 5,708 4,445 4,485 -59 -22 <1 
Reservoir 
Evaporation 

100 0 0 0 -100 0 0 

Recreation 0 887 No report 966i n/a n/a n/a 
Total Use 239,138 146,392 176,407 178,522 -39 +21 +1 
Source: LCWUA, 1999 
aData for 1998 is incomplete. Figures are based on withdrawals from the Lea County Underground Water Basin (UWB) only. 
bActual increases and decrease for this period are yet to be determined due to incomplete NMOSE data. 
cThe value includes 1,608 ac-ft of commercial, domestic, and industrial use by the City of Carlsbad and 725 ac-ft of municipal non-cities use. 
dDomestic use has not been estimated. 
eThis figure reflects an estimated area of83,500 acres irrigated at 1.6 ac-ft per acre plus metered irrigation at 5,001 ac-ft. 
fThis figure includes dairies and cattle feed lots, but does not include livestock use in the Jal or Capitan UWBs. 
gThis figure includes manufacturing and petroleum processing. 
hThis figure includes secondary recovery of oil, mining or ore, and oil well dwellings. 
iRecreation was eliminated as a separate category by the NMOSE Technical Report. 
 

 

Figure 4- 4 Water Wells Located on the Proposed IIFP Site 
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The absence of near-surface groundwater users within 1.6 km (1 mi) from the site and the absence of 
surface water on the IIFP site will prevent any impact to local surface or groundwater users. Due to the 
lack of process water discharge from the facility to the environment, no impact is expected for these water 
users. 

Effluent discharges will be controlled in a way that will also prevent any impacts. The location of the 
closest municipal water system is in Hobbs, New Mexico, 22.5 km (14 mi) east of the site. There is no 
potential to impact any other users. Additionally, the IIFP water usage from the aquifer will not impact 
other users; therefore, the impacts are SMALL. 

4.4.7 Control of Impacts to Water Quality 

Site runoff water quality impacts will be controlled during pre-licensing and general construction by 
compliance with NPDES Construction General Permit requirements and BMPs will be described in a site 
Storm-water Pollution Prevention (SWPP) plan. 

Wastes generated during site construction will be varied, depending on activities in progress. Any 
hazardous wastes from construction activities will be handled and disposed of in accordance with 
applicable state regulations. This includes proper labeling, recycling, controlling and protected storage 
and shipping off site to approved disposal sites. Sanitary wastes generated at the site will be handled by 
portable systems until such time that the site sanitary waste treatment system is available for use. 

The need to level the site for construction will require some soil excavation as well as soil fill. Fill placed 
on the site will provide the same characteristics as the existing natural soils thus providing the same 
runoff characteristics as currently exist due to the presence of natural soils on the site. 

The IIFP facility stormwater runoff detention system will collect site stormwater runoff for dispersion by 
evapotranspiration. Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan will be implemented for 
the facility to identify potential spill substances, sources and responsibilities. In addition, stormwater 
discharges during plant operation will be controlled by a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
to assure that runoff released to the environment will be of acceptable water quality. These plans are 
described in ER Section 4.1, “Land Use Impacts.” 

The Stormwater Retention Basins are designed with an outlet structure for drainage if the basins were to 
exceed its design capacity. Local terrain serves as the receiving area for these basins. During a rainfall 
event larger than the design basis, the potential exists to overflow the basins. If at all possible, IIFP will 
sample and approve discharge from the retention (evaporation) basins. However, overflow of the basins is 
an unlikely event. The additional impact to the surrounding land over that which will occur during such a 
precipitation event alone will be small. Therefore, potential overflow of the Stormwater Retention Basin 
and the Cylinder Pad Stormwater Retention Basin during an event beyond its design basis is expected to 
have a SMALL impact on water quality or the surrounding land. 

The existing groundwater monitoring program at the site will be supplemented with a focus on detecting 
any unforeseen impacts to groundwater quality associated with the Proposed Action (see Chapter 6 of this 
Report, “Environmental Measurement and Monitoring Programs”). Although there will be only a small 
potential for indirect impacts to groundwater quality, stormwater and effluent sampling will be conducted 
as necessary in accordance with the NPDES permit to protect surface water quality. In addition, site-wide 
groundwater levels will be monitored routinely, and the groundwater monitoring-well and pumping-well 
networks will be analyzed to confirm that the changes in groundwater levels associated with the Proposed 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
Page 4-30 

Action are minimal. Thus, the impact of the Proposed Action on off-site groundwater quality and the 
effectiveness of the existing on-site pumping well system are SMALL. 

Water discharged from the IIFP site sanitary waste treatment system will meet required levels for all 
contaminants stipulated in any permit or license required for that activity, including 10 CFR 20 (CFR, 
2009a) and a Groundwater Discharge Permit/Plan. The State of New Mexico has adopted the U.S. EPA 
hazardous water regulations (40 CFR Parts 260 through 266, 268 and 270) (CFR, 2009v; CFR, 2009w; 
CFR, 2009x; CFR, 2009y; CFR, 2009z; CFR, 2009aa; CFR,2009bb; CFR, 2009cc; CFR, 2009dd) 
governing the generation, handling, storage, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials. These 
regulations are found in 20.4.1 NMAC, Hazardous Waste Management (NMAC, 2009). Therefore, the 
impact of the site sanitary waste treatment system on water quality is SMALL. 

4.4.8 Identification of Predicted Cumulative Effects on Water Resources 

The IIFP site and the surrounding land have been and continue to be used for oil/gas production and 
power generation. Except for pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and eventual 
decommissioning of the IIFP plant, the water use is expected remain virtually unaffected. There are no 
anticipated cumulative impacts from these uses. The cumulative water use impacts resulting from the 
Proposed IIFP Facility are SMALL. 

The IIFP facility will not extract any surface water from the site and will obtain its water from the 
Ogallala Aquifer. Groundwater usage as described in Section 4.4.5, “Ground and Surface Water Use,” 
will have minimal impacts to the aquifer. IIFP will not discharge any effluent to the site other than into 
the engineered basins for evapotranspiration and re-use in the plant processes or for landscape watering. 
As a result, no significant effects on natural water systems are anticipated. Thus no cumulative effects are 
predicted. 

4.4.9 Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will involve the removal of the internal equipment, 
utilities, and products from the building; however, the physical structure, associated foundations, access 
roads, and utility lines will likely remain intact. Landscape areas and maintained lawn areas established at 
the completion of the construction phase could be impacted during the decommissioning process for 
staging of equipment or temporary storage of materials. Erosion-control BMPs similar to those required 
during the construction phase will be used to mitigate potential impacts during the decommissioning 
phase. 

The Decommissioning Plan to be prepared at the end of IIFP facility life will include decontamination, 
dismantlement, and clean-up procedures; methodology and general decontamination and cleaning 
methods; and waste management protocol. These procedures, methods, and protocol will be designed to 
prevent impacts to groundwater quality; therefore, impacts to groundwater quality during 
decommissioning will be SMALL. Sampling will also be integral to the decommissioning process to 
demonstrate that any residual impacts, as compared to the baseline sampling results, meet NRC and EPA 
guidelines. 

Sanitary and process wastewater effluent discharges will gradually decrease during decommissioning as 
the processes and number of personnel in the Proposed IIFP Facility decrease. Stormwater will continue 
to be routed from the Proposed IIFP Facility to the Stormwater Retention Basins during and after the 
decommissioning phase; therefore, no additional impacts will occur. The overall impact to surface water 
quality from the decommissioning phase will be SMALL. 
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4.4.10 Comparative Water Resources Impacts of Alternative Actions 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.4.10.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 would impact water resources at the enrichment 
facilities due to the construction of storage facilities and may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional water resources impacts 
will be incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the commercial enrichment facilities had to store 
tails indefinitely, no water resource impacts are anticipated. Additionally, if the Proposed Action is not 
implemented, there will be no water resource impact to New Mexico.  

4.4.10.2  Reasonable Alternative Actions  

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, Ohio. 
With this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
water resources impacts of this alternative are essentially the same as the Proposed Action. 

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that water resources impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas may 
be similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
water resources impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the Proposed Action.  

See Section 4.4.10.1 for the environmental impacts on water resources should the enrichment companies 
utilize existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 
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4.5 Ecological Resources Impacts 

4.5.1 Maps 

See Figure 4-5, “Sand Dune Lizard Habitat Areas.”  

4.5.2 Proposed Schedule of Activities 

The following is a tentative, abbreviated schedule of proposed activities. Refer to ER Section 1.2.3, 
“Projected Construction and Operational Startup Schedules,” for major steps in the Proposed Action: 

• Submit Environmental Report--December 2009 
• Submit Integrated Safety Analysis--December 2009 
• Submit Facility License Application--December 2009 
• Initiate Pre-licensing Construction—Early 2011 
• Initiate Phase 1 Facility Construction--Late 2011 
• Achieve Phase 1 Start-up Operation--Late 2012 
• Complete Phase 2 Construction--March 2016 
• Achieve Phase 2 Start-up Operation –June 2016 

4.5.3 Area of Disturbance/Site Preparation and Construction 

Most of the impacts to ecological resources will occur during the preparation of the IIFP facility site and 
construction of the Proposed IIFP Facility, of which the major activities are planned to occur over 20-24 
months. The area of land to be disturbed is approximately 16.2 ha (40 ac). This area includes about 2 ha 
(5 ac) that will be used for contractor parking and lay-down areas. The contractor lay-down and parking 
area will be restored after completion of plant construction. (See ER Figure 4-1, “IIFP Integrated 
Facility,” for a map indicating proposed buildings and surrounding areas.) 

4.5.4 Construction Practices 

Standard land clearing methods, primarily the use of heavy equipment, will be used during the pre-
licensing and general construction phases of the IIFP site. Both temporary and permanent erosion, runoff 
and situation control methods will follow the BMPs referenced in ER Section 4.1, “Land Use Impacts.” 
Additionally, Stormwater Retention Basins will be constructed prior to land clearing and used as 
sedimentation collection basins during construction then converted to a retention basin once the site is 
revegetated and stabilized. When required, applications of water will be used to control dust in 
construction areas. Water conservation will be considered when deciding how often dust suppression 
sprays will be applied. After construction is complete, the site will be stabilized with native grass species, 
pavement, and crushed stone to control erosion. Ditches, unless excavated in rock, will be lined with 
riprap, vegetation, or other suitable material as dictated by water velocity to control erosion. Furthermore, 
any eroded areas that may develop will be repaired and stabilized. See ER Section 4.1 for additional 
information on BMPs that IIFP will use for the construction activities. 

Mobile animals will be able to avoid direct impacts during preparation of the IIFP facility site and 
construction of the facility by moving to unaffected areas on the site or to neighboring properties; 
however, there will be adverse impacts to these populations from increased competition for existing 
resources between and within wildlife species. Indirect impacts to wildlife during construction may 
include increased noise (see Section 4.7, “Noise Impacts”), disruption of travel corridors, and behavioral 
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modifications. Wildlife on the site are adapted to current conditions, which include roads that fragment 
communities, loud noises from pumping at the oil/gas rigs, and irregular travel of vehicles on existing 
roads. Overall, wildlife populations on the Proposed Site will be altered but will not be destabilized; 
therefore, direct and indirect impacts to wildlife will be MODERATE. 

4.5.5 Operation 

The operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility will not directly impact additional biotic communities beyond 
those impacted during the site preparation and construction phase. Fencing around the Proposed IIFP 
Facility could cause additional disruption of wildlife travel corridors. However, wildlife would develop 
new travel corridors and utilize the fence line and the new road as corridors. Human encounters with 
some wildlife could increase due to disruption of travel corridors and loss of habitat. Operation of the 
IIFP facility will not noticeably alter the impact to biotic communities or wildlife. Impacts to travel 
corridors and habitat quality are SMALL. 

Non-radiological air emissions from the IIFP facility will be lower than the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for humans (see Section 4.6, “Air Quality Impacts”); however, emissions from 
vehicles and very small emissions from the operation of the facility will occur and could have small 
impacts to wildlife. No rare or unique habitats will be directly affected by the operational phases of the 
Proposed Action; therefore, overall indirect impacts from non-radiological air emissions will be SMALL. 

4.5.6 Area of Disturbance by Habitat Type 

The Proposed IIFP Site consists of one vegetation community type. The Basin and Range vegetation 
community is identified by the dominant presence of deep sand tolerant and deep sand-adapted plants. 
The Basin and Range vegetation community is common in parts of southeastern New Mexico. Density of 
specific plant species varies slightly across the proposed site. Differences in the composition of the 
vegetation community within the proposed site are accounted for by slight variations in soil texture and 
structure and small changes in aspect. 

The majority of the proposed site is suitable for use by wildlife resources. The Basin and Range provides 
potential habitat for an assortment of birds, mammals, and reptiles (Reference ER Section 3.5.2, “General 
Ecological Conditions of the Site”). 

The total area of disturbance proposed for the IIFP site is approximately 16.2 ha (40 ac) of the 259-ha 
(640-ac) Section. The disturbance will have a SMALL affect the Basin and Range vegetation community. 

4.5.7 Maintenance Practices 

Maintenance practices such as the use of chemical herbicides, roadway maintenance, and clearing 
practices will be employed both during construction and plant operation. However, none of the practices 
are anticipated to permanently affect biota. (See ER Sections 4.1.1 and 4.2.5 for construction and 
maintenance BMPs.) 

Herbicides may be used in limited amounts according to government regulations and manufacturer's 
instructions to control unwanted vegetation during operation of the facility. Additionally, natural, low-
water consumption landscaping will be used and maintained. Any eroded areas that may develop will be 
repaired and stabilized. 
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Roadway maintenance practices will be employed both during construction and operational phases of the 
IIFP facility. These practices do not represent a significant impact to biota. 

Clearing practices will be employed during the pre-licensing construction phase of the IIFP project. The 
additional noise, dust and other factors associated with the clearing practices will be short-lived in 
duration and represent only a temporary SMALL impact to the biota of the IIFP site. 

Additionally, only 16.2 ha (40 ac) of the 259-ha (640-ac) total Section area will be disturbed, affording 
the biota of the site an opportunity to move to undisturbed areas within the IIFP site as well as additional 
areas of suitable habitat bordering the IIFP site. Refer to ER Section 4.1, “Land Use Impacts,” for 
construction and clearing BMPs. 

4.5.8 Short-Term Use Areas and Plans for Restoration 

The area to be used on a short-term basis during construction, including contractor parking and lay-down 
areas, will be limited to approximately 2 ha (5 ac). These areas will be revegetated with native plant 
species and other natural, low-water consumption landscaping to control erosion upon completion of site 
construction and returned as close as possible to original conditions. Lay-down (short term use areas) will 
be selected as to minimize the impacts to local vegetation. 

4.5.9 Activities Expected to Impact Sensitive Communities or Habitats 

No communities or habitats that have been defined as rare or unique or that support threatened and 
endangered species have been identified on the 259-ha (640-ac) IIFP Section. Thus, no proposed activities 
are expected to impact communities or habitats defined as rare or unique or that support threatened and 
endangered species within the 640-acre Section. 

The Range and Basin vegetation community at the IIFP site does have the potential to provide habitat for 
the lesser prairie chicken, the sand dune lizard and the black-tailed prairie dog. The lesser prairie chicken 
is currently on the federal candidate list for listing as a threatened species. The sand dune lizard is 
currently listed as a threatened species on the New Mexico State Rare, Threatened and Endangered (RTE) 
Species List. The black-tailed prairie dog is a federal listed candidate species; however, it has no state 
listing. 

No lesser prairie chickens have been observed at the IIFP site. Located in the Range and Basin vegetation 
community, the IIFP site does provide potential habitat for the lesser prairie chicken, although the 
vegetation community is common in the general area. The Proposed IIFP Site is not in the current 
distribution of the lesser prairie chicken (See Figure 3-37). However, field surveys for the lesser prairie 
chicken on the IIFP site will be conducted prior to initiation of construction.  

No surveys have been conducted for the sand dune lizard; however, various factors make the site 
unsuitable as its habitat. The closest known sand dune lizard population is approximately 16.1 km (10 mi) 
south of the IIFP site. See Figure 4-5, “Sand Dune Lizard Habitat Areas.”  
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Source: EDCLC, 2008 

Figure 4- 5 Sand Dune Lizard Habitat Areas  

Although black-tailed prairie dogs have expanded their range into shinnery oak and other grass-shrub 
habitats, they usually establish colonies in short grass vegetation types. The predominant basin and range 
vegetation type on the IIFP site is not optimal prairie dog habitat due to high density shrubs.  

The swift fox is vulnerable to construction activities that will result in a direct loss of breeding habitat 
(burrows/dens) and to a decrease in the rodent population that is the primary food source for the swift fox. 
Because the species has adapted to areas of human activities such as overgrazed pastures, plowed fields, 
and fence rows, it could potentially be present during the IIFP construction and operations. 
Decommissioning activities will have similar impacts on the swift fox as the construction phase with the 
potential for den/burrows being destroyed and the disruption of the rodent/rabbit food source. 

The western burrowing owl is generally vulnerable to construction activities because of the possibility 
that burrows, and possibly birds or eggs in the burrows, may be destroyed by machinery or structures. 
The species is generally tolerant of human activity, provided they are not harassed. Relocation of active 
burrowing owl colonies may allow continued existence of the birds in the area if usable burrows and 
appropriate open habitats are provided.  

IIFP Site 
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4.5.10  Impacts of Elevated Construction Equipment or Structures 

The construction of new stacks can create a potential impact on migratory birds, especially night-
migrating species. Some of the species affected are also protected under the Endangered Species Act and 
Bald and Golden Eagle Act. However, the estimate of the potential impacts of elevated construction 
equipment or structures on species is extremely low for the IIFP site. The tallest building is 21.3m (70 ft).  

Emission stacks are proposed to be less than 30.5 m (100 ft) tall. Both are well under the 61 m (200 ft) 
threshold that requires lights for aviation safety. This avoidance of lights, which attract species, and the 
low above ground level structure height, also reduces the relative potential for impacts. Additionally, 
security lighting for all ground level facilities and equipment will be directed downward to help to reduce 
the potential for impacts (USFWS, 1998). The impacts of elevated construction equipment or structures 
on the ecological species are expected to be SMALL. 

4.5.11  Tolerances and Susceptibilities of Important Biota to Pollutants 

Three of the species [i.e., game species (the mule deer, the lesser prairie chicken and the scaled quail)], 
are highly mobile species and are not susceptible to localized physical and chemical pollutants as other 
less mobile species such as invertebrates and aquatic species. Due to the lack of direct discharge of water, 
stormwater management practices (i.e., fenced and netted retention basins), and the lack of aquatic 
systems at the IIFP site, no significant impacts to aquatic systems are expected. Additionally, the two 
identified species of concern in the general area, the lesser prairie chicken and the sand dune lizard, are 
not known to occur on the IIFP site. 

The mule deer has a relatively high tolerance to physical pollution such as noise, as do other smaller 
wildlife species such as rodents and coyotes that may inhabit the IIFP site. Larger wildlife species such as 
mule deer may be affected by chemical pollution by direct ingestion or contamination of plant species that 
serve as a food source. Depending on the type of chemical pollution, mule deer have tolerance levels that 
range from low to high (DOE, 2001h; Haney, 1996). Small wildlife species will exhibit a greater 
susceptibility to chemical pollution by direct ingestion. 

4.5.12  Special Maintenance Practices 

No important habitats (e.g.; marshes, natural areas, bogs) have been identified within the 259-ha (640-ac) 
IIFP Section. Therefore, no special maintenance practices are proposed. 

4.5.13  Wildlife Management Practices 

IIFP is proposing to incorporate several wildlife management practices in association with the IIFP 
facility. These wildlife management practices are delineated in Section 5.2.5, “Ecological Resources.” In 
addition to these proposed wildlife management practices, IIFP will consider all recommendations of 
appropriate state and federal agencies including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish. 

4.5.14  Practices and Procedures to Minimize Adverse Impacts 

Several practices and procedures have been designed to minimize adverse impacts to the ecological 
resources of the IIFP site. These practices and procedures include the use of BMPs recommended by 
various state and federal management agencies, minimizing the construction footprint to the extent 
possible, avoiding all direct discharge (including stormwater) to any waters of the United States (i.e., the 
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use of retention basins), the protection of all undisturbed naturalized areas, and site stabilization practices 
to reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation. Based on recommendations from the New Mexico 
Department of Game and Fish, retention basins will be fenced to exclude wildlife and the basin surface 
areas netted, or other suitable means utilized, to minimize the use of retention basin by birds and 
waterfowl. The use of native plant species in disturbed area for revegetation will enhance and maximize 
the opportunity for native wildlife habitat to be reestablished at the site. 

4.5.15  Decommissioning 

Decommissioning activities will occur within the limits of the IIFP facility. Landscape areas and 
maintained lawn areas established at the completion of the construction phase could be impacted during 
the decommissioning process. Disturbed areas will be re-planted in accordance with the regulations at the 
time of decommissioning. Impacts from possible radiological exposure will be similar to or less than 
exposure during the operation phase. The Decommissioning Plan regulations by the NRC and EPA 
minimize impacts to humans and, as a result, also afford protection to ecological resources. Overall 
impacts to wildlife and biotic communities from the decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will 
be SMALL. 

4.5.16  Cumulative Impacts 

During construction the Proposed IIFP Site could have an effect on terrestrial wildlife by causing loss of 
habitat, food sources, and travel corridors. The effect will be the loss of approximately 40 acres (16.2 ha) 
of habitat from the Proposed Action. Impacts during construction to ecological resources are 
MODERATE. 

Cumulatively, the Proposed Action will only have SMALL impacts to these rare and unique communities 
and to migratory bird habitat during operations and decommissioning; therefore, cumulative impacts to 
ecological resources from the Proposed Action is SMALL. 

4.5.17  Comparative Ecological Resource Impacts of Alternative Actions 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.5.17.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 would impact ecological resources at the 
enrichment facilities due to the construction of storage facilities and may present potential unnecessary 
risk to the public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional ecological 
resources impacts will be incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the Proposed Action is not 
implemented, there will be no ecological resources impact to New Mexico. 
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4.5.17.2  Reasonable Alternatives  

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH. With 
this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
ecological resources impacts of this alternative are essentially the same as the Proposed Action.  

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that ecological resources impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas 
may be similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
ecological resources impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the Proposed 
Action.  

See Section 4.5.17.1 for the environmental impacts on ecological resources should the enrichment 
companies utilize existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.6 Air Quality Impacts 

This section describes the air quality impacts of the Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, a 
fluorine extraction and depleted uranium de-conversion facility will be built at Hobbs, New Mexico. New 
on-site air emission sources will be created at the proposed site during the pre-licensing and general 
construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility. The source types and the 
constituents and levels of the emissions to the atmosphere from the sources will vary over the life of the 
project. The use of air emissions control systems and the implementation of other planned mitigation 
measures for these on-site sources will reduce the levels of air emissions actually released to the 
atmosphere. Automobile and truck traffic traveling to and from the Proposed IIFP Facility will 
incrementally add small quantities of air emissions to the total motor vehicle air emissions to Lea County. 

4.6.1 Air Quality Impacts from Construction 

The primary source of on-site air emissions during the pre-licensing or general construction period will be 
fugitive dust. Fugitive dust is airborne particulate matter (PM) that is not emitted from a definable point 
source, such as a combustion unit stack or a process vent, but rather is emitted from natural and man-
made area sources open to the atmosphere (e.g., exposed soils, unpaved roadways, material storage piles 
and handling operations, construction activities). Engine exhaust air emissions will be produced by 
heavy-duty, off-road construction equipment operated at the IIFP facility site. There will be no 
radioactive materials stored or used at the IIFP facility site during the initial construction phases. Small 
quantities of volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions will be released from the refueling and on-site 
maintenance of the off-road construction equipment used for construction. There is the potential for 
additional VOC emissions from certain painting and other construction-finishing activities, depending on 
the amounts of organic solvent-based paints and architectural coatings that will be used for the buildings 
and other structures. Air emissions from the automobiles and trucks traveling to and from the Proposed 
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IIFP Facility will be associated with the transportation impacts projected to occur from constructing the 
IIFP facility. 

Construction of large projects the scale of the IIFP facility commonly produce fugitive dust emissions. 
These PM emissions typically are produced by the operation of heavy-duty, off-road construction 
equipment at the construction site for land-clearing, ground excavation, grading, and foundation work. 
The level of fugitive dust emissions at a typical construction site will vary from day to day, depending on 
the specific construction activities conducted, soil types exposed to the air, and meteorological conditions 
(e.g., amount of recent precipitation, wind speed). Wind blowing over disturbed areas of a construction 
site and on-site building material storage piles is also a potential source of fugitive dust emissions. Best 
management practices during the construction of the facility are described in Section 4.1.3, “Control of 
Impacts.” With the implementation of these BMPs, the air quality impacts on construction are anticipated 
to be SMALL  

In addition to fugitive-dust emissions generated by the movements of heavy, off-road construction 
equipment at the IIFP facility site, additional air emissions will be released from the exhaust of the diesel 
engines used to power this equipment. Different mixes of heavy-duty, off-road construction equipment 
will be used for IIFP facility site preparation and access road construction (e.g., dozers, graders, loaders) 
than will be used during the later construction stages involving erection of the buildings, installation of 
utilities, and other general construction activities (e.g., cranes, forklifts, aerial lifts). Exhaust air emissions 
from diesel-engine-powered, off-road equipment consist of carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides 
(NOx), sulfur dioxide (SO2), PM, and VOCs. The emissions from each type of off-road equipment are a 
function of equipment-specific factors, including engine horsepower, load factor, and hours of operation.  

An estimate of the air emissions resulting from operation of the off-road construction equipment at the 
IIFP facility site was made using the site-specific assumptions. The estimated air emissions for the off-
road construction equipment used at the IIFP facility site are presented in Table 4-11. 

Emission rates from vehicle exhaust and fugitive dust, as listed in Table 4-11, “Emission Rates during 
Construction,” were estimated for a 10-hour workday assuming peak construction activity levels were 
maintained throughout the year. Fugitive dust will originate predominantly from vehicle traffic on 
unpaved surfaces, earth moving, excavating and bulldozing, and to a lesser extent from wind erosion. It 
was assumed that the total disturbed area of the site was 16.2 ha (40 ac). 

Table 4- 11 Emission Rates during Construction1 

Pollutant Average Emissions 
g/hr lb/hr 

Vehicle Emissions 
Hydrocarbons as Aldehydes 272 0.6 
Carbon Monoxide 3,400 7.5 
Nitrogen Oxides 11,880 26.2 
Sulfur Oxides 770 1.7 
Particulates 816 1.8 

Fugitive Emissions 
Particulates as TOC2 8,850 10.7 

1Based on 10 hours per day, 5 days per week, and 50 weeks per year 
2TOCs as evaporative exhaust crankcase refueling. 
Source: APTS, 2009. 
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Of the combustion sources, vehicle exhaust will be the dominant source. Fugitive volatile emissions will 
also occur because vehicles will be refueled on site. Estimated vehicles that will be operating on the site 
during construction consist of two types: support vehicles and construction equipment. The support 
vehicles included thirteen miscellaneous gasoline trucks and four smaller utility vehicles. Emission 
factors in AP-42 for highway mobile sources were used to estimate emissions of criteria pollutants and 
non-methane hydrocarbons for these vehicles. Thirteen pieces of miscellaneous construction equipment 
were used to estimate the emissions. Emission factors provided in AP-42, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency's Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (EPA, 2009a) for diesel-powered 
construction equipment were used for these vehicles. Pre-licensing construction activities will reduce the 
work density and lower the concentration of air emissions at any given time. The gross amount of 
emissions will be unaffected. 

Air quality impacts from site preparation for the IIFP plant were evaluated using emission factors and air 
dispersion modeling. Emission rates of Clean Air Act Criteria Pollutants and non-methane hydrocarbons 
(a precursor of ozone, a Criteria Pollutant) are estimated for exhaust emissions from construction vehicles 
and for fugitive dust using emission factor's provided in AP-42, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency's Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (EPA, 2009a). The total emission rates are used 
to scale the output from the Industrial Source Complex Short-Term (ISCST3) air dispersion model (air 
concentrations derived using a unit source term) to estimate both short-term and annual average air 
concentrations at the facility property boundary. ISCST3 is a refined, U.S. EPA-approved air dispersion 
model in the Users Network for Applied Modeling of Air Pollution (UNAMAP) series of air models 
(EPA, 1987). It is a steady-state Gaussian plume model that can be used to estimate ground-level air 
concentrations from industrial sources out to a distance of 50 km (31 mi). The air dispersion modeling is 
discussed in more detail in Section 4.6.2.3 of this ER. 

Emissions were estimated in ISCST3 as a uniform area source with emissions occurring 10 hours per day, 
5 days per week, and 50 weeks per year. The maximum predicted air concentrations at the site fence 
boundary for the various averaging periods predicted using five years (1987 to 1991) of hourly 
meteorological data from the Midland-Odessa, Texas, National Weather Service (NWS) station are 
presented in Table 4-12. These concentrations are compared to the appropriate National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard (NAAQS).  

No NAAQS has been set for hydrocarbons; however, the total annual emissions of hydrocarbons 
predicted from the site [approximately 12,130 kg (26,750 lb or 13.4 tons)] are well below the level of 
36,287 kg (40 tons) that defines a significant source of volatile organic compounds (40 CFR 50.21) (CFR, 
2009h). Air concentrations of the Criteria Pollutants predicted for vehicle emissions were all at least an 
order of magnitude below the NAAQS. PM10 emissions from fugitive dust were also below the NAAQS. 
The results of the fugitive dust estimates should be viewed in light of the fact that the peak anticipated 
fugitive emissions were assumed to occur throughout the year. These conservative assumptions will result 
in predicted air concentrations that tend to overestimate the potential impacts. ER Section 1.4.4,” State 
Agencies,” presents information regarding the status of all State of New Mexico permits. 

The results of air modeling show that annual average and short-term ambient air concentrations from 
fugitive dust and on-site motor vehicle emissions produced by construction activities for the Proposed 
IIFP Facility will be orders of magnitude below the level of the applicable ambient air quality standards. 
These incremental air quality impacts from the air emissions from preparation of the IIFP facility site and 
construction of the facility will not measurably change the existing ambient air quality in the vicinity of 
the Proposed IIFP Facility; therefore, the air quality impacts resulting from the construction of the 
Proposed IIFP Facility are anticipated to be SMALL. 
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Table 4- 12 Predicted Property-Boundary Air Concentrations and Applicable National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards 

Emission Types Max 1-hr Max 3-hr Max 8-hr Max 24-hr Annual 
Vehicle Emissions (µg/m3) 

HC Modeled 
NAAQS 

357 
--- 

134 
--- 

47 
--- 

21 
--- 

2 
--- 

CO Modeled 
NAAQS 

4,441 
40,000 

1,670 
--- 

591 
10,000 

258 
--- 

20 
--- 

NOx 
Modeled 
NAAQS 

15,496 
--- 

5,828 
--- 

1,926 
--- 

900 
--- 

71 
44 

SOx 
Modeled 
NAAQS 

998 
--- 

375 
1,310 

(secondary) 

133 
--- 

58 
365 

5 
80 

PM10 
Modeled 
NAAQS 

1,071 
--- 

403 
--- 

142 
--- 

62 
150 

5 
50 

Fugitive Dust (µg/m3) 

PM10 
Modeled 
NAAQS 

11,548 
--- 

4,343 
--- 

1,536 
--- 

671 
150 

53 
50 

HC – hydrocarbons; CO – carbon monoxide; NOx – nitrogen dioxide; SOx – sulfur oxides; PM10 – particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
NAAQS – National Ambient Air Quality Standards; µg/m3 – microgram per cubic meter; hr – hour--no standard 

4.6.2 Air Quality Impacts from Operations 

On-site air quality will be impacted during operation due to the operation of boilers and an emergency 
diesel generator. Operation emission types, source locations, and emission quantities are presented in 
Table 4-12, “Predicted Property-Boundary Air Concentrations and Applicable National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards.” Table 4-13 and Table 4-14 show that the total emissions from both these sources are 
far less than 100 tons per year. Thus, a Clean Air Act Title V permit will not be required. 

Table 4- 13 Air Emissions during Operation of On-Site Boilers 

Pollutant Emission Factor Emissions (ton/year) 
Particulate Matter Less Than 10 Microns (PM10) 7.6E-06 0.50 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 6E-07 0.04 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx) 1E-05 6.57 
Volatile Organic Carbon (VOC) 5.5E-06 0.36 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8.4E-05 5.5 
PM10 – particulate matter less than 10 microns; SOx – sulfur oxides; NOx – nitrogen dioxide; VOC – Volatile Organic Carbon; CO – carbon 
monoxide 

Table 4- 14 Estimated Air Emissions during Operation of On-Site Generators 

Pollutant Emission Factor (lb/gal) Emissions (lb/year) 
Particulate Matter Less Than 10 
Microns (PM10) 

0.0033 1.05 

Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 0.00785 2.5 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NOx) 0.24 7.7 
Volatile Organic Carbon (VOC) 0.00034 0.1 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 0.005 1.6 
PM10 – particulate matter less than 10 microns; SOx – sulfur oxides; NOx – nitrogen dioxide; VOC – Volatile Organic Carbon; CO – carbon 
monoxide 
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NUREG-1748 (NRC, 2003a) requires that atmospheric dispersion factors (X/Q's) be used to assess the 
environmental effects of normal plant operations and facility accidents. In the following subsections, 
information is presented about the gaseous effluents, the gaseous effluent control systems, and computer 
models and data used to calculate atmospheric dispersion and deposition factors. 

4.6.2.1 Description of Gaseous Effluents 

Nonradioactive gaseous effluents include hydrogen fluoride (HF), silicon tetrafluoride (SiF4), and boron 
trifluoride (BF3). HF releases are estimated to be about 8.9 kg (19.6 lb) each year with SiF4 and BF3 
releases estimated at 82 g (0.18 lb) and 399 g (0.88 lb) each year. Two natural gas-fired boilers will be 
used to provide steam for the plant heating and autoclave feed system. Emission data estimated for the 
boiler indicate that it will not emit more than 13.2 metric tons (14.5 tons) per year of any regulated air 
pollutant. At 100% power, the boiler will emit 5.6 metric tons (6.2 tons) per year of carbon monoxide 
(CO), 6.9 metric tons (7.6 tons) per year of nitrogen oxides (NO), and 366 kg (0.4 tons) per year of 
volatile organic compounds (VOC). The boilers will not require an air quality permit from the State of 
New Mexico (NMEDAQB, 2009). 

In comparison, Table 4-15 shows the emissions for the subject emission types for Lea County in New 
Mexico and for Andrews and Gaines Counties in Texas as well as the largest counties in each state. 
Emissions for these listed types are also presented for Bernalillo County where Albuquerque, New 
Mexico is located and for Dallas and Harris Counties in Texas where Dallas and Houston, respectively, 
are located. Lea County has greater NOx, SO2, and NH3 emissions than the more populated and 
industrialized Bernalillo County; however, the total emissions for Lea County are approximately 32% of 
those for Bernalillo County. Gaines County has greater CO, PM2.5, PM10 and NH3 emissions than 
Andrews County with VOC concentrations approximately the same with the total emissions 
approximately 119% greater. Harris County emissions for each type greatly exceed those emissions from 
Dallas County with total emissions 167% higher. Except for NH3, the emissions from Gaines County are  

Table 4- 15 Annual Emissions at Lea County, New Mexico, and Andrews and Gaines Counties, 
Texas In Comparison with Larger New Mexico/Texas Counties 

County,  
State 

Emissions (Tons) 
CO NOx VOC SO2 PM2.5 PM10 NH3 Total 

Lea County, 
New Mexico 31,185 38,160 6,713 16,096 5,188 28,548 2,101 95,996 

Bernalillo Co., 
New Mexico 185,250 24,930 24,310 1,568 8,183 61,892 908 298,857 

Andrews Co., 
Texas           6,680 3,259 2,873 1,398 440 1,577 612 28,363 

Gaines Co., 
Texas 7,709 2,791 2,696 735 1,825 8,650 4,971 33,762 

Dallas Co., 
Texas 550,278 77,452 75,013 21,488 11,332 60,869 3,238 788,339 

Harris Co., 
Texas 763,618 200,053 146,366 57,624 28,858 149,569 7,457 1,316,887 
A ton is equal to 0.9078 metric ton    SO2: sulfur dioxide 
VOC: volatile organic compounds   PM25: particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 
NOx: nitrogen oxides     PM10: particulate matter less than 10 microns 
CO: carbon monoxide      
Source: Based on 2002 data (EPA, 2009b) 
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generally less than 5% of the emissions from Harris County. The CO, NOx, VOC, and SO2 emissions 
from Gaines County are well less than 1% of those of Harris County. 

In addition, there will be a diesel generator on site for use as emergency power sources. However, the use 
of the diesel generator will be administratively controlled (i.e., only run a limited number of hours per 
year) and are exempt from air permitting requirements of the State of New Mexico. Other smaller standby 
diesel generators may also be used to provide backup power to some specific systems. The number and 
size of these other diesel generators are not defined at this time. 

The incremental air quality impacts from the air emissions from the Proposed IIFP Facility will not 
significantly change the existing ambient air quality in the vicinity of the Proposed IIFP Facility; 
therefore, the air quality impacts that will result from the Proposed IIFP Facility operations are SMALL. 

4.6.2.2  Process Off-gas Emission Treatment (Plant KOH Scrubbing System) 

Final off-gas streams from the DU6 to DU4, SiF4 and BF3 processes (comprised mostly of nitrogen, air 
some relatively low amounts of the product gases and other trace fluorides) enter the Plant KOH 
Scrubbing System. The off-gases flow through this 3-stage scrubber system for treatment prior to be 
vented to the atmosphere.  

There are two parallel line systems that are basically alike to provide redundancy and operating 
flexibility. Each scrubber line consists of a primary wet venturi scrubber, followed by a secondary 
countercurrent-flow gas-liquid packed tower. The third-stage tertiary scrubber is designed to treat gas 
flow exiting the secondary packed tower scrubber though a bed of sized coke which is wetted by an 
aqueous KOH solution that serves as the scrubber liquor. The plant KOH scrubbing system uses an 
aqueous KOH solution that is recycled within each of the scrubbers until the concentration of KOH 
(spent) needs replenishment. The KOH solution concentration in the scrubber equipment is maintained at 
a safe margin to ensure it effectively reacts (scrubs) with fluoride components in the gas stream.  

When there is a need to replenish the KOH scrubbing liquor concentration, some of the spent scrubbing 
solution, containing potassium fluoride (KF), water and some excess KOH is pumped from the scrubber 
recycle tanks to the Environmental Protection Process (EPP). The EPP is described in Section 3.1.7 

The system equipment basically consists of a KOH storage tank, pump tank, regenerated KOH tank, two 
or three (installed spare) venturi scrubbers, two packed towers, and two coke boxes as shown in Figure   
3-4. There are redundant pumps for each scrubber, pump tank, and storage tank.  

Hydrogen fluoride, from the discharge of the DUF6 to DUF4 process and from the SiF4 and BF3 pre-
condensers is routed to one venture. Final off-gas streams exiting the SiF4 and BF3 processes, containing 
some of the uncollected SiF4 and BF3 and trace quantities of other fluorides are routed to another venturi 
scrubber. 

The plant KOH scrubbing system vents treated gases through a single stack. The three-stage KOH 
scrubbing system is designed for removing fluoride bearing components in the gas streams at approximate 
efficiencies of greater than 80%, 95%, and 99% for the first, second, and third stages, respectively. The 
overall system removal efficiency is designed at greater than about 99.9 %. The plant KOH scrubbing 
system stack is monitored to measure for traces of fluorides or uranium in the vent gas. See Figure 2-8 
“Plant KOH Processing Scrubber System Flow Diagram.” 
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 4.6.2.3 Calculation of Atmospheric Dispersion and Deposition Factors 

NUREG-1748 (NRC, 2003a) requires that atmospheric dispersion factors (X/Q's) be used to assess the 
environmental effects of normal plant operations and facility accidents. In the absence of on-site 
meteorological data, the analysis may be conducted using data from 5-year National Weather Service 
(NWS) summaries, provided applicability of these data to the proposed site is established. The X/Q's have 
been calculated using meteorological data from Midland-Odessa, Texas (1987 to 1991) and the Guassian 
plume model equation documented in NUREG/CR-6410 (NRC 1988) and recommended in NRC 
Regulatory Guide 1.111 (NRC, 1977). The dispersion parameter is defined as: 

χ/Q      =       1 / (2πu σyσz)*exp(−0.5y2/σy
2)*{exp[−0.5(z−h)2/σz

2] + exp[−0.5(z+h)2/σz
2]} 

where: 

χ/Q = dispersion parameter, sec/ m3 
U = wind speed, m/sec 

σy and σz = dispersion coefficients in the y, and z directions, m 

y = lateral distance of the receptor from the plume centerline at the downwind 
location, m (assumed to be zero if the receptor is at the centerline) 

z = elevation of the receptor above the release point elevation at the downwind 
location (assumed to be 1.7 m) 

h = release height above the ground, m (assumed to be zero for ground-level 
releases)  

Dispersion coefficients for Stability Classes A through F are computed from the equations shown in Table 
4-16 below, where x = downwind distance, m.   

Table 4- 16 Dispersion Coefficients for Gaussian Plume Models 

Stability Class σy, m σz, m 
A 0.22x*(1+0.0001x)-1/2 0.20x 
B 0.16x*(1+0.0001x)-1/2 0.12x 
C 0.11x*(1+0.0001x)-1/2 0.08x*(1+0.0002x)-1/2 
D 0.08x*(1+0.0001x)-1/2 0.06x*(1+0.0015x)-1/2 
E 0.06x*(1+0.0001x)-1/2 0.03x*(1+0.0003x)-1/2 
F 0.04x*(1+0.0001x)-1/2 0.016x*(1+0.0003x)-1/2 

Use of the Midland-Odessa data for predicting the dispersion of gaseous effluents was deemed 
appropriate. Midland-Odessa, Texas is the closest first-order NWS station to the IIFP site and both 
Midland-Odessa and the IIFP site have similar climates. A first-order weather data source is one that is a 
major weather station staffed by NWS personnel. 

Distances to the 16.2-ha (40-ac) Site boundary were determined using guidance from NRC Regulatory 
Guide 1.145 (NRC, 1983). Annual average atmospheric dispersion is presented in Table 4-17 out to 80 
km (50 mi). 
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4.6.3  Decommissioning 

Activities required for the decontamination and removal of process equipment from inside of buildings 
are not expected to produce any significant levels of fugitive dust or other air emissions. Should 
decommissioning activities include the demolition of buildings and hard surface areas, then heavy-duty, 
off-road construction equipment will be required for the demolition of the structures and loading of 
demolition debris into trucks for off-site disposal. These demolition activities will produce fugitive dust 
emissions that could be mitigated using water sprays and other dust-suppression work practices. Shipping 
destinations for disposal of the demolition debris removed from the IIFP facility site will depend on the 
locations of the land disposal, recycling, or other facilities open and accepting material at the time of 
facility closure. 

The number of on-site workers required during the decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility is 
projected to decrease to approximately 40 workers. Truck traffic for the decommissioning phase will 
depend on the amounts of equipment, materials, and demolition debris to be removed and the individual 
destinations to which these materials are shipped. Automobile and truck air emissions for the Proposed 
IIFP Facility decommissioning phase are expected to be lower than those estimated for the construction 
and operation phases because of lower-emitting motor vehicles being used at that time as a result of more 
stringent federal emission standards in effect and new mobile vehicle technologies. Thus, the air quality 
impacts that will result from the Proposed IIFP Facility decommissioning will be SMALL. 

4.6.4 Visibility Impacts 

Visibility impacts refer to the degradation in outdoor visibility on a regional basis (commonly referred to 
as haze). The emissions from man-made sources of fine PM and other pollutants that contribute to fine 
particle formation in the atmosphere (i.e., secondary organic aerosols) contribute to reduced visibility 
(i.e., increased haze). Visibility impacts are of special concern in scenic areas of the United States, such as 
national parks. 

Air emissions of the pollutants that contribute to haze formation are predicted to be low from the on-site 
air emission sources associated with the Proposed IIFP Facility pre-licensing and general construction, 
operation, and decommissioning phases. Consequently, the air emissions from the Proposed IIFP Facility 
are expected to have no significant impact on regional visibility; therefore, the visibility impacts resulting 
from the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP 
Facility are SMALL. 

4.6.5 Control of Impacts 

Air quality impacts resulting from the Proposed IIFP Facility will be controlled by implementing a 
comprehensive program that incorporates the following air emissions-control components: 

• Process design features to inherently lower the potential for air emissions 
• Air emissions control systems to capture and remove air pollutants 
• Monitoring and inspection programs to detect any air emissions from equipment malfunction so 

that corrective action can be taken promptly 
• Work practices to prevent or reduce air emissions releases. 

The air emissions-control measures that will be applied to the Proposed Action are further discussed in 
Chapter 5, “Mitigation Measures,” Section 5.6, “Air Quality”. 
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4.6.6  Cumulative Impacts 

The pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility 
will result in emissions. The sources, pollutant constituents, and quantities of these air emissions will vary 
over the life of the project. Any air quality impacts resulting from the air emissions will not be cumulative 
over the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning phases of the Proposed 
Action. 

Criteria pollutant emissions from the Proposed IIFP Facility will be released from a limited number of 
non-major sources that operate or are conducted intermittently. Consequently, the total annual emissions 
from these sources will not add significantly to the current emission inventory for Lea County; the impact 
from air emissions is SMALL. There are no other facilities at or in the vicinity of the site that 
manufacture products using radioactive materials. Public health impacts associated with these air quality 
impacts are discussed in Section 4.12, “Public and Occupational Health Impacts.” Ecological resource 
impacts associated with the air quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.5, “Ecological Resources 
Impacts.” 

4.6.7 Comparative Air Quality Impacts of No-Action Alternative Scenarios 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.6.7.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional air quality impacts will be 
incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If a commercial enrichment company or another private 
company were to build a de-conversion facility, similar air quality impacts as the Proposed Action will 
occur at another site. If the Proposed Action is not implemented, there will be no air quality impact to 
New Mexico. 

4.6.7.2 Reasonable Alternatives 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH. With 
this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
air quality impacts of this alternative are essentially the same as the Proposed Action. 

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
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facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that air quality impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas may be 
similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
air quality impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the Proposed Action.  

See Section 4.6.7.1 for the environmental impacts on air quality should the enrichment companies utilize 
existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.7 Noise Impacts 

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. High levels of noise can damage hearing, cause sleep deprivation, 
interfere with communication, and disrupt concentration. Even at low levels, noise can be a source of 
irritation, annoyance, and disturbance to people and communities when it significantly exceeds normal 
background sound levels. In the context of protecting the public health and welfare, noise implies adverse 
effects on people and the environment. 

4.7.1 Predicted Noise Levels 

4.7.1.1 Construction Impacts 

The erection of buildings and the paving of parking lots for industrial and commercial development on the 
land parcels at the IIFP facility will require the use of heavy equipment for the clearing, leveling, and 
construction of the buildings. Construction will require equipment for excavation, such as backhoes, front 
loaders, bulldozers, and dump trucks; materials-handling equipment, such as cement mixers and cranes; 
and compressors, generators, and pumps. Noise generated from this type of equipment will range from 80 
to 95 dBA at approximately 15 m (50 ft) (Thalheimer, 2000); which will be equivalent of 50 to 66 dBA at 
approximately 360 m (1,181 ft). The center of the 40-acre Site is approximately 2,000 feet from the 
nearest boundary line of the 640-acre Section. Most of the construction activities will occur during 
weekday, daylight hours; however, construction could occur during nights and weekends, if necessary. 
Large trucks will produce noise levels around 85 dBA at approximately 15 m (50 ft), which is equivalent 
of 56 dBA at approximately 360 m (1,181 ft). See Table 4-18. 

The IIFP facility will be built on 16.2-ha (40-ac) approximately in the center of the 259-ha (640-ac) 
Section bounded on the south by U.S. 62/180 and on the west by NM 483. Plant construction will be at 
least 914 m (3,000 ft) from the site boundary (west). Considering that the sound pressure level from an 
outdoor noise source decreases 6 decibel units (dB) per doubling of distance, the highest noise level 
predicted at NM 483 during construction is expected to be within the range of 44 dBA to 59 dBA. The 
highest noise level is predicted to be less than 44 dBA to 59 dBA along the southern property boundary. 
At the closest boundary on the east 1,050 ft from the site 16.2-ha (40-ac) fence, the highest noise level is 
predicted to be 50 to 65 dBA, as well as on the northern boundary (approximately 1,360 ft) The northern 
and eastern boundaries are open rangeland with interspersed oil and gas facilities/equipment. Pre-
licensing construction is expected to generate the same noise levels as above. 
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Table 4- 18 Attenuated Noise Levels (Decibels A-Weighteda) Expected for Operation of 
Construction Equipment 

 
Source 

Distance from Source 
15 m 

(50 ft) 
30 m 

(98 ft) 
45 m 

(148 ft) 
60 m 

(197 ft) 
120 m 

(394 ft) 
360 m 

(1,181 ft) 
Heavy Truck 85 79 76 73 68 56 
Dump Truck 84 78 75 72 67 55 
Concrete Mixer 85 79 76 73 68 56 
Jackhammer 85 79 76 73 68 56 
Scraper 85 79 76 73 68 56 
Dozer 85 79 76 73 68 56 
Generator (< 25 KVA) 82 76 73 70 64 52 
Crane 85 79 76 73 68 56 
Loader 80 74 71 68 62 50 
Paver 85 79 76 73 68 56 
Excavator 85 79 76 73 68 56 
Claw Shovel 93 87 73 81 75 66 
Pile Driver 95 89 86 83 77 65 
a The most common single-number measure is the A-weighted sound level, often denoted dBA. The A-weighted response simulates the sensitivity 
of the human ear at moderate sound levels (Bruce et al., 2003) 
KVA – kilovolt amps; ft – feet; m – meters. 
Source: Thalheimer, 2000. 
 
The finishing work within the building structures will create noise levels slightly above normal 
background. Sound levels will be expected to dissipate to near background levels by the time they reach 
the property boundaries. No sensitive noise resources are located in the immediate vicinity of the site. As 
shown in Table 3-30, “Site Acceptability Noise Standards as Established by U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD),” these predicted noise level ranges fall within acceptable sound pressure 
levels. ER Section 4.2.3, “Traffic Pattern,” states that U.S. 62/180 is a main trucking thoroughfare for 
local industry and that there are no sensitive receptors at the IIFP south boundary. In addition, noise levels 
in the predicted ranges at the south and west boundary lines will only be for a short duration and only 
during construction of the facilities. Excel Energy’s Cunningham Station is located on NM 483 on the 
western boundary of the IIFP site, while another utility and gas processing facility are located east and 
southeast of the site respectively. The south fence line is near to U.S. 62/180 and the west boundary line 
adjacent to NM 483. The north and east boundary lines are adjacent to vacant land. 

Since there is already substantial truck traffic using U.S. 62/180 and NM 483, the temporarily increased 
noise levels due to construction activities are not expected to adversely affect nearby employees of the 
Excel Cunningham Station. ER Section 4.2, “Transportation Impacts,” includes further discussion of 
vehicle traffic. 

Due to the temporary and episodic nature of construction and because of the significant distance to the 
nearest residence approximately 8.5 km (5.3 mi) to the northeast of the site, and since construction 
activities largely will be during weekday daylight hours, actual construction noise at the site is not 
expected to have a significant effect on the closest resident. Vehicle traffic will be the most noticeable 
cause of construction noise. There are no sensitive receptors (hospitals, schools, residences) located close 
to the intersection of U.S. 62/180 and NM 483 at Arkansas conjunction who will have been the most 
aware of the increase in traffic due to proximity to the source.  
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There will be a lower average sound level during building erection, than during site preparation and road 
construction. The building activities are likely to generate short duration noises, resulting from hauling 
equipment and handling or moving construction materials, which are typical of building construction. 
Smaller construction vehicles will be used around the building construction site. Traffic accessing the 
construction site will increase, but the traffic will consist of smaller passenger or sport utility 
vehicle/pick-up truck-type vehicles, which are estimated to have a SMALL noise impact to the area. 

4.7.1.2 Operational Impacts 

Because actual noise estimates are not available for the operation of the IIFP facility, measured noise 
levels around an automobile assembly plant were used to estimate potential noise impacts conservatively 
high. These noise levels are 55 to 60 dBA at about 60 m (200 ft) from the plant property. These noise 
levels will be inaudible at the nearest highway (U.S. 62/180), even with low background noise levels 
(Cantor 1996). EPA has identified 55 dBA as a nearly average outdoor noise level that, if not exceeded, 
will prevent activity interference and annoyance (EPA, 1973).  

Sound levels from IIFP facility operations will be expected to dissipate to background levels by the time 
they reach the 640-acre Section property boundary. Certain phases of operation, weather, time of day, 
wind direction, traffic patterns, season, and the location of the receptor will all impact perceived 
operational noise levels. Although the noise from the plant and the additional traffic will generally be 
noticeable on the surrounding U.S. 62/180 and NM 483, the operational noise from the plant is not 
expected to have a significant noise impact on nearby traffic or the surrounding industries. 

Since the nearest residence is located northeast of the IIFP site at a distance of approximately 8.5 km (5.3 
mi), the resultant sound level exposure will be below the perception of the human ear. This is because a 
noise source over such a great distance will be dispersed in air and absorbed by natural landscape, 
vegetation, and buildings to the point of being masked by background ambient noise at the receptor. 
Noise impacts from the operation of the IIFP facility are anticipated to be SMALL. 

4.7.1.3 Facility Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will produce sound levels similar to or lower than those 
generated from the IIFP facility site preparation and construction activities. The majority of activities will 
involve decontaminating and deconstructing facility equipment and hauling the materials off site. As a 
result, the majority of the noise impacting the community will relate to the noise of hauling traffic. The 
anticipated noise emissions will be similar to those during the facility construction phases and are 
therefore estimated to represent a SMALL noise impact. 

4.7.2 Noise Sources 

Noise point sources for the plant during operation will include: reaction vessels, coolers, rooftop fans, air 
conditioners, transformers, and traffic from delivery trucks, employee and site vehicles. Noise line 
sources for the plant during operation will consist only of site vehicle traffic entering and leaving the site. 
Ambient background noise sources in the area include vehicle traffic along U.S. 62/180 and NM 483, low 
flying aircraft traffic from the Hobbs Regional Airport and existing adjacent industrial facilities. 

4.7.3 Sound Level Standards 

HUD guidelines set 65 dBA as the acceptable Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) for areas of 
industrial, manufacturing, and utilities. Additionally, under these guidelines, pre-licensing and general 
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construction, and operation of the facility should not cause the Ldn, at a nearby residence to exceed 65 
dBA (HUD, 1985). The EPA has set a goal of 55 dBA for Ldn in outdoor spaces, as detailed in the EPA 
Levels Document (EPA, 1973). There are no city, county or New Mexico state ordinances or regulations 
governing environmental noise. Thus, the IIFP site is not subject either to local or state noise regulation. 
Nonetheless, anticipated IIFP facility noise levels are expected to typically be below the applicable HUD 
and EPA guidelines and are not expected to be harmful to the public's life and health, nor a disturbance of 
public peace and welfare. 

4.7.4 Potential Impacts to Sensitive Receptors 

4.7.4.1  Impacts to the Community 

Figure 4-6 shows the relationship between environmental noise and the percentage of people “highly 
annoyed,” annoyance being the key indicator of community response. This relationship indicates that at 
levels as low as the EPA’s identified Ldn of 55 dB, on the order of 3% to 4% of the exposed population 
will still be highly annoyed, while the percentage increases to 12 to 13% at Ldn levels of 65 dB, and 22 to 
23% at Ldn levels of 70 dB (Portland, 2004). 

Potential impacts to local schools, churches, hospitals, and residences are not expected to be significant, 
as supported by the information presented in ER Section 4.7.1. The nearest ranch is located northeast of 
the site at a distance of approximately 8.5 km (5.3 mi) and due to its proximity is not expected to perceive 
an increase in noise levels due to construction or operations. The nearest school, hospital, church and 
other sensitive noise receptors are beyond this distance, thereby allowing the noise to dissipate and be 
absorbed, helping decrease the sound levels even further. Xcel Energy Cunningham Station is located on 
NM 483 and Colorado Energy Station is located northeast of the site. Xcel Energy Maddox Station is 
located east of the facility. DCP Midstream gas processing facility is located southeast of the facility. 
There are no homes located near the construction traffic off NM 483 nor at the intersection of U.S. 62/180 
and NM 483 to be affected by the vehicle noise; but due to existing heavy tractor trailer vehicle traffic, 
the change will be minimal. No schools or hospitals are located at this intersection.  

 
Source:  Portland, 2004 

Figure 4- 6 Percentage of People Highly Annoyed From Environmental Noise 
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4.7.4.2  Impacts to Wildlife 

Although there has been significant research and findings related to noise impacts on wildlife (ASTM, 
2003), there are no commonly accepted criteria for defining these noise impacts. One reference (National 
Research Council, 1977) states that wildlife impacts are similar to human impacts; therefore, similar 
impacts to those described above in ER Section 4.7.4.1 are estimated for the wildlife around the site 
during the various phases of the project. Impacts to Wildlife are identified as SMALL. 

4.7.5 Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative impacts from all site noise sources should typically remain at or below HUD guidelines of 65 
dBA Ldn, and the EPA guidelines of 55 dBA Ldn, (EPA, 1973) during IIFP facility construction and 
operation at the boundary of the 2,369-acre Sections. The cumulative noise of all site activities should 
have a SMALL impact and to only those receptors closest to the site boundary. 

4.7.6  Control of Noise Impacts to Community 

Although much of the analysis indicates that the anticipated SMALL impacts will only be temporary (i.e., 
only during the IIFP facility site preparation and construction phases), and no adverse noise impacts are 
anticipated from the operation phase of the Proposed Action, noise mitigation will nevertheless be 
considered during the final planning and design phases of the project. 

4.7.6.1  Construction Noise Control 

There may be temporary off-site noise impacts during road construction and site preparation. During this 
phase of the project, noise mitigation will focus on construction activities and related operations. There 
are various mitigation options that will be considered for application by the contractor. Examples of this 
mitigation (New York City Department of Environmental Protection, 2005) are listed below: 

• Equipping construction equipment with the manufacturer’s noise-control devices, and 
maintaining these devices in effective operating condition. 

• When possible, utilizing quiet equipment or methods to minimize noise emissions during an 
activity. 

• When possible and practical, operating equipment with internal combustion engines at the lowest 
operating speed to minimize noise emissions. 

• Closing engine housing doors during operation of the equipment to reduce noise emissions from 
the engine. 

• Avoiding equipment engine idling. 

It may be necessary to implement other noise mitigation, such as equipment-specific noise control or 
temporary noise barriers, if adverse impacts are observed as the project progresses. 

4.7.6.2  Operation Noise Control 

Although the analyses indicate that no adverse noise impacts are from the Proposed IIFP Facility 
operations, noise control will be considered during design and procurement, when possible to reduce 
sound-level impacts. 
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4.7.7 Comparative Noise Impacts of Alternative Actions 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.7.7.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional noise impacts will be 
incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the commercial enrichment facilities had to store tails 
indefinitely, no additional noise impacts will occur. If the Proposed Action is not implemented, there will 
be no noise impact to New Mexico. 

4.7.7.2  Reasonable Alternatives 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH. With 
this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
noise impacts of this alternative are essentially the same as the Proposed Action.  

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that noise impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas may be 
similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
noise impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the Proposed Action.  

See Section 4.7.7.1 for the environmental impacts on noise should the enrichment companies utilize 
existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.8 Historic and Cultural Resource Impacts 

As described in Section 3.8 of this Report (Historical and Cultural Resources), a pedestrian cultural 
resource survey of the 259 ha (640-ac) parcel of land where the IIFP plant is to be located has been 
conducted (NMCRIS, 2009). The survey was conducted to determine if any prehistoric archaeological 
sites are identified that are potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and to 
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determine if any are located in the Area of Potential Effect (APE). The APE consists of the site and area 
that includes the building(s) footprints and temporary lay-down areas. The initial approach was that any 
potentially eligible archaeological site will either be avoided or a mitigation plan will be developed and 
implemented if required. 

The isolated occurrences have been completely recorded in a manner consistent with current standards 
and do not require any additional work. A check of files yielded three previous NMCRIS activities, but no 
previously recorded sites within 1 km (0.62 mi) of the project area. The absence of cultural resources in 
the site area may be explained by the presence of shallow sediments with exposed caliche (indicating a 
lack of lithic raw materials), and a lack of permanent water sources. This may have made the location 
unattractive to prehistoric peoples. No other discoveries were made. The proposed IIFP undertaking will 
have a minimal impact on cultural resources. 

4.8.1 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.1, “Proposed Action,” IIFP will construct and operate a 
facility that will use depleted UF6 to produce inorganic fluorides, uranium oxide, and AHF. Figure 4-1 
presents a schematic of the integrated facility showing the location of process buildings, roads, grounds, 
and other non-production facilities. 

4.8.1.1  Site Preparation and Construction 

No archeological sites have been identified in the area proposed for IIFP facility construction, nor have 
sites been identified within the access road portion of the site, where construction of a new road will be 
built. Thus, construction impacts to cultural and historical resources are SMALL.  

4.8.1.2  Operation 

Operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility is not expected to result in impacts to any potential archaeological 
site; therefore, impacts of facility operations on the site are expected to be SMALL for historical or 
cultural resources. 

4.8.1.3  Decommissioning 

As with pre-licensing and general construction, operation and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP 
Facility will not result in impacts to any potential archaeological sites. Thus, decommissioning impacts on 
cultural or historical resources are SMALL. 

4.8.2 Agency Consultation 

The findings of the pedestrian cultural resource survey with the three isolated occurrences have been 
forwarded to the State Land Office. Should there be any discoveries during construction, consultation will 
be continued with appropriate state agencies and affected Native American Tribes. 

4.8.3 Historic Preservation 

The survey was conducted to determine if any prehistoric archaeological sites are identified that are 
potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and to determine if any are 
located in the Area of Potential Effect (APE). No such sites were identified. 
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4.8.4 Potential for Human Remains 

No human remains were discovered during the survey. There is low potential for human remains to be 
present on the IIFP site. Based on previous work in the region, burials tend to occur in rock shelters and 
on sites with structures. Should an inadvertent discovery of such remains be made during construction, 
IIFP will stop construction activities immediately in the area of discovery and notify the New Mexico 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The SHPO will determine the appropriate measures to 
identify, evaluate, and treat these discoveries. If the remains are potentially from Native American sites, 
IIFP will, in addition to the above actions, contact the Federal Agency that has primary management 
authority and the appropriate Native American tribe, if known or readily ascertainable. IIFP will also 
make reasonable effort to protect the items discovered before resuming the construction activities in the 
vicinity at the discovery. The construction activity will resume only after the appropriate consultations 
and notifications have occurred and guidance received. 

4.8.5 Minimizing Adverse Impacts 

If any eligible historic properties are located within the APE of the proposed location of the IIFP facility, 
a treatment/mitigation plan will be developed to recover any significant information from any eligible 
archaeological sites identified on the IIFP site. Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize any 
potential impact on historical and cultural resources. In the event that any inadvertent discovery of human 
remains or other item of archeological significance is made during construction, the facility will cease 
construction activities immediately in the area of discovery and notify the SHPO to make the 
determination of appropriate measures to identify, evaluate, and treat these discoveries. 

Given the small number of potential archaeological sites and IIFP's ability to avoid or mitigate impacts to 
those sites, the IIFP project will not have a significant impact on historic and cultural resources. 

4.8.6 Cumulative Impacts 

Given the small number of potential archaeological sites, there will be no cumulatively significant 
impacts to cultural resources. 

4.8.7 Comparative Historical and Cultural Resource Impacts of Alternative Scenarios 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.8.7.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional historical and cultural 
impacts will be incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the commercial enrichment facilities had 
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to store tails indefinitely, no additional historical and cultural impacts will occur. If the Proposed Action 
is not implemented, there will be no historical and cultural impact to New Mexico. 

4.8.7.2  Reasonable Alternatives 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH. With 
this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
historical and cultural impacts of this alternative are essentially the same as the Proposed Action. 

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that historical and cultural impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 
overseas may be similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
historical and cultural impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the Proposed 
Action.  

See Section 4.8.7.1 for the environmental impacts on historical and cultural should the enrichment 
companies utilize existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.9 Visual/Scenic Resources Impacts 

4.9.1 Photos 

Figure 4-7, “DCP Midstream Pipeline Junction” 
Figure 4-8, “Aerial 3-Diminsional View of the IIFP Concept Plant”  
Figure 4-9, “Xcel Lines Going Northeast” 
Figure 4-10, “PMN Gas Services Line Going Northwest and Southwest Looking Southwest” 
Figure 4-11, “Caliche Road Looking West Through Approximate Center” 
Figure 4-12, “Caliche Pit in Southeast Corner of Section Looking North” 
Figure 4-13, “DCP Midstream Fluid Tank at Center of West Side of Section” 
Figure 4-14, “Pipeline PNM Gas Services Facility in Approximate Center of Section” 

4.9.2 Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action, as described in Section 1.2, “Proposed Action,” IIFP will construct and operate a 
facility that will use depleted UF6 to produce inorganic fluorides, uranium oxide, and anhydrous 
hydrofluoric acid. Figure 4-1 presents a schematic of the integrated plant showing the location of process 
buildings, roads, grounds, and other non-production facilities. The proposed site is remote from any 
population centers or neighbors and is set over 3,000 feet from the nearest highway (NM 483). 
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4.9.2.1  Site Preparation and Construction 

The construction of the Proposed IIFP Facility will require clearing of vegetation from the site; however, 
the amount of vegetation cleared will be limited, to the extent practicable, to the land area needed for the 
Proposed IIFP Facility’s operational, security, and utility requirements. Approximately 16.2 ha (40 ac) of 
land will be cleared for the Proposed IIFP Facility and approximately an additional 2 ha (5 ac) adjacent to 
the site for a lay-down area.  

Temporary visual intrusions into the landscape may result from the use of construction cranes at the IIFP 
Site for erecting building structures and installing equipment. No other visual/scenic resource impacts are 
expected to result from the activities performed for construction of the Proposed IIFP Facility; therefore, 
the visual/scenic resource impacts resulting from construction of the Proposed IIFP Facility will be 
SMALL. 

4.9.2.2  Operation 

The layout of the Proposed IIFP Facility is shown is Figure 4-1. The dominant structure for Proposed 
IIFP Facility that potentially could create visual intrusions into the landscape will be the main operations 
buildings. The tallest building is the DUF4 processing facility: the height of which is approximately 21.3 
m (70 ft) tall. A few gaseous emission stacks will be 100 ft in height around the process buildings. The 
visual/scenic resource impacts resulting from operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility are SMALL. 

4.9.2.3 Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will involve removal and decontamination of the used 
process equipment and materials from building interiors and from outdoor storage areas. Some of the 
structures, including the main IIFP operations buildings, access roads, and utility lines built for the 
Proposed IIFP Facility, could remain in place after closure. Thus, no additional changes to the 
visual/scenic resources impacts are expected due to the decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility; 
the visual/scenic resource impacts resulting from decommissioning of the facility will be SMALL. 

4.9.3 Aesthetic and Scenic Quality Rating 

The visual resource inventory process provides a means for determining visual values (BLM, 1984). The 
inventory consists of a scenic quality evaluation, sensitivity level analysis, and a delineation of distance 
zones. Based on these three factors, lands are placed into one of four visual resource inventory classes. 
These inventory classes represent the relative value of the visual resources as follows: Classes I and II are 
considered to have the highest value, Class III represents a moderate value, and Class IV is of least value. 
The inventory classes provide the basis for considering visual values in the resource management 
planning (RMP) process. Visual resource management classes are established through the RMP process.  

Scenic quality is a measure of the visual appeal of a tract of land which is given an A, B or C rating (A-
highest, C-lowest) based on the apparent scenic quality. The IIFP site, as evaluated based on the scenic 
quality of the site receives a “C” rating and falls into class IV. Class IV is of the least value and allows for 
manipulation or disturbance. The proposed use of the IIFP site is within the objectives for Class IV, 
which is to provide for management activities that require major modifications of the existing character of 
the landscape. Therefore, land management activities may dominate the view and be the major focus of 
viewer attention. The level of change to the characteristics of the landscape can be high (BLM, 1984; 
BLM, 1986). With the existing gas-related structures, power lines, and other distractions typical as shown 
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in Figure 4-7, the impact of the Proposed IIFP Facility will not significantly change the character of the 
landscape. 

 
Source: BBCI, 2009 

Figure 4- 7 DCP Midstream Pipeline Junction 

4.9.4 Significant Visual Impacts 

Figure 4-1 is a layout of the IIFP Integrated Plant. The plant occupies 16.2 ha (40 ac) and is surrounded 
by the 259-ha (640-ac) Section. Open rangeland lies around the 640-acre Section interspersed with oil and 
gas service facilities and the industries. 

Xcel Energy Maddox Station and the Hobbs Regional Airport are located to the east of the IIFP facility. 
Immediately west of the site is Xcel Energy Cunningham station which borders the Section. The DCP 
Midstream Facility is located ESE along U.S. 62/180. The Colorado Generating Station is northeast of the 
IIFP facility. See Figure 2-5, “IIFP Site Map with Surrounding Industrial Properties.” Numerous power 
lines (See Figure 4-8, “Xcel Lines Going Northeast”), buried pipelines (See Figure 4-9, “PMN Gas  

 
    Source: BBCI, 2009 

Figure 4- 8 Xcel Lines Going Northeast 
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    Source: BBCI, 2009 
Figure 4- 9 PMN Gas Services Line Going Northwest and Southwest Looking Southwest 

 

Services Line Going Northwest and Southwest Looking Southwest”), and a two-track road between the 
two Excel Energy companies are present throughout the IIFP site Also see Figure 4-10, “Caliche Road 
Looking West Through Approximate Center.” 

 
 

   Source: BBCI, 2009 

Figure 4- 10 Caliche Road Looking West Through Approximate Center 
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One area has been utilized as a gravel pit crusher site. See Figure 4-11, “Caliche Pit in Southeast Corner 
of Section Looking North.” 

 
    Source: BBCI, 2009 

Figure 4- 11 Caliche Pit in Southeast Corner of Section Looking North 

The Proposed IIFP Facility is not out of character with current, on-site conditions due to the presence of 
various gas and oil industry facilities. As an example, see Figure 4-12, “DCP Midstream Fluid Tank at 
Center of West Side of Section,” and Figure 4-13, “Pipeline PNM Gas Services Facility in Approximate 
Center of Section.” 

 
   Source: BBCI, 2009 

Figure 4- 12 Midstream Fluid Tank at Center of West Side of Section 
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    Source: BBCI, 2009 

Figure 4- 13 Pipeline PNM Gas Services Facility in Approximate Center of Section  

4.9.4.1 Physical Facilities Out of Character with Existing Features 

However, considering the neighboring properties have been developed for industrial purposes (three 
power companies and a natural gas processing facility); the proposed plant structures are similar to  

4.9.4.2 Structure Obstructing Existing Views 

The tallest proposed on-site building is projected to be approximately 21.3 m (70 ft). However, relatively 
small-diameter emission stacks will be approximately 30.5 m (100 ft) tall. Due to the relative flatness of 
the site and vicinity, the structures will be observable from U.S. 62/180 and NM 483 and from the nearest 
neighbor at approximately 8.5 km (5.3 mi) from the site. The IIFP buildings will partially obstruct views 
of existing landscape. However, considering that there are no high quality viewing areas (see ER Section 
3.9.7, “High Quality View Areas”) and the many existing, manmade structures (pump jacks, high power 
lines, industrial buildings, above-ground tanks) near the IIFP facility, the obstruction of existing views 
due to proposed structures will not degrade current conditions. (Refer to ER Figures in Section 3.9.2.) 

4.9.4.3 Structures Creating Visual Intrusions 

Although all the proposed IIFP structures will be set back a substantial distance from U.S. 62/180 and 
NM 483, taller plant structures will likely be visible from the highway and adjacent properties, creating a 
visual intrusion. However, considering the existing structures associated with neighboring industrial 
properties, the nearby utility poles along U.S. 62/180 and NM 483, the high-power utility lines, the 
related gas industry structures already on the site, and the numerous pump jacks dotting the landscape all 
around the site as shown in Figure 4-14, the proposed on-site structures will be no more intrusive. 
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Figure 4- 14 Pumpjack in Southeastern New Mexico 

4.9.4.4 Structures Requiring the Removal of Barriers, Screens or Buffers 

With the possible exception of the access road from the west boundary, none of the on-site structures will 
require removal of natural barriers, screens or buffers. Any removal of natural barriers, screens or buffers 
associated with road construction will be minimized. Additionally natural landscape, using vegetation 
indigenous to the area, is planned to provide additional aesthetically pleasing screening measures. 

4.9.4.5 Altered Historical, Archaeological or Cultural Properties 

Cultural or archaeological sites that might be found within the Proposed IIFP Site can either be avoided or 
successfully mitigated, if required. If necessary, a treatment/mitigation plan will be developed by IIFP to 
recover any significant information from all sites that will be eligible for listing on the NRHP. As a result, 
no historical, archaeological or cultural properties will be affected by development of the IIFP plant. 

4.9.4.6 Structures that Create Visual, Audible or Atmospheric Elements Out of Character 

Although the proposed on-site structures are out of character with the natural setting of the site, they will 
not degrade the visual elements of the area due to existence of surrounding industrial properties as well as 
gas/oil service facilities on the site. None of the IIFP structures or associated activities will typically 
produce significant noise levels audible off site (see ER Section 4.7.1, “Predicted Noise Levels”) or create 
significant atmospheric elements (such as large emission plumes) visible from off site. 

4.9.5 Visual Compatibility and Compliance 

Applicable local ordinances and regulations will be followed during the construction and operation of the 
IIFP plant. Development of the site will meet federal and state requirements for nuclear and radioactive 
material sites regarding design, siting, construction materials, and monitoring. 
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4.9.6 Cumulative Impacts to Visual/Scenic Quality 

The cumulative impacts to the visual/scenic quality of the IIFP site can be assessed by examining 
Proposed Actions associated with construction of the IIFP facility and considering other industrial 
facilities on surrounding properties. 

Proposed site development potentially impacting the visual/scenic quality of the IIFP site includes: 

• Several buildings surrounded by chain link fencing, 
• Gaseous emission stacks [approximately 30.5 m (100 ft) tall], 
• New power lines, and 
• New access road. 

Existing development on surrounding properties impacting the visual/scenic quality of the site and 
vicinity includes: 

• Industrial structures from 3 power companies and a natural gas processing station (buildings, 
aboveground tanks), 

• Man-made earthen structures (industrial lagoons, stockpiled soil, landfill cavities), 
• Caliche covered roadways, 
• Power poles and a high-voltage utility lines, 
• Pump jacks, and 
• Barbed wire fencing along property perimeters. 

By considering both proposed on site and nearby existing developments, modification to the subject site 
will not significantly degrade its visual/scenic character. Therefore, there is a SMALL cumulative impact 
on the visual/scenic quality of the IIFP site. 

4.9.7 Comparative Visual/Scenic Resources Impacts of No-Action Alternative 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.9.7.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional visual/scenic impacts will 
be incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the commercial enrichment facilities had to store tails 
indefinitely, no additional visual/scenic impacts will occur. If the Proposed Action is not implemented, 
there will be no visual/scenic impact to New Mexico. 
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4.9.7.2  Reasonable Alternatives 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH. With 
this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
visual/scenic impacts of this alternative are essentially the same as the Proposed Action. 

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that visual/scenic impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas may 
be similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
visual/scenic impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the Proposed Action.  

See Section 4.9.7.1 for the environmental impacts on visual/scenic should the enrichment companies 
utilize existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.10 Socioeconomic Impacts 

This section describes the socioeconomic impacts to the community surrounding the IIFP plant, including 
the impacts from the-influx of the construction and operation work force to schools and housing as well 
as on social services. Transportation impacts are described in ER Section 4.2, “Transportation Impacts.” 

4.10.1  Facility Construction 

Pre-licensing construction activities are assumed to begin in early 2011 and to conclude in the fall of 2011 
when NRC is expected to approve the IIFP license. Pre-licensing construction activities, described in 
Section 4.1.1.1, “Construction Impacts,” will be preparatory in nature and will not involve any process or 
safety related equipment or systems. IIFP Site general construction is scheduled to begin in 2011, with 
construction continuing into 2012.The maximum construction workforce during Phase 1 is anticipated to 
range from 120 to 140 workers during the 2011-2012 period. Construction of Phase 2 is scheduled to be 
accomplished in 2016 with an average construction crew of 150 to 180 workers.  

4.10.1.1 Worker Population 

During the pre-licensing construction stages of the project, the work force is expected to consist primarily 
of structural crafts, which should benefit the local area since this workforce is expected to come from the 
local area. As construction progresses, there will be a transition to predominantly mechanical and 
electrical crafts in the later stages. The bulk of this labor force is expected to come from the surrounding 
120-km (75-mi) region due to the relatively low population of the local site area (See Table 3-39, 
Employment in the Region of Influence for Census Year 2000 and Table 3-44, Income Levels for the 
Nine-County Region in Census Year 2000). 
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The available labor pool is expected to correlate with the required education and skill levels for the 
construction work force. 

The southeast New Mexico area's ability to supply ample labor is enhanced by an excellent rural road 
system and warm climate. These factors allow an employer to draw from a wide geographic area labor 
force. 

4.10.1.2 Impacts of Human Activities 

The major impact of facility construction on human activities is expected to be a result of the influx of 
labor into the area on a daily or semi-permanent basis. IIFP estimates approximately 30 workers of the 
construction work force are expected to move into the vicinity as new residents (15% of 200 workers). 
Previous experience regarding construction for the nuclear industry projects suggests that of those who 
move, approximately 65% will bring their families, which on average consist of the worker, a spouse, and 
one school-aged child (NRC, 1994). The likely increases in area population during construction, 
therefore, will total about 70. This is less than 0.1% of the total Lea County, New Mexico population for 
2008 or 0.03% for the nine-county region of influence (Refer to Table 3-33, “Population Levels in the 
Region of Influence”).  

Additionally, Hobbs had a population of 29,602 in 2007 and is projected to have a growth rate of 1.17% 
through 2015. See Figure 4-15, “Hobbs, NM Population Projections.” Again, the influx of workers for the 
construction of the IIFP plant and the operation of the facility will be of minimal impact to the local 
human activities based on this projected growth just at Hobbs. Phase 2 population increases due to 
construction should generally be half of that anticipated for the Phase 1 construction. 

 

Source: EDCLC, 2009b 
Figure 4- 15 Hobbs NM Population Projections 

The increase in jobs and population will lead to a need for additional housing and an increased level of 
community services, such as schools, fire and police protection, and medical services. Providers of these 
services should be able to accommodate the growth. For example, the estimated peak increase in school-
age children is 20 or 0.1% for Lea County school enrollment only (Refer to Table 3-49, “Education 
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Characteristics in the Region of Influence for Census Year 2000”). The overall change in population 
density and population characteristics in Lea County, New Mexico and the other 8 counties in the region 
of influence, due to construction of the IIFP facility, are SMALL. 

Similarly, IIFP has estimated 20 housing units will be needed to accommodate the new IIFP facility 
construction workforce. The percentage of vacant housing units in the Lea County, New Mexico and the 
region of influence in 2000 was about 16% and 14%, respectively, meaning that more than 3,700 housing 
units were available in Lea County and that over 12,600 housing units were available in the region of 
influence (Refer to Table 3-46, “Housing in the Region of Influence around the IIFP Site for Census Year 
2000”). Accordingly, there should be no significant impact related to the need for additional housing for 
Phase 1 or Phase 2 construction. 

Approximately $70 to $94 million capital costs will be spent for the Phase 1construction of the IIFP 
facility. See Table 4-19, “Summary of Capital Cost Estimate for Phase 1 FEP/DUP Facility.” An 
additional $42 to57 million will be required to expand the plant to Phase 2 for a combined capital 
investment of $112 to $151 million.  

Table 4- 19 Summary of Capital Cost Estimate for Phase 1 and Phase 2 FEP/DUP Facility 

Fixed Capital 
Phase 1 Estimated 
Costs in Millions 

($) 

Incremental Phase 
2 Costs in Millions 

($) 

Total Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 Estimated 
Costs in Millions 

($) 
DUF4 Plant 9-12 0 9-12 
FEP Plant 15-19 0 15-19 
Oxide Add-on Plant N/A 26-34 26-34 
Balance of Plant 15-20 1-1.5 16-21.5 
Engineering, Procurement, 
Construction Management (EPCM) 7-11 7-9 14-20 

Project Mgt & Programs 2-3 1-1.5 3-4.5 
Contractor Fees 2-3 1-2 3-5 
Contingency 5-6 3-4 8-10 
Subtotal Capital 
 (Expressed in 2009 $) 55-74 39-52 94-126 

Development/Startup Expenses    
Regulatory, License, Permits 3-4 1-1.5 4-5.5 
Pre-startup Working Capital 9-12 1-2 10-14 
Spare Parts/Start up Inventories 3-4 1-1.5 4-5.5 
Subtotal Development/Startup Exp. 15-20 3-5 18-25 
Total Estimated Capital, 
Development and Startup 
 (in 2009 $) 

70-94 42-57 112-151 

While some additional investment in facilities and equipment may be necessary, local government 
revenues will also increase. These benefits and payments will provide the source for additional 
government investment in facilities and equipment. That revenue increase may lag somewhat behind the 
need for new investment, but the incremental nature of the growth should allow local governments to 
more easily accommodate the increase. Negative impacts on community services are expected to be 
insignificant. However, positive impacts to the regional economy will result from the Proposed Action. 
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4.10.2  Facility Operation 

4.10.2.1  Jobs, Income, and Population 

Operation of the proposed IIFP plant will lead to a permanent increase in employment, income, and 
population in the area. Employment at the IIFP facility during operation will be about 120 to 140 workers 
during Phase 1 and increase to 150 to 180 during Phase 2 operations. This is less than a 0.9% increase in 
total employment in Lea County and 0.25 % for the nine-county region of influence (Refer to Table        
3-39). A 4% increase in manufacturing employment is expected in the three New Mexico counties 
(reference Table 3-41). For Hobbs, according to the New Mexico Department of Labor, by 2014, the most 
significant employment increase will occur in the industries shown in Figure 4-16. The construction and 
the operation of the IIFP facility will compete for workers in 50% of the categories depicted in Figure    
4-16. A significant number of operational jobs are likely to be filled by residents in the region since most 
of its populace has completed school attainment at or above the high school grade level (Refer to Table  
3-49, Table 3-50, Table 3-51 and Figure 3-79). 

 

Source: EDCLC, 2009b 

Figure 4- 16 Job Growth Projections for Hobbs, New Mexico by 2014 

Additionally, the New Mexico Junior College (NMJC) and the College of the Southwest are located in 
Hobbs. As can be seen in Figure 4-17 enrollment in NMJC has been increasing in the Workforce Training 
Enrollment while the Fall Credit headcount has been declining. The Workforce Training headcount grew 
fourteen-fold from 360 trainees in the 2003 school year to 5,000 trainees in the 2006 school year. The 
change in the enrollment mix at the NMJC underscores the need for specific skill sets in Lea County’s 
evolving labor market (BBER, 2007a). 

For the Phase 1 facility, the IIFP annual operating payroll will be approximately $7.9 to $9.1 million for a 
workforce of approximately 120-138. The combined annual operating payroll for the Phase 1 and Phase 2 
facilities will be approximately $9.6 to $10.5 million for a workforce of 145 to 160 personnel. Table 4-20,  
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BBER, 2007a 

Figure 4- 17 New Mexico Junior College Fall Credit and Workforce Training Enrollment 

Table 4- 20 Plant Estimated Labor for Plant Personnel 

Personnel 
Classification 

Approximate No. Required Annual Costs ($) 
Phase 1 Phase 2 

Incremental
Phase 2 
Total 

Phase 1 Phase 2  
Total 

Hourly-Operations 45-50 10 55-60 2,650,000– 
2,980,000 

3,300,000-
3,600,000 

Hourly-
Maintenance 

35-40 10 45-50 2,060,000– 
2,320.000 

2,650,000- 
2,950,000 

Salary Employees 40-48 2-5 45-50 3,200,000– 
3,800,000 

3,600,000-
4,000,000 

Total 120-138 22-25 145-160 7,910,000-
9,100,000 

9,550,000-
10,500,000 

 
“Plant Estimated Labor for Plant Personnel,” provides the breakout of the payroll by position types and 
annual costs by position types. The resultant average salary is approximately 68% greater than the median 
household income in Lea County New Mexico, and for Andrews/Gaines Counties, Texas area and 
approximately 47% and 64.3% above the median household income for those counties, respectively 
(Refer to Table 3-44). 

An increase in the number of jobs will also lead to a population increase in the surrounding areas. Lea and 
Gaines Counties probably will experience the most noticeable population increases. The population 
increase during operations of the facility will be less than during facility construction and, accordingly, 
have a lower impact. In particular, the region will avoid a boomtown effect, which generally describes the 
consequence of rapid increases in population (at least 5 to 10% per year) in small (populations of a few 
thousand to a few tens of thousands), rural 48 to 80 km (30 to 50 mi) or more from major city 
communities undergoing rapid increases in economic activity (NRC, 1994). The overall change in 
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population density and population characteristics in Lea County, New Mexico and Andrews/Gaines 
Counties, Texas due to operation of the IIFP facility is SMALL. 

The impact estimates provided in ER Sections 4.10.1 and 4.10.2 are based on the assumption that impacts 
are limited to Lea, Andrews, and Gaines counties. If the projected increase in population reported in ER 
Sections 4.10.1 and 4.10.2 were spread over the 9-county region of influence, the impact will be reduced 
due to the higher population. This is the case for both the construction and operation periods. This minor 
increase in population will produce a SMALL impact on population characteristics, economic trends, 
housing, community services (health, social and educational resources), and the tax structure and 
distribution within 120 km (75 mi) of the site during both the construction and operation period. 

As shown in Table 3-33, the population of Lea County, New Mexico was approximately 55,511 in 2000. 
The three closest population centers to the site in Lea County are Eunice at 34 km (21 mi), Hobbs at 23 
km (14 mi), and Jal at 69 km (43 mi). The populations of these three areas in 2000 were approximately 
2,562, 28,657, and 1,996, respectively, providing a combined total population of approximately 33,215. If 
the entire construction phase population with a maximum increase of approximately 200 reported in ER 
Section 4.10.1.2 is assumed to relocate to these three areas, a total construction phase population increase 
of approximately 0.6% will result. For a highest impact scenario, if all the construction workers for the 
pre-licensing and general construction, and Phase 2 construction relocated to the area, then the population 
will increase by 1.4%. 

As shown in Table 3-33, the population of Andrews County, Texas, was approximately 13,004 in 2000. 
The two closest population centers in Texas to the site are Andrews at 85 km (53 mi) and Seminole at 47 
km (29 mi) each. The populations of these two areas in 2000 were 9,652 and 5,910, respectively. It is 
reasonable to assume that the population increase due to the IIFP construction and operation will mostly 
relocate to this representative set of nearby population centers: Eunice, Hobbs and Jal, New Mexico, and 
Andrews and Seminole, Texas. All five locations are within 85 km (53 mi) of the site and are reasonable 
commuting distances for this region of the country. These five areas have a combined population of 
48,777. If the maximum construction phase population increase of 200 is assumed to relocate to all five of 
the nearby locations (Eunice, Hobbs, Jal, Andrews, and Seminole), a total construction phase population 
increase of approximately 0.4% will result. For a highest impact scenario, if all the construction workers 
for the pre-licensing and general construction, and Phase 2 construction relocated to the area, then the 
population will increase by 0.9%. A significant number of operational jobs are likely to be filled by 
residents already living in the region. Therefore, the population increase during operation of the proposed 
IIFP plant will be less than during facility construction since fewer workers are expected to relocate to the 
area. The small population increase of the maximum 200 during the construction phase is not expected to 
have a significant impact on the area. Because the population increase during operation of the Phase 2 
facility is expected to be somewhat smaller at 145 to 160 personnel than the expected population increase 
during construction, a similar conclusion applies concerning the impact on the area during the operational 
period of the IIFP facility.  

The minor increase in population will produce a SMALL impact on population characteristics, economic 
trends, housing, community services (health, social and educational resources), and the tax structure and 
distribution within Hobbs, Lovington, and Eunice, New Mexico, and Andrews and Seminole, Texas, 
during both the construction and operation periods of the IIFP plant. 

4.10.2.2  Community Characteristic Impacts 

The increase in population due to IIFP operation, as stated above, will be less than during construction. 
Based on the housing vacancy rate in the area, which is about 3% to 5% higher than the respective states 
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in general (Refer to Table3 3-46, 3-47, and 3-48), the relatively small need for housing units is not 
anticipated to burden or raise prices within the local real estate market. 

Similarly, a smaller increase in local elementary and secondary school enrollment will be expected during 
operation as compared to that during construction. Area medical, fire, and law enforcement services 
should be minimally affected as well. Agreements exist among the cities in Lea County, New Mexico, for 
emergency services if personnel in Hobbs, New Mexico are not available. IIFP will request support from 
the local police and fire departments as well as the State police if needed. The impact to community 
characteristic is SMALL.  

4.10.3  Decommissioning 

For this analysis, it is assumed that decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will begin in 2049 and 
will last approximately 3 years, with the first year being essentially a planning period that overlaps with 
the final 2 years of operations. The decommissioning process will consist of decontaminating and 
removing equipment from the facility, while leaving the building, parking area, and access roads in place. 
IIFP estimates that these activities will be carried out by an annual workforce of 40 full time equivalents 
(FTE). The impact these workers will have on the population level of the region is difficult to quantify. 

4.10.3.1  Impact of Decommissioning on Population 

No reliable information could be obtained regarding labor market conditions over 40 years in the future; 
therefore, it is not apparent how many of the 40 jobs will be filled by individuals living in the region. 
Since operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility will end in 2050 (unless its license is renewed), it is not 
clear what will happen to the approximately 180 workers employed for facility operations. Some of them 
might choose to stay inside the region, whereas others may move to other parts of the country. If most of 
them chose to leave the region, the total population could decline even if all 40 decommissioning workers 
came from outside the region. Finally, population projections are not available past the year 2030; 
therefore, even if this analysis were able to accurately estimate the net population change during 
decommissioning, there will not be an appropriate baseline for comparison. 

Despite these limitations, it seems likely that the impact of decommissioning on the regional population 
level will be SMALL. For example, even if all 40 decommissioning-phase workers came from outside the 
region and brought one spouse and one child, this unlikely possibility will only result in a population 
increase of 120 individuals in 2049. Considering that population will likely continue to grow between 
before 2050, it is likely that the impact of introducing 120 additional individuals to the region during 
decommissioning will be even minimal. As a result, this analysis concludes that population impacts of 
decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will be SMALL. 

4.10.3.2  Economic Impact of Decommissioning  

Closing the operation of the IIFP facility for decommissioning has an obvious impact to the community 
some of which will be offset by a few years of decommissioning work and site closure. However, the 
decommissioning strategy is to leave most of the infrastructure for unrestricted use, which would provide 
the community an opportunity to potentially benefit from other industrial or business uses.  

Combining individual income and sales taxes, it is estimated that the decommissioning of the Proposed 
IIFP Facility will generate approximately $560,000 per year. This corresponds to $1.7 million of 
cumulative State and local tax revenue over the 3-year decommissioning period. The overall net 
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economic impacts of the decommissioning phase of the Proposed IIFP Facility are estimated to be 
SMALL. 

4.10.3.3  Impact on Social Services 

There are several reasons to believe that the decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will not 
adversely affect the social infrastructure of the region. First, since the decommissioning of the Proposed 
IIFP Facility is relatively far into the future, economic planners and community leaders will have time to 
prepare for its potential impacts. Second, decommissioning will last a relatively short amount of time—
approximately 3 years. As a result, supporting this activity should not require a permanent adjustment in 
social infrastructure, such as building new hospitals or schools. Based on these factors, it is assumed that 
decommissioning will have a SMALL impact on the provision of social services in the region. 

4.10.4  Cumulative Socioeconomic Impacts 

Significant benefits to the local, regional and state communities are derived from the capital investment 
expenditures and recurring operations. Table 4-21 presents a summary of estimated economic benefits 
expected to be realized by the regional community and state as a result of facility construction and 
operation dollars being expended within the respective surrounding geographical region. 

4.10.5  Comparative Socioeconomic Impacts of No-Action Alternative Scenarios 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

Table 4- 21 Estimated Economic Benefits to Region (Local and State) Surrounding the IIFP 

Category Annual Benefits 
(in 2009$)  

Annual Benefits Normalized 
for 40-Yr Period 

(in 2009$) 

Construction Labor 7,400,000-11,300,000 
(for 6.5 years) 1,200,000-1,840,000 

Construction Materials 1,740,000-2,600,000 
(for 6.5 years) 280,000-420,000 

Replacement Capital 1,500,000-2,100,000 1,500,000-2,100,000 

Operating Labor Wages/Salaries 7,900,000-9,100,000 (Phase 1) 
9,500,000-10,500,000 (Phase 2) 8,800,000-10,400,000 

Waste Disposal Fees in State 15,000-27,000 15,000-27,000 
Insurance Premiums & Taxes 12,500,000-17,000,000 12,500,000-17,000,000 
Utilities  2,500,000-3,300,000 2,500,000-3,300,000 
Maintenance Materials & 
Supplies 800,000-1,300,000 800,000-1,300,000 

TOTAL  27,595,000-36,387,000 
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4.10.5.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional socioeconomic impacts will 
be incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the commercial enrichment facilities had to store tails 
indefinitely, no additional socioeconomic impacts will occur. If the Proposed Action is not implemented, 
there will be no socioeconomic impact to New Mexico. However, the region will forego economic, 
educational, and other socioeconomic benefits compared to doing the Proposed Action. 

4.10.5.2 Reasonable Alternatives 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH. With 
this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
socioeconomic impacts of this alternative are essentially the same as the Proposed Action. 

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that socioeconomic impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas may 
be similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
socioeconomic impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the Proposed Action.  

See Section 4.10.5.1 for the environmental impacts on socioeconomic should the enrichment companies 
utilize existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.11  Environmental Justice 

This section examines whether there are disproportionately high minority or low-income populations 
residing within a 6.4 km (4 mi) radius of 130 km2 (50 mi2) of the IIFP facility for which further 
examination of environmental impacts, is warranted to determine the potential for environmental justice 
concerns. The evaluation was performed using the most recent population and economic data available 
from the U.S. Census Bureau for that area, and was done in accordance with the procedures contained in 
NUREG-1748 (NRC, 2003a). This guidance was endorsed by the NRC's recently issued draft Policy 
Statement on the Treatment of Environmental Justice Matters in NRC Regulatory and Licensing Actions 
(FR, 2003). As discussed below, no minority or low-income populations were identified that will require 
further analysis of environmental justice concerns under the criteria established by the NRC. 
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 4.11.1  Procedure and Evaluation Criteria 

The determination of whether the potential for environmental justice concerns exists was made in 
accordance with the detailed procedures set forth in Appendix C to NUREG-1748 (NRC, 2003a). Census 
data from the 2000 census were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau on the minority and low-income 
populations residing within a 6.4-km (4 mi) radius (130 km2 or 50 mi2 population area) from the center of 
the IIFP site. These data were obtained by census block group (CBG), and include (for minority 
populations) percentage totals within each census block group for both each individual minority 
population group (i.e., African-American, Hispanic, Native American) and for the aggregate minority 
population. A block group is a cluster of census blocks that are normally comprised of up to several 
hundred people. For low-income households (defined in NUREG-1748 as those households falling below 
the U.S. Census Bureau-specified poverty level), only the total percentage of such households within each 
CBG was obtained.  

Once collected, the above-described minority and low-income population percentage data were then 
compared to their counterparts for their respective county and state. These comparisons were made 
pursuant to the "20%" and "50%" criteria contained in Appendix C to NUREG-1748, to determine (1) if 
any individual CBG contained a minority population group, aggregate minority population, or low-
income household percentage that exceeded its county or state counterparts by more than 20 percentage 
points; and (2) if any CBG was comprised of more than 50% minorities (either by individual group or in 
the aggregate) or low-income households. 

Based on its comparison of the relevant CBG data to their county and state counterparts, as discussed 
below, IIFP determined that further evaluation of potential environmental justice concerns is necessary, as 
CBG groups within the 6.4-km (4 mi) radius of the IIFP site contained minority or low-income 
populations exceeding the NUREG-1748 "20%" or "50%" criteria (NRC, 2003a). 

4.11.2  Results of Census Block Group Data 

The 130-km2 (50-mi2) area around the Proposed IIFP Site includes parts of Lea County, New Mexico and 
Andrews/Gaines Counties, Texas. The minority population for each of the individual CBGs; as well as 
the total corresponding minority population for Lea, Andrews, and Gaines counties, the states of New 
Mexico and Texas and the 130 km2 (50 mi2) area around the Proposed IIFP Site are enumerated in Table 
C-1, “Census Block Groups within 80 Kilometers (50 miles) of the Proposed IIFP Site” in the Appendix 
C, “Environmental Justice.” The table also lists the percent make up of each minority around the 130-km2 
(50-mi2) area of the IIFP facility. Since the 130-km2 (50-mi2) area around the IIFP plant covers both 
states, the comparisons were made to each state and the three counties (Lea County, New Mexico and 
Andrews/Gaines Counties, Texas). 

Table 3-38, “Percentage of Minority and Low-Income Census Block Groups within 80 Kilometers (50) 
Miles of the Proposed IIFP Site,” summarizes the data from Table C-1 in Appendix C. As shown in Table 
3-38, the criteria resulted in 72 minority block groups out of 117 total block groups within 80 kilometers 
(50 miles) of the Proposed IIFP Site. Of these, 69 were identified using the total minority criterion, and an 
additional 3 were identified from 1 of the individual minority categories. Many of the minority block 
groups satisfied one or more individual minority group criteria in addition to the total minority criterion. 
The largest minority group is Hispanic or Latino, accounting for 42.1% of the total population in New 
Mexico and 32.0% in Texas. 

In Lea County, New Mexico, the highest percentage of a minority population, at 28%, is also Hispanic or 
Latino. Table 3-38 shows that there are 28 individual CBGs within Lea County that are comprised of 
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more than 50% or 48% (20% greater than the Lea County average of 28%) of any minority population. 
With respect to the Hispanic or Latino population, Table C-1 in the Appendix shows the largest minority 
population in the 63 census blocks for Lea County is 73.9%. There are 8 block groups meeting 
environmental justice criteria for “Below Poverty Level” with the largest percentage at 57% in one CBG 
in Lea County. One block group meets the Environmental Justice criteria for “African American/Black” 
in Lea County at 39.8%. Additionally, 15 CBGs exceed the criteria for “Other Races” with the highest for 
Lea County at 53.1% for one block group. By far, the largest population center in Lea County is Hobbs 
which also has the largest minority population. See Figure 4-18, “Ethnic Breakdown for Hobbs, New 
Mexico.” 

 
Source: EDCLC, 2009b 

Figure 4- 18 Ethnic Breakdown for Hobbs, New Mexico 

In Andrews County, Texas, Hispanic or Latino is the largest minority group as well at 40.0%. Table 3-31 
shows there are 11 of the 15 total CBGs in Andrews County meeting the Environmental Justice criteria 
with the highest CBG at 70.6% for Hispanic or Latino population. 

In Gaines County, Texas, Hispanic or Latino is the largest minority group as well at 35.8%. Table 3-38 
shows there are 10 of the 13 total CBGs in Gaines County meeting the Environmental Justice criteria with 
the highest CBG at 69.6% for Hispanic or Latino population. 

Based on this analysis of the above-described data, performed in accordance with the criteria, guidelines 
and procedures set forth in NUREG-1748, IIFP has concluded that disproportionately high minority or 
low-income populations exist that warrant further examination of environmental impacts upon such 
populations (NRC, 2003a). 

4.11.3  NRC Review of NEF Environmental Justice 

For the Environmental Impact Study conducted by the NRC for the National Enrichment Facility (NEF) 
in nearby Eunice, Texas, NRC conducted additional examination of environmental impacts upon the same 
populations. For each of the areas of technical analysis presented in that EIS (NRC, 2005), the review of 
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impacts to the human and natural environment was conducted to determine if any minority or low-income 
populations could be subject to disproportionately high and adverse impacts from the Proposed Action. 
That review included potential impacts from the construction and operation of the proposed NEF. 

Through the scoping process, affected members of the African American/Black, Hispanic/Latino, and 
Indian tribe communities were contacted and asked to express their concerns about the project and to 
discuss how they perceived the construction and operation of the proposed NEF will affect them. The 
discussions elicited the following concerns: 

• Potential loss of property values for houses owned by nearby residents. 
• Potential groundwater conflicts. 
• Potential radiological contamination (probably airborne given the locations involved) of persons 

near the proposed NEF. 
• Potential transportation routes. 

For each area of analysis, NRC reviewed the impacts to determine if any potential adverse impacts to the 
surrounding population will occur as a result of the proposed NEF construction and operations. If 
potential adverse impacts were identified, a determination was made as to whether minority or low-
income populations will be disproportionately affected. Adverse impacts are defined as negative changes 
to the existing conditions in the physical environment (e.g., land, air, water, wildlife, vegetation, human 
health, etc.) or negative socioeconomic changes. Disproportionate impacts are defined as impacts that 
may affect minority or low-income populations. 

Table 4-22 summarizes the potential impacts identified by NRC (NRC, 2005) to minority and low-
incomes populations. Examination of the various environmental pathways by which low-income and 
minority populations could be disproportionately affected revealed no disproportionately high and 
adverse impacts from either construction or normal operations of the proposed NEF. In addition, no 
credible accident scenarios exist in which such impacts could take place. NRC staff concluded that no 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts will occur to minority and low-income populations living 
near the proposed NEF or along likely transportation routes into and out of the proposed NEF as a result 
of the Proposed Action. Thus, when considering the effect of the proposed NEF on environmental justice 
through direct environmental pathways, the impacts are SMALL. 

4.11.4  Proposed Action 

If the Proposed Action is undertaken, pre-licensing construction of the Proposed IIFP Facility will begin 
in early 2011. In late 2012, Phase 1 operation of the facility will begin. By 2016, Phase 2 operation of the 
Proposed IIFP Facility is expected to be fully operational. 

4.11.4.1  Site Preparation and Construction 

Site preparation and construction of the Proposed IIFP Facility may require a labor force of as many as 
200 employees; construction employment is projected to vary depending on the site preparation and 
construction activities under way at any given time. Preparation of the IIFP facility site and construction 
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Table 4- 22 Potential Impacts of the Proposed Action on Minority and Low-Income Populations 

Potential Impacta Potentially Affected Minority population or 
Low-Income Community Level of Impact 

Land Use Hispanic/Latino SMALL 
Historic and Cultural Resources Indian Tribes SMALL 

Visual and Scenic Resources Low-Income and Minority Populations near 
Proposed IIFP Site SMALL 

Air Quality Hispanic/Latino SMALL 
Geology and Soils Hispanic/Latino SMALL 
Water Resources Hispanic/Latino SMALL 
Ecological Resources None SMALL 
Socioeconomic and Community 
Resources: (Employment, 
Population, & Housing Values) 
       Recreation 
       Economic Structure 

All Minorities, Low-Income Populations 
 
 
Low-Income and Minority Populations 
Low-Income and Minority Populations 
 

SMALL to MODERATE 
(but generally beneficial 
and not disproportionate) 
SMALL 
SMALL to MODERATE 
(and beneficial) 

Noise Low-Income and Minority Populations near 
Proposed IIFP Site SMALL 

Transportation Hispanic/Latino, African American/Black, 
Low Income 

MODERATE  
(but not disproportionate) 

Human Health 
       Radiological 
       Nonradiological 

Low-Income and Minority Populations near 
Proposed Transport Routes and Downwind of 
the Proposed IIFP Site 

SMALL 

Source: NRC, 2005 

of the IIFP facility is projected to take approximately 20-24 months, beginning in 2011 and ending in 
2012. During the site preparation and construction phase of the project, environmental impacts (discussed 
in detail in the sections noted in parentheses) may include the following: 

• Increased truck and car traffic associated with construction materials and labor (see Section 4.2, 
“Transportation Impacts”). 

• Air quality impacts from both construction traffic and operation of construction equipment (see 
Section 4.6.1, “Air Quality Impacts from Construction”). 

• Increased noise associated with the operation of construction machinery (see Section 4.7.1, 
“Predicted Noise Impacts”). 

• Positive socioeconomic results from the capital infusion into the economy and increased 
employment and higher wages for the region. 

The environmental impacts associated with site preparation and construction of the Proposed IIFP Plant 
are generally estimated to be SMALL, and generally will be mitigated. The only MODERATE impact 
involves modified wildlife travel corridors during construction and increased traffic congestion on NM 
483 for the 1.5-mile distance between Arkansas Junction and the site access road, especially during shift-
change hours. These impacts will mainly affect personnel working the surrounding industries identified in 
Section 3.1.2, “Description of Off-site Areas,” and passing motorists since there are no residents within a 
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4.0 mile radius of the Proposed IIFP Facility. The Proposed IIFP Facility is located in NM Census Tract 
000700. (See Figure 4-19, “Lea County Population, Census 2000 by Census Tract.”). Census Tract 0700 
residents since there are no residents within that 4-mile radius of the site. Thus, it is not expected that 
construction of the facility will give rise to environmental justice concerns. 

 

Figure 4- 19 Lea County Population, Census 2000 by Census Tract 

4.11.4.2  Operation 

Operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility will be expected to begin operation of the Phase 1 plant in late 
2012 and the Phase 2 plant in mid-2016. The facility is projected to employ as many as 138 FTEs 
engaged in Phase 1 operations and 160 FTEs engaged in Phase 2 operations. During the operation phase 
of the project, potential environmental impacts (discussed in detail in the sections in parentheses) may 
include the following: 

• Increased truck and car traffic associated with transportation of materials and product, as well as 
employees, to and from the Proposed IIFP Facility (see Section 4.2, “Transportation Impacts”). 
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• Air emissions associated with both vehicle exhaust and operation of the facility (see Section 
4.6.2, “Air Quality Impacts from Operations”). 

• Trace radiological releases (see Section 4.12, “Waste Management Impacts”) 
• Increased noise associated with the operation of the facility (see Section 4.7, “Noise Impacts”). 

As was the case for construction, the environmental impacts associated with the operations phase of the 
Proposed Action will be most likely to affect employees of the nearby industries and passing motors since 
there are no residents within 6.4 km (4 mi) of the Proposed IIFP Facility. As stated in 4.11.4.1, the site is 
located in NM Census Tract 000700 with only one of six CBGs having minority residents comprising 
54.2% of its population and low-income residents ranging from 1.7% for CBG 2 to 19% for CBG 5 of its 
population. Environmental impacts of facility operations are projected to be SMALL, and no adverse 
health impacts are expected since there are no residents within a radius of 6.4 km (4 mi) of the proposed 
facility.  

As discussed in Section 4.12.2, “Radiological Impacts,” the radiological doses to the nearest residents 
resulting from operations of the Proposed IIFP Facility are projected to be well below the EPA 10 
millirem (mrem; .1 milliSieverts [mSv]) per year standard (20 CFR 190) and the NRC total effective dose 
equivalent (TEDE) 100 mrem (1 mSv) per year limit (10 CFR 20, Standards for Protection Against 
Radiation). Therefore, operations of the Proposed IIFP Facility are not expected to result in 
disproportionately high or adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

Because the greatest impact is expected to occur immediately next to the plant (no ethnicities or personnel 
with low income levels within 6.4 km (4 mi), the operations phase of the Proposed Action is not expected 
to result in disproportionately high or adverse impacts on low-income or minority residents; thus, the 
operation of the facility is not expected to give rise to environmental justice concerns. 

4.11.4.3  Decommissioning 

Decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility is projected to begin in 2049; decommissioning is 
projected to consist of removal of equipment from the facility, but the building, parking area, and access 
roads are projected to remain in place. Decommissioning will be expected to employ 40 FTEs and result 
in a reduction in environmental impacts relative to construction and operation of the facility, but slightly 
higher than baseline. Again, impacts are expected to be concentrated in the vicinity of the Proposed IIFP 
Facility; thus, NM Census Tract 000700, CBG 2, will experience a higher share of any environmental 
impacts than will CBGs located farther from the facility. Because the CBG in which the facility is located 
has no minority and low-income residents within a 4-mile radius (50 mi2) of the plant, decommissioning 
of the facility is not expected to result in disproportionately high or adverse impacts on minority or low-
income populations. Thus, decommissioning of the IIFP facility is not expected to pose environmental 
justice concerns. 

4.11.4.4  Cumulative Impacts 

All phases of the Proposed IIFP Facility have the potential to generate environmental impacts on the areas 
surrounding the facility, including a CBG with relatively high proportion of minority residents. However, 
the results of the analysis indicate that the cumulative environmental impacts experienced by residents 
from the construction, operation, and decommissioning phases of the Proposed Action will be SMALL, 
and any adverse health impacts will be SMALL. The only MODERATE impacts estimated are increased 
traffic congestion on NM 483 between the proposed new dedicated IIFP facility entrance and Arkansas 
Junction, especially during shift-change hours, and these impacts will mainly affect the neighboring 
industries or passing motorists since no residents are located with 6.4 km (4 mi) of the proposed facility. 
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Thus environmental impacts from the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of the IFFP facility are not expected to result in disproportionately high or adverse 
impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

In addition to the potential environmental impacts associated with pre-licensing and general construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility, there are projected to be substantial 
positive economic impacts for the area, including increased employment and income. During 
construction, it is projected that up to 200 employees will be needed; during facility start-up, up to 138 
employees will be needed; during regular Phase 2 operations, approximately 160 employees will be 
required; and during decommissioning, approximately 40 employees will be required. The majority of the 
workers, especially for operations, are expected to be hired from within the region. A wide range of skills 
and education levels will be needed; thus, there will be employment opportunities available to the 
residents of all CBGs surrounding the facility, including those with relatively high percentages of 
minority and low-income residents. 

4.11.5  Comparative Environmental Justice Impact of Alternative Actions 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.11.5.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional environmental justice 
impacts will be incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the commercial enrichment facilities had 
to store tails indefinitely, no additional environmental justice impacts will occur. If the Proposed Action is 
not implemented, there will be no environmental justice impact to New Mexico.  

4.11.5.2  Reasonable Alternatives 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH. With 
this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
environmental justice impacts of this alternative are essentially the same as the Proposed Action.  

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
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for disposal. It is expected that environmental justice impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 
overseas may be similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
environmental justice impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the Proposed 
Action.  

See Section 4.11.5.1 for the environmental impacts on environmental justice should the enrichment 
companies utilize existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.12  Public and Occupational Health Impacts 

4.12.1  Nonradiological Impacts 

Sources of nonradiological exposure to the public and to facility workers are characterized below. 
Nonradiological effluents have been evaluated and do not exceed criteria in 40 CFR 50, 59, 60, 61, 122, 
129, or 141 (CFR, 2009h; CFR, 2009i; CFR 2009j; CFR, 2009ii; CFR, 2009p; CFR, 2009s; CFR, 2009t). 
Radionuclides, and hydrogen fluoride, are governed as a National Emission Standards Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP) (EPA, 2004b). Details of radiological gaseous and liquid effluent impacts and 
controls are listed in ER Section 4.12.2, “Radiological Impacts.” 

The initial list of hazards, based on the current plant conceptual design information, is subsequently 
categorized and documented in the License Application Integrated Safety Analysis. The primary chemical 
hazard is HF. Exposure pathways can occur directly from anhydrous HF or from a byproduct reaction 
from another source (DUF6, DUF4, SiF4, or BF3). UF4 is essentially stable and will only generate HF at 
this facility as a byproduct when reacted with SiO2 and heat. DUF6, SiF4, and BF3 however, generate HF 
off-gas when reacted with water or water vapor. A release of these chemical compounds from 
containment will result in the formation of HF from the reaction with water vapor in the air. HF is a clear, 
colorless, corrosive fuming liquid with a very acrid odor. In high concentrations a release can form dense 
white vapor clouds. Both liquid and vapor can cause severe burns to all parts of the body. Exposure to 
skin, eyes and inhalation or ingestion can cause severe health consequences up to and including death. 
Accident pathways involving the release of HF are of significant concern to the design of this facility and 
will be rigorously evaluated during the safety analysis and will be documented in the licenses supporting 
documents. 

The primary radiological hazard is UF6 due to its vigorous reaction with moisture in the air to form HF 
gas and finely divided UO2F2. UO2F2 becomes a significant inhalation problem due to its property to 
readily disperse and its small particle size. The chemical hazard from HF and the heavy metal toxicity of 
UO2F2 far outweigh the radiological dose hazard. 

Other hazards identified to date are the more common industrial health and safety hazards that one will 
encounter at a manufacturing plant. These hazards will be evaluated further in more detailed safety 
analyses. 

4.12.1.1  Routine Gaseous Effluent 

Routine gaseous effluents from the plant are listed in Table 4-23, “Estimated Annual Non-Radiological 
Gaseous Effluent.” Radiological effluent estimates are shown in Table 4-24, “Estimated and Bounding 
Radiological Releases from the Stacks.” 
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Table 4- 23 Estimated Annual Non-Radiological Gaseous Effluent. 

Emission 
Estimated Releases 

DUF6 to DUF4  
Stack 

SiF4 & BF3  
Production Stack 

DUF6 to DU  
Oxide Stack 

SiF4 N/A 0.08 kg/yr (0.18 lb/yr) N/A 
BF3 N/A 0.40 kg/yr (0.88 lb/yr) N/A 
HF 1.19 kg/yr (2.63 lb/yr) 5.17 kg/yr (11.39 lb/yr) 2.78 kg/yr (6.13 lb/yr) 

 

Table 4- 24 Estimated and Bounding Radiological Releases from the Stacks 

Radionuclide 
DUF6 to DUF4  

Stack 
SiF4 & BF3  

Production Stack 
DUF6 to DU  
Oxide Stack 

kBq/yr Ci/yr kBq/yr Ci/yr kBq/yr Ci/yr 
Estimated Releases 

234U 2.15E+02 5.80E-06 2.09E+02 5.66E-06 4.19E+02 1.13E-05 
235U 2.12E+01 5.73E-07 2.07E+01 5.59E-07 4.15E+01 1.12E-06 
238U 1.65E+03 4.45E-05 1.61E+03 4.34E-05 3.22E+03 8.70E-05 

Total 1.88E+03 5.08E-05 1.84E+03 4.96E-05 3.68E+03 9.94E-05 
Bounding Releases  

234U 4.29E+02 1.16E-05 4.19E+02 1.13E-05 8.39E+02 2.27E-05  
235U 4.24E+01 1.15E-06 4.14E+01 1.12E-06 8.29E+01 2.24E-06  
238U 3.29E+03 8.89E-05 3.21E+03 8.68E-05 6.43E+03 1.74E-04  

Total 3.76E+03 1.02E-04 3.67E+03 9.93E-05 7.36E+03 1.99E-04  

Routine gaseous effluents from the plant are listed in Table 4-23, “Estimated Annual Non-Radiological 
Gaseous Effluent” and Table 4-24, “Estimated and Bounding Radiological Releases from the Stacks.” 
Worker exposure to in-plant gaseous effluents will be minimal. No exposures exceeding 29 CFR 1910, 
Subpart Z are anticipated (CFR, 2009g). Laboratory and maintenance operations activities involving 
hazardous gaseous or respirable effluents will be conducted with ventilation control (i.e., fume hoods, 
local exhaust or similar) and/or with the use of respiratory protection as required. All regulated gaseous 
effluents will be below regulatory limits as specified by the New Mexico Air Quality Bureau. 

4.12.1.2  Routine Liquid Effluent  

The facility does not directly discharge any industrial effluents to natural surface waters or grounds on 
site, and there is no plant tie in to a Publicly Owned-Treatment Works (POTW). All effluents are 
contained on the IIFP site via collection tanks. No public impact is expected from routine liquid effluent 
discharge. Impacts from routine liquid effluents are SMALL. 

No exposures exceeding 29 CFR 1910 (CFR, 2009g), Subpart Z are anticipated. Additionally, handling of 
all chemicals and wastes will be conducted in accordance with the site Environment, Health, and Safety 
Program which will conform to 29 CFR 1910 (CFR, 2009g) and specify the use of appropriate engineered 
controls, as well as personnel protective equipment, to minimize potential chemical exposures. 
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4.12.2  Radiological Impacts 

Sources of radiation exposure incurred by the public generally fall into one of two major groupings; 
naturally-occurring radioactivity and man-made radioactivity. Naturally-occurring radioactivity includes 
primordial radionuclides (nuclides that existed or were created during the formation of the earth and have 
a sufficiently long half-life to be detected today) and their progeny nuclides, and nuclides that are 
continually produced by natural processes other than the decay of the primordial nuclides. These nuclides 
are ubiquitous in nature, and are responsible for a large fraction of radiation exposure referred to as 
background exposure. Uranium (U), the material used in the IIFP operations, is included in this group. 
Man-made radioactivity, which includes radioactivity generated by human activities (e.g., fallout from 
weapons testing, medical treatments, and x-rays), also contributes to background radiation exposure. The 
combined relative concentrations of naturally-occurring radioactivity and man-made radioactivity in the 
environment vary extensively around the world, with variations seen between areas in close proximity. 
The concentration of radionuclides and radiation levels in an area are influenced by such factors as 
geology, precipitation, runoff, topsoil disturbances, solar activity, barometric pressure, and a host of other 
variables. The annual total effective dose equivalent from background radiation in the United States 
varies from 2.0 to 3.0 mSv (200 to 300 mrem) depending on the geographic region or locale and the 
prevalence of radon and its daughters. 

Workers at the IIFP plant are subject to higher potential exposures than members of the public because 
they are involved directly with handling uranium cylinders, uranium processes, and decontamination and 
maintenance of equipment. During routine operations, workers at the plant potentially may be exposed to 
radiation from uranium via inhalation of airborne particles and direct exposure to equipment and 
components containing uranic materials. The radiation protection program at the IIFP facility requires 
routine radiation surveys and air sampling to assure that worker exposures are maintained as low as 
reasonably achievable (ALARA). In addition, exposure-monitoring techniques at the plant include use of 
personal dosimeters by workers, personnel breathing zone air sampling, and annual whole-body counting. 

In addition to the radiological hazards associated with uranium, workers may be potentially exposed to 
the chemical hazards associated with uranium. The material, UF6, is hygroscopic (moisture absorbing) 
and, in contact with water, will chemically breakdown into UO2F2 and HF. When released to the 
atmosphere, gaseous UF6 combines with humidity to form a cloud of particulate UO2F2 and HF fumes. 
The reaction is very fast and is dependent on the availability of water vapor. Consequently, an inhalation 
to UF6 is typically an internal exposure to HF and UO2F2. In addition to the radiation dose, a worker will 
be subjected to two other primary toxic effects: (1) the uranium in the uranyl complex acts as a heavy 
metal poison that can affect the kidneys and (2) the HF can cause acid bums to the skin and lungs if 
concentrated. Because of low specific activity values, the radiotoxicity of UF6 and its products are smaller 
than their chemical toxicity. 

Implementation of a radiation protection program and a health and safety program will protect workers at 
the IIFP facility. The Radiation Protection Program will comply with all applicable NRC requirements 
established in 10 CFR 20 (CFR, 2009a), Subpart B. Similarly, the Health and Safety Program at the IIFP 
plant will comply with all applicable OSHA requirements established in 29 CFR 1910 (CFR, 2009g). 

The general public and the environment may be impacted by radiation and radioactive material from the 
IIFP facility in two primary ways. Potential radiological impacts may occur from (1) gaseous and liquid 
effluent discharges associated with controlled releases from the uranium process lines during routine 
operations and from decontamination and maintenance of equipment, and (2) direct radiation exposure 
associated with transportation and storage of depleted UF6 cylinders and wastes. 
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The potential radiological impacts to the public from operations at the IIFP plant are those associated with 
chronic exposure to low levels of radiation and not the immediate health effects associated with acute 
radiation exposure. The major sources of potential radiation exposure are the effluent from the plant 
scrubber systems for the DUF4 and FEP processes and the dust collector scrubber system. It is estimated 
that the total amount of uranium released to the environment via air effluent discharges from the IIFP 
facility will be less than 1.5 kg (3.3 lb) per year.  

Due to the anticipated low volume of contaminated liquid waste and the effectiveness of treatment 
processes, no liquid effluent discharges are expected. Therefore, there will be no significant radiological 
impact to the public or the environment from air emission or liquid effluent discharges. In addition, the 
radiological impacts associated with direct radiation from indoor operations are not expected to be a 
significant contributor because the low-energy gamma-rays associated with the uranium will be absorbed 
almost completely by the process lines, equipment, cylinders, and building structures at the IIFP. See 
Table 4-24, “Estimated and Bounding Radiological Releases from the Stacks.” The radiological impacts 
from air emissions, liquid effluent discharges and direct radiation from indoor operations are SMALL. 

Discharges of gaseous effluent from the scrubbing systems from the DUF4 and FEP processes, and the 
dust collector scrubbers are from the middle of the 40-acre Site. Airborne concentrations of uranium 
present in gaseous effluent continually decrease with distance from the release point. Therefore, the 
greatest off-site radiological impacts are expected at or near the site boundaries. The nearest known 
resident has been identified at a distance of approximately 8.5 km (5.3 mi) northeast of the site. The 
nearest businesses include Colorado Energy Hobbs Station at a distance of 2 km (1.1 mi) NE of the site, 
Xcel Energy Cunningham at a distance of 2 km (1.3 mi) WSW of the site, and Xcel Energy Maddox 4 km 
(2.2 mi) E of the site. Xcel Energy Cunningham Station on the west sector. A natural gas processing 
station, DCP Midstream, is located 6 km (3.6 mi) southeast of the IIFP buildings. No other important 
receptor locations such as schools, have been identified within an 8-km (5-mi) radius of the IIFP site 
(refer to ER Section 3.10). With respect to ingestion pathways, there is little in the way of food crops 
grown within an 8-km (5-mi) radius due to semi-arid nature and minimal development of the local area 
for agriculture. Cattle grazing across the open range has been observed in the vicinity of the site. The 
radiological impacts on members of the public and the environment at these potential receptor locations 
are expected to be only small fractions of the radiological impacts that have been estimated for the site 
boundary locations because of the low concentrations in gaseous effluent and the high degree of 
dispersion that takes place as the gaseous effluent is transported. 

The potential off-site radiological impacts to members of the general public from routine operations at the 
IIFP facility were assessed through calculations designed to estimate the annual committed effective dose 
equivalent (CEDE) and annual committed dose equivalent to organs from effluent releases. The 
calculations also assessed impacts from direct radiation from stored uranium in depleted UF6 feed 
cylinders and empty cylinders. The term “dose equivalent" as described throughout this section refers to a 
50-year committed dose equivalent. The addition of the effluent related doses and direct dose equivalent 
from fixed sources provides an estimate of the total effective dose equivalent (TEDE) associated with 
plant's operations. The calculated annual dose equivalents were then compared to regulatory (NRC and 
EPA) radiation exposure standards as a way of illustrating the magnitude of potential impacts. 

4.12.2.1  Pathway Assessment 

Routine Gaseous Effluent 

Most of the airborne uranium is removed through filtration prior to the discharge of gaseous effluent to 
the atmosphere. However, the release of uranium in extremely low concentration is expected and raises 
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the potential for radiological impacts to the general public and the environment. The total annual 
discharge of uranium in routine gaseous effluent from operations of the Honeywell plant in Metropolis, IL 
is reported to be less than 30 g (1.1 oz) (NRC, 1994a). The annual discharge of uranium in routine 
gaseous effluent discharged from the IIFP plant is estimated to be less than 550 g (20 ounces). As a 
conservative assumption for assessment of potential radiological impacts to the general public, the 
uranium source term used in the assessment of radiological impacts for routine gaseous effluent releases 
from the IIFP facility was taken as 14.8 MBq (400 micro Ci) per year.  

There are four primary exposure pathways associated with plant effluent: inhalation; immersion in a 
passing effluent plume; direct radiation due to deposited radioactivity on the ground surface (ground 
plane exposure); and ingestion of contaminated food products. Of these four exposure pathways, 
inhalation exposures are expected to be the predominant pathways at site boundary locations and also at 
off-site locations that are relatively close to the site boundary. The reason for this is that the discharge 
point for gaseous effluent, roof-top stacks result in ground level effluent plumes. For ground level plume, 
the airborne concentration(s) within the plume decreases with the distance from the discharge point. 
Consequently, for gaseous effluent from the IIFP facility, the highest off-site airborne concentrations 
(and, hence, the greatest radiological impacts) are expected at locations close to the site boundary. 
Beyond those locations, the concentrations of airborne radioactive material decreases continually as it is 
transported because of dispersion and depletion processes. Although radiological impacts via the 
ingestion exposure pathways come into play for distances beyond the site boundary, the concentrations of 
radioactive material will have been greatly reduced by the time effluent plumes reach those locations. 

Under routine operations, the potential that radioactivity from the Cylinder Storage Pads may impact the 
public is low because the cylinders are surveyed for external contamination before they are placed on the 
staging area. Therefore, rainfall runoff from the pad is not expected to be a significant exposure pathway. 
Runoff water from the Cylinder Storage Pads is directed from the Staging Pads to an on-site retention 
basin for evaporation of the collected water. Periodic sampling of the soil from the basins is performed to 
identify accumulation or buildup of any residual cylinder surface contamination washed off by rainwater 
to the basins (see ER Section 6.1, “Radiological Monitoring”). No liquids from the retention basins are 
discharged directly off site. In addition, direct radiation from the Cylinder Storage Pads is monitored on a 
quarterly basis using thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLDs). 

Direct Radiation  

Temporary storage of full depleted feed cylinders and empty depleted cylinders at the IIFP facility may 
have an impact due to direct and scatter (sky shine) radiation to the site boundary, and to lesser extents, 
off-site locations. Typically, approximately 50 full depleted tails cylinders and 30 empty depleted 
cylinders will generally be stored at the IIFP site. The empty cylinders will be shipped back to the 
enrichment facility for their reuse. 

4.12.2.2  Public and Occupational Exposure Impacts 

The key receptor locations (critical populations) for determining dose impacts included the resident 
nearest to the IIFP facility and the maximally exposed individual (MEI) (at the northwest boundary). The 
MEI is a hypothetical person living at the point of highest projected total uranium concentrations near the 
site boundary. The impact due to gaseous effluents was evaluated for the dose from inhalation; immersion 
in a passing effluent plume; direct radiation due to deposited radioactivity on the ground surface (ground 
plane exposure); and ingestion of contaminated food products. No radiological contamination of drinking 
water is anticipated or considered in the analysis. The analysis included dose equivalent assessments for 
four age groups (i.e., adults, teens, children, and infants) for these pathways. 
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Doses were calculated using GENII (version 2.08), which was developed for EPA to provide a set of 
programs for calculating radiation dose and risk from radionuclides released to the environment. 

For both the inhalation and ingestion exposure pathways, the exposure-to-dose conversion factors (DCF) 
were taken from Federal Guidance Report 11 (FGR-11) (EPA, 1988) and were applied for both the 
committed organ equivalent dose and the committed effective equivalent dose. No assumption on the 
chemical form of the uranic material deposited in the environment is made due to the extended time that 
effluents will persist in the open environment and the unknown change in chemical form that might take 
place over time. As a consequence, the most restrictive clearance class for inhalation and fractional 
uptake condition for ingestion is assumed (for conservatism) in the selection of dose factors from Federal 
Guidance Report 11 (EPA, 1988).  

For direct dose from material deposited on the ground plane or from the passing cloud, the DCF from 
Federal Guidance Report No. 12 (EPA, 1993a) has been applied. For ground plane exposures, it is 
assumed that the material deposited from the passing cloud remains on the ground surface as an infinite 
source plane (i.e., no mixing with any soil depth). This provides the most conservative assumption for 
direct ground plane exposure. The dose from ground plane deposition was evaluated after 30 years (end 
of expected license period) to account for the maximum buildup of released activity, including the in-
growth of radionuclide progeny from the primary uranium isotopes that make up the expected release 
from the plant. This provides the upper bound on any single year of projected plant impacts. For external 
exposures from plume immersion and ground plane exposure, the skin is added to those organs that were 
evaluated for internal exposures (inhalation and ingestion). 

The ingestion pathway models for locally grown or raised food products were taken from NRC 
Regulatory Guide 1.109 (NRC, 1977c). The models projected isotopic concentrations in vegetation, milk 
and meat products based on the annual quantity of uranium material assumed to be released to the air and 
the atmospheric dispersion and deposition factors at key receptor locations of interest. These food product 
concentrations were then used to determine the ingestion committed effective dose equivalent and organ 
doses by multiplying the individual organ and effective dose conversion factors by the food product 
concentrations and the annual individual usage factors from the NRC Regulatory Guide 1.109 (NRC, 
1977c). 

The dose factors in the FGR-11 (EPA, 1988) are derived for adults. In order to estimate the impact to 
other age groups, the doses calculated to adults were adjusted for difference in food consumption or 
inhalation rates as taken from NRC Regulatory Guide 1.109 (NRC, 1977c) and then multiplied by the 
relative age dependent dose factor for the effective dose equivalent as found for the different ages in the 
International Commission of Radiological Protection (ICRP) Report No. 72 (ICRP, 1995). With respect 
to the DCF's for adults, the relative ingestion dose commitment multiplier by age group for the four 
isotopes of uranium of concern averaged 1.0 (adults), 1.5 (teens), 1.8 (children) and 7.5 (infants). For the 
inhalation pathway, these relative dose commitment multipliers are 1.0 (adult), 1.2 (teens), 2.02 (children) 
and 4.25 (infants). 

The atmospheric dispersion factors used in the radiological impacts assessment were calculated as 
described in ER Section 4.6, “Air Quality Impacts.” The meteorological data was taken from the National 
Weather Service station for Midland - Odessa, Texas as documented in the STAR file accompanying the 
GENII software package. 

Dose equivalents for the MEI and the nearest resident due to gaseous effluents were calculated by 
pathway for the total body in adults, teens, children, and infants, and are presented in Tables 4-25 and 
Table 4-26, respectively. The CEDE for the adult MEI from the Proposed IIFP Facility emissions was 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
Page 4-86 

calculated to be 8.40E-06 mSv (8.40E-04 mrem) per year. For the adult full-time resident nearest to the 
facility, the CEDE from the IIFP facility was calculated to be 6.40E-09 Sv (6.40E-07 rem) per year. 

Table 4- 25 Annual and Committed Dose Equivalents for Exposures to the MEI from Gaseous 
Effluents 

Source Units Adult EDE Teen EDE Child EDE Infant EDE 
Cloud Immersion Sv 9.78E-16 9.78E-16 9.78E-16 9.78E-16 

rem 9.78E-14 9.78E-14 9.78E-14 9.78E-14 
Inhalation Sv 8.14E-08 9.77E-08 1.65E-07 3.46E-07 

rem 8.14E-06 9.77E-06 1.65E-05 3.46E-05 
Ingestion Sv 2.21E-09 3.32E-09 3.98E-09 1.66E-08 

rem 2.21E-07 3.32E-07 3.98E-07 1.66E-06 
Ground Plane Exposure Sv 3.53E-10 3.53E-10 3.53E-10 3.53E-10 

rem 3.53E-08 3.53E-08 3.53E-08 3.53E-08 
Sum Total Sv 8.40E-08 1.01E-07 1.69E-07 3.63E-07 

rem 8.40E-06 1.01E-05 1.69E-05 3.63E-05 

Table 4- 26 Annual and Committed Dose Equivalents for Exposures to the Nearest Resident from 
Gaseous Effluents 

Source Units Adult EDE Teen EDE Child EDE Infant EDE 
Cloud Immersion Sv 7.46E-17 7.46E-17 7.46E-17 7.46E-17 

rem 7.46E-15 7.46E-15 7.46E-15 7.46E-15 
Inhalation Sv 6.20E-09 7.45E-09 1.25E-08 2.64E-08 

rem 6.20E-07 7.45E-07 1.25E-06 2.64E-06 
Ingestion Sv 1.68E-10 2.53E-10 3.03E-10 1.26E-09 

rem 1.68E-08 2.53E-08 3.03E-08 1.26E-07 
Ground Plane Exposure Sv 2.69E-11 2.69E-11 2.69E-11 2.69E-11 

rem 2.69E-09 2.69E-09 2.69E-09 2.69E-09 
Sum Total Sv 6.40E-09 7.73E-09 1.29E-08 2.77E-08 

rem 6.40E-07 7.73E-07 1.29E-06 2.77E-06 

The direct dose equivalent from the 30 years life expectation of the site was calculated with the 
MCNP4C2 computer code (ORNL, 2000a). Included in the total was the expected number of full and 
empty UF6 cylinders. The empty cylinders were included because they contain decaying residual material 
and produce a higher dose equivalent than full DUF6 cylinders due to the absence of self-shielding and 
the presence of uranium progeny.  

The photon source intensity and spectrum were calculated using the MicroShield computer code (ORNL, 
2000b). In addition to the photon source term, there is a two-component neutron source term. The first 
component of the neutron source term is due to spontaneous fission by uranium. The second component is 
due to neutron emission by fluorine after alpha particle capture. Each of these components was also 
included in the direct dose determination. 

The annual offsite dose equivalent was calculated at the IIFP fence line assuming 2,000 hours per year 
occupancy. Implicit in the use of 2,000 hours is the assumption that the dose equivalent is to a non-
resident (i.e., a worker at an unrelated business). The annual dose equivalents for the actual nearest 
worksite and at the nearest residence were also calculated. 
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The highest dose equivalent at the IIFP fence line is 0.21 mSv/yr (20.80 mrem/yr) assuming 2,000 hours 
per year occupancy. The dose equivalent at the nearest actual worksite to the northeast, 1.82 km (1.13 mi) 
is 1.40E-03 mSv/yr (1.40E-01 mrem/yr). The dose equivalent at the nearest actual residence northeast 8.5 
km (5.3mi) is 3.00E-04 mSv/yr (3.00E-02 mrem/yr). In the latter case, full-time occupancy (i.e., 8,760 
hours per year) is assumed.  

Direct dose rates and deep dose equivalent (DDE) for the MEI and the nearest resident were calculated 
and are presented in Table 4-27. The dose rates are reported for both the empty and full cylinder storage 
areas as the closest boundary location is different for each staging pad. In the case of the nearest industrial 
site and nearest resident, the dose rates reported are for the total dose rates due to both staging areas. 

The CEDE and the DDE are totaled to determine the TEDE for the MEI. The TEDE was determined to be 
0.21 mSv/yr (20.80 mrem/yr). Therefore, radiological impacts to off-site receptors from routine combined 
effluent releases and direct radiation are anticipated to be SMALL. Doses for public receptors at other 
sites of interest (e.g., schools and hospitals) would be lower than the MEI because the airborne 
concentrations of uranium are lower at these more distant locations. 

Table 4- 27 Estimated Dose Rates for Site Boundary Locations, MEI, and Nearest Resident 

Location 

Dose Rate, mSv per hour 
(mrem per hour) 

Empty Cylinder Storage 
Area 

Full Cylinder Storage 
Area 

North Boundary 1.08E-05 (1.08E-03) 2.96E-04 

South Boundary 3.63E-05 (3.63E-03) 5.75E-03 

East Boundary 1.04E-04 (1.04E-02) 6.05E-05 

West Boundary (MEI) 3.16E-05 (3.16E-03) 1.04E-02 

Nearest Industrial Site 7.05E-07 (7.05E-05) 

Nearest Resident 3.22E-08 (3.22E-06) 

Nearest On-Site Work Location 1.31E-03 (1.31E-01) 4.56E-05 (4.56E-03) 
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Figure 4- 20 Sector Compass Rose Diagram around the IIFP Site 

Population Dose Equivalents 

The local area population distribution was derived from U.S. Census Bureau 2000 data for counties in 
New Mexico and Texas (DOC, 2000a; DOC, 2000b; DOC, 2000c; DOC, 2000d) that fall all or in part of 
an 80-km (50-mi) radius of the IIFP site. A standard 16-sector compass rose was centered on the IIFP site 
and divided into annular rings at selected distances. See Figure 4-20 above. Population counts from 
census data that located significant population groups for towns or cities within the 80-km (50-mi) area 
were then distributed into those sectors that covered the groupings. After accounting for these significant 
population locations, the balance of the population for the different counties persons per square kilometer 
(square mile) was distributed by equal area allocation based on the land area in the sector. For the first 8 
km (5 mi), site area observations provided information on the nearest known resident within 8.5 km (5.3 
mi) in all sectors, which indicated that all of the 16 sectors had no resident population near the site. The 
resulting population for the 2000 census year is shown on Table 3-33, “Population Levels in the Region 
of Influence.” Census data for the year 2000 also provided information on the breakdown of the seven 
counties within 80 km (50 mi) by age (DOC, 2000d). From this data, age groups as a fraction of the total 
population were determined for infants under one year of age (1.54%), children ages 1-11 (17.90%), teens 
ages 12-17 (10.93%) and adults ages greater than 17 (69.64%). This breakdown was applied to the total 
population distribution for all exposure pathways including the determination of annual committed dose 
equivalent from ingestion and inhalation where age also affects the amount of annual intake (air and 
food). 
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For the ingestion of food products, it was assumed that the area produced sufficient volume to supply the 
entire population with their needs. Individual total effective dose equivalents were calculated for each age 
group by sector and then multiplied by the estimated age-dependent population for that sector to get the 
collective dose equivalent. The collective dose equivalents for each age group were then added to provide 
the total population collective dose equivalents. Table 4-28, “Collective Dose Equivalents to All Ages 
Population (Person-Seiverts)” and Table 4-29, “Collective Dose Equivalents to All Ages Population 
(Person-rem)” indicate the total collective dose for the entire population within the 80-km (50-mi) radius 
of the IIFP site in units of Person-Sieverts and Person-rem, respectively. 

Although routine operations at the IIFP facility create the potential for radiological and nonradiological 
impacts on the environment and members of the public, plant design has incorporated features to 
minimize gaseous and liquid effluent releases and to keep them well below regulatory limits. These 
features include: 

• DUF6 cylinders are moved only when cool and when DUF6 is in solid form, which minimizes the 
risk of inadvertent release due to mishandling. 

• Process off-gas from DUF6 purification and other operations passes through de-sublimers to 
solidify and reclaim as much DUF6 as possible. Remaining gases pass through high-efficiency 
filters and chemical absorbers, which remove HF and uranium compounds. 

• Liquid and solid waste handling systems and techniques are used to control wastes and effluent 
concentrations. 

• Gaseous effluent passes through pre-filters, high efficiency filters, and carbon filters, all of which 
greatly reduce the radioactivity in the final discharged effluent to very low concentrations. 

• Uranium bearing liquid waste is routed to the Decontamination Building for removal of uranium 
and the treated water is either evaporated or reused in the Decontamination Building. 

• Effluent paths are monitored and sampled to assure compliance with regulatory discharge limits. 

4.12.3  Environmental Effects of Accidents 

The IIFP facility only processes depleted uranium, thus the off-site radiological consequences associated 
with plant accidents is limited. No nuclear criticality potential exists at the facility and there are no 
materials on site that contain fission products or transuranic elements. There are, however, large 
inventories of depleted uranium material on site in the form of DUF6, DUF4, and a blend of depleted 
uranium oxides. There is also a potential to release depleted UO2F2 into the environment as a reaction 
product from a DUF6 release. In spite of these large inventories, no credible accident has been identified 
to pose intermediate or high radiological consequences to the public. There are credible intermediate 
chemical consequence events resulting from potential uranium oxide releases. This is due to the acute 
chemical exposure of the uranium material, not its radiological component. 

Two uranium compounds pose a credible hazard to the off-site environment due to their solubility: UF6 
and UO2F2. However, no credible accident is identified that could result in a release of soluble uranium 
resulting in intermediate or high off-site environmental consequences. 

Several credible release scenarios exist at the IIFP facility that could result in both intermediate and high 
off-site consequences to acute chemical exposure. The three specific chemical compounds and one 
uranium compound at the plant site that have the potential for intermediate or high chemical 
consequences to the public are HF, SiF4, BF3, and uranium oxide, respectively. 
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Being an NRC regulated nuclear facility, established controls to prevent or mitigate any chemical or 
radiological release at the plant site are beyond those typically deemed appropriate for a modem chemical 
plant. Credible accident initiators have been identified and subsequent limits and controls established to 
control the frequency and severity of credible accidents such that acceptable risk to the public is 
maintained. The determination of acceptable risk is applied as defined in the performance requirements 
set forth in 10 CFR 70.61 and follows the methodology provided in NUREG-1520. Accidents that pose 
intermediate consequences to the public are controlled to be unlikely to occur, while those that result in 
high consequences to the public are controlled to be highly unlikely. 

The analytical methods used in the consequence assessment are based on NRC guidance for analysis of 
nuclear fuel-cycle facility accidents (NRC, 1990; NRC, 1991: NRC, 1998; LES, 2004c). The 
methodologies and assumptions utilized in the preparation of the consequence assessment are described in 
the facility ISA documents. 

The optional Phase 2 oxide plant is similar to the DUF4 plant, but with an additional HF distillation 
process and an end product of depleted uranium oxides. The types of postulated accidents and release 
scenarios for this plant do not differ from those already addressed in planned, Phase 1 operations. The 
additional environmental risk of Phase 2 operations is only a result of additional inventory and capacity 
and is not due to a new type of chemical or radiological risk. The discussion above on the types of Phase 
1 accidents and the description of postulated accidents below adequately addresses the range of credible 
accidents associated with a Phase 2 oxide plant. 

4.12.3.1  Description of Postulated Accidents 

Postulated accidents are those events described in the Integrated Safety Analysis (ISA) that have, for the 
uncontrolled case, been categorized as being both credible and having the potential to result in high or 
intermediate consequences to the worker or the public. Exposure to off-site individuals is estimated 
assuming worst case conditions for releases from the site and exposures to the public. Bounding 
inventories and release fractions are assumed while off-site doses are determined at the fenced boundary 
of the plant, which is within the plant property limits. Actual radiological doses and chemical exposures 
will be significantly less than these hypothetical values at the plant property line and even to a much 
greater extent at nearby population centers. The ISA examined a wide range of potential events, 
sequences and threats to the facility in its analysis. Only those credible events that indicated the potential 
for intermediate or high consequences for the uncontrolled cases are specifically identified in this section. 
The postulated credible accidents identified during this ISA process result from both process upset 
conditions and natural phenomena events (IIFP, 2009) 

Postulated High Consequence Events  

As mentioned above, no credible radiological releases result in high consequences to the public or 
worker. The radioactive nature of the site materials along with release mechanisms and inventories are 
such that high radiological consequences at the fence boundary are not considered credible. A DUF6 
release may result in high off-site chemical consequences due to acute chemical exposure from the HF 
reaction product and not the radiological dose from the DUO2F2 reaction product. The only postulated 
high consequence events are chemical in nature and involve the release of HF (either a direct release of 
HF or release of a fluoride-bearing compound and subsequent release of HF as a reaction byproduct). 
Incidents postulated as high consequence have a very low probability of occurring. 
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Postulated Intermediate Consequence Events  

As mentioned above, no credible radiological releases result in intermediate consequences to the public or 
worker. The only postulated intermediate consequence events are chemical and result in acute chemical 
exposure include HF (either a direct release of HF or release of a fluoride-bearing compound and 
subsequent release of HF as a reaction byproduct), SiF4, and BF3. The postulated initiators for these 
material releases are numerous and include natural phenomena, fire, and process type upset conditions. 
Incidents postulated as intermediate consequence have a low probability of occurring. 

4.12.3.2  Natural Phenomena 

Analyses of potential accidents include the effects of natural phenomena. Only a seismic event and wind 
generated projectiles were identified as potential initiators that result in intermediate or high 
consequences to the public. 

Seismic  

A seismic event may produce loads on processing piping and components beyond their capacity to 
maintain their structural integrity resulting in radiological and hazardous chemical material releases. 
Additionally, the linear movement may cause motion of certain items such that process piping and 
components are damaged by impact, which also may result in material releases. In such areas where the 
radioactive or hazardous chemical release results in high or intermediate consequences to the public, 
process systems are designed and components restrained to meet a design basis earthquake event. 
Therefore, given the bounding expected earthquake occurs at the IIFP plant site, it is not expected that a 
mitigated radiological or hazardous chemical material release will occur such that intermediate or high 
consequences to the public will result. 

Tornado  

The buildings are designed to withstand tornado loadings including tornado generated projectiles. The 
tornado parameters are based on a 100,000-year period of recurrence. This tornado return parameter has 
been designated as the design basis tornado for the IIFP facility. DUF6 cylinders stored outside are placed 
in saddles to prevent movement during a bounding wind event. Additionally, the cylinders are robust 
vessels that are expected to maintain their structural integrity during impact from a wind generated 
projectile. Therefore, given that the bounding expected tornado/wind event occurs at the IIFP plant site, it 
is not expected that a mitigated radiological or hazardous chemical material release will occur such that 
intermediate or high consequences to the public will result. 

4.12.3.3 Fires 

Fires are prevented by limiting combustibles and flammable liquids in areas where significant 
radiological and hazardous chemicals are present. Flammable and explosive gases are also controlled 
along with potential ignition sources. Within process areas fire suppression system activation contains 
fires and prevents the breach of process systems and the subsequent release of radioactive and/or 
hazardous materials. For areas not covered by an automatic sprinkler system, such as outside in the DUF6 
cylinder pads, a plant “fire brigade” assembles to contain the fire. Additionally, local fire fighters are 
summoned to extinguish the fire prior to a system breach and release of radioactive and/or hazardous 
material. Therefore, given that a significant fire occurs at the IIFP plant site, it is not expected that a 
mitigated radiological or hazardous chemical material release will occur such that intermediate or high 
consequences to the public will result. 
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4.12.3.4  Process Upsets 

The remaining types of initiating events that result in possible intermediate or high chemical 
consequences to the public are process type upsets/incidents. As mentioned above, no credible process 
upsets result in intermediate or high radiological consequences to the public or worker. These upsets 
involve the loss of process and safety controls resulting in the loss of containment of radioactive and 
hazardous materials. These initiating events are analyzed and documented in the IIFP Process Hazards 
Analysis in the IIFP ISA. The incidents that lead to a release include the loss of system integrity and the 
failure to filter, capture, and scrub process byproducts. In most cases adequate controls are in place to 
prevent a process upset/incident from propagating to the point of a significant radioactive and/or 
hazardous material release, but in a few cases mitigation controls are established to limit the amount of 
release off site, such as secondary containment systems. Due to a combination of safety prevention limits 
and controls and mitigation measures, a significant process upset condition is not expected to result in the 
mitigated release of radiological or hazardous chemical material such that intermediate or high 
consequences to the public will result. 

4.12.4  Comparative Public and Occupational Exposure Impacts of No-Action Alternative 
Scenarios 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies for de-conversion services and 
production of fluorine products. 

4.12.4.1  No-Action Alternative  

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional public and occupational 
exposure impacts will be incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the commercial enrichment 
facilities had to store tails indefinitely, no additional public and occupational exposure impacts will occur 
due to additional depleted UF6 cylinder storage pads required. If the Proposed Action is not implemented, 
there will be no public and occupational exposure impact to New Mexico.  

4.12.4.2  Reasonable Alternatives 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH. With 
this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
public exposure impacts of this alternative are essentially the same as the Proposed Action. The 
occupational exposure impacts could be lower.  
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Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that public and occupational exposure impacts for this option of shipping the 
DUF6 overseas may be similar to the Proposed Action.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
public and occupational exposure impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be similar to the 
Proposed Action.  

See Section 4.12.4.1 for the environmental impacts on public and occupational exposure should the 
enrichment companies utilize existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 

4.13  Waste Management Impacts 

Solid waste generated at the IIFP plant will be disposed of at licensed facilities designed to accept the 
various waste types. Radioactive waste will be collected in labeled containers in each Restricted Area and 
transferred to a solid waste collection area for inspection. Suitable waste will be volume reduced, where 
applicable, and all radioactive waste disposed of at a licensed LLW disposal facility. Hazardous and some 
mixed wastes will be collected at the point of generation, transferred to the solid waste collection area, 
inspected, and classified. There will be no on-site disposal of solid waste at the IIFP facility. Waste 
Management Impacts for on-site disposal, therefore, need not be evaluated. 

The IIFP facility will generate approximately 164,200 kg (362,000 lb) of Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous wastes per year. In New Mexico, hazardous waste generators are 
classified by the actual monthly generation rate, not the annual average. Given that the average is over 
100 kg/mo (220 lb/mo), IIFP will be considered a large quantity generator and will not be conditionally 
exempt from the New Mexico Hazardous Waste Bureau (NMHWB) hazardous waste regulations. Within 
90 days after the generation of any new waste stream, IIFP will need to determine if it is classified as a 
hazardous waste. If so, IIFP will need to notify the NMHWB within that time period: Without the 
appropriate RCRA permit, IIFP will not treat, store or dispose of hazardous wastes on site; however, the 
need for a RCRA permit will be evaluated during the permitting process. 

4.13.1  Waste Descriptions 

Descriptions of the sources, types and quantities of solid, hazardous, radioactive and mixed wastes 
generated by IIFP construction and operation are provided in ER Section 3.12; “Waste Management.”  

4.13.2  Waste Management System Description 

Descriptions of the proposed IIFP waste management systems are provided in ER Section 3.12. 
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4.13.3  Waste Disposal Plans 

4.13.3.1  Radioactive and Mixed Waste Disposal Plans 

Solid radioactive wastes are produced in a number of plant activities and require a variety of methods for 
treatment and disposal. These wastes, as well as the generation and handling systems, are described in 
detail in ER Section 3.12, “Waste Management.”  

All radioactive and mixed wastes will be disposed of at off-site, licensed facilities. The impacts on the 
environment due to these off-site facilities are not addressed in this report. The facilities that may be used 
to process, or dispose of IIFP radioactive or mixed waste, include Energy Solutions near Clive, UT. Other 
off-site processing or disposal facilities may be used if appropriately licensed to accept IIFP waste types. 
The remaining mixed waste will either be pretreated in its collection container on site prior to off-site 
disposal, or shipped directly to a mixed waste processor for ultimate disposal. 

The Clive site, located in South Clive, Utah, is owned and operated privately by Energy Solutions of 
Utah. This low-level waste disposal site is also licensed in an agreement state in association with 10 CFR 
61 (CFR, 2009e), and 40 CFR 264 (CFR, 2009z). Currently, the license allows acceptance of Class A 
waste only. In addition to accepting radioactive waste, the Clive facility may accept some mixed wastes. 
This facility is licensed to accept IIFP low-level waste either directly from the IIFP site or as processed 
waste from off-site waste processing vendors. The disposal site is approximately 1,636 km (1,016 mi) 
from the IIFP facility. 

4.13.3.2  Liquid Wastes 

The facility does not discharge any process effluents to natural surface waters or grounds, and there is no 
tie into a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW). No public impact is expected from routine liquid 
effluent discharge as no process liquids are discharged off site (process wastes are recycled).  

Worker exposure to liquid in plant effluents is minimal. No exposures exceeding 29 CFR 1910, (CFR, 
2009b) subpart Z is anticipated. Additionally, handling of all chemicals and waste is conducted in 
accordance with the site ESH program which conforms to 29 CFR 1920 and specifies the use of 
appropriate engineered controls, as well as personnel, protective equipment, to minimize potential 
chemical exposure. 

Contaminated water is treated to the limits in 10 CFR 20.2003, 10 CFR 20, Appendix B Table 3 and to 
administrative levels recommended by Regulatory Guide 8.37 (CFR, 2009a; NRC, 1993). Refer to ER 
Section 4.4, “Water Resource Impacts,” for additional water quality standards and permits for the IIFP 
facility. ER Section 3.12, “Waste Management,” also contains information on the IIFP systems and 
procedures to ensure water quality 

4.13.4  Waste Minimization 

The highest priority has been assigned to minimizing the generation of waste through reduction, reuse or 
recycling. The IIFP plant incorporates several waste minimization systems in its operational procedures 
that aim at conserving materials and recycling important compounds. 

The IIFP facility is designed to minimize the usage of natural and depletable resources. Closed-loop 
cooling systems have been incorporated in the designs to reduce water usage. Power usage will be 
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minimized by efficient design of lighting systems, selection of high-efficiency motors, and use of proper 
insulation materials. 

ALARA controls will be maintained during facility operation to account for standard waste minimization 
practices as directed in 10 CFR 20 (CFR, 2009a). The outer packaging associated with consumables will 
be removed prior to use in a contaminated area.  

4.13.4.1  Control and Conservation 

The features and systems described below serve to limit, collect, confine, and treat wastes and effluents 
that result from the three processes within the IIFP facility. A number of chemicals and processes are used 
in fulfilling these functions. Waste and effluent control is addressed below as well as the features and 
systems used to conserve resources. 

Mitigating Effluent Releases  

The equipment and design features incorporated in the IIFP plant are selected to keep the release of 
gaseous and liquid effluent contaminants as low as practicable, and within regulatory limits. They are also 
selected to minimize the use of depletable resources. Equipment and design features for limiting effluent 
releases during normal operation are described below: 

• DUF6 pressure is raised above atmospheric pressure in the piping and cylinders inside the 
autoclave. The piping and cylinders inside the autoclave confine the DUF6. In the event of 
leakage, the autoclave provides secondary containment of DUF6. 

• Cylinders of DUF6 are transported only when cool and when the DUF6 is in solid form. This 
minimizes risk of inadvertent releases due to mishandling. 

• Liquids and solids in the process systems collect uranium compounds. When these liquids and 
solids (e.g., oils, damaged piping, or equipment) are removed for cleaning or maintenance, 
portions end up in wastes and effluent. Different processes are employed to separate uranium 
compounds and other materials from the resulting wastes and effluent. These processes are 
described in ER Section 4.13.4.2 below. 

• In general, careful applications of basic principles for waste handling are followed in all of the 
systems and processes. Different waste types are collected in separate containers to minimize 
contamination of one waste type with another. Materials that can cause airborne contamination 
are carefully packaged; ventilation and filtration of the air in the area is provided as necessary. 
Liquid wastes are confined to piping, tanks, and other containers; curbing, pits, and sumps are 
used to collect and contain leaks and spills. Hazardous wastes are stored in designated areas in 
appropriately labeled containers. Mixed wastes are also contained and stored separately. Strong 
acids and caustics are neutralized before entering an effluent stream. Radioactively contaminated 
wastes are decontaminated insofar as possible to reduce waste volume. 

Conserving Depletable Resources  

The IIFP facility design serves to minimize the use of depletable resources. Water is the primary 
depletable resource used at the facility. Electric power usage also depletes fuel sources used in the 
production of the power. Other depletable resources are used only in small quantities. Chemical usage is 
minimized not only to conserve resources, but also to preclude excessive waste production. Recyclable 
materials are used and recycled wherever practicable. 
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The main feature incorporated in the IIFP plant to limit water consumption is the use of closed-loop 
cooling systems. The IIFP facility is designed to minimize the usage of natural and depletable resources 
as shown by the following measures: 

• The use of low-water consumption landscaping versus conventional landscaping reduces water 
usage. 

• The installation of low flow toilets, sinks and showers reduces water usage when compared to 
standard flow fixtures. 

• Localized floor washing using mops and self-contained cleaning machines reduces water usage 
compared to conventional washing with a hose twice per week. 

• The use of high efficiency washing machines compared to standard machines reduces water 
usage. 

• Closed-loop cooling systems have been incorporated to reduce water usage. 

Prevention and Control of Oil Spills  

IIFP will implement a spill control program for accidental oil spills. The purpose of the spill control 
program, in case of a spill occurs, is to minimize the impact of a spill and provide a procedure for the 
cleanup and reporting of spills. The oil spill control program will be established to comply with the 
requirements of 40 CFR 112 (CFR, 2009o), “Oil Pollution Prevention”. As required by Part 112, a Spill 
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan will be prepared prior to either the start of facility 
operation of the facility or prior to the storage of oil on site in excess of the deminimis quantities 
established in 40 CFR 112.1(d) (CFR, 2009o). The SPCC Plan will be reviewed and certified by a 
Professional Engineer and will be maintained on site. 

As a minimum the SPCC Plan will contain the following information: 

• Identification of potential significant sources of spills and a prediction of the direction and 
quantity of flow that will result from a spill from each such source; 

• Identification the use of containment-type or diversionary structures such as dikes, berms, 
culverts, booms, sumps, and diversion basins to be used at the facility where appropriate to 
prevent discharged oil from reaching navigable waters; 

• Procedures for inspection of potential sources of spills and spill containment-type/diversion 
structures; and assigned responsibilities for implementing the plan, inspections, and reporting. 

In addition to preparation and implementation of the SPCC Plan, the facility will comply with the specific 
spill prevention and control guidelines contained in 40 CFR 112.7(e) (CFR, 2009o), such as drainage of 
rain water from diked areas, containment of oil in bulk storage tanks, above ground tank integrity testing, 
and oil transfer operational safeguards. 

4.13.4.2  Reprocessing and Recovery Systems 

Systems used to allow recovery or reuse of materials are described below. 

Decontamination Facility  

The Decontamination (Decon) Facility contains the area and various equipment and systems for accepting 
and cleaning uranium contaminated components that may require decontamination prior to maintenance, 
repair or removing transferrable uranium, if necessary, from items prior to disposition. It also is capable 
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of receiving and treating wash waters and other low volumes of solutions containing uranium. The 
significant forms of radioactive contamination found in the plant are depleted uranium oxide, depleted 
uranium tetrafluoride (DUF4) and depleted uranyl fluoride (DUO2F2). 

The Decon facility consists primarily of enclosed dry cleaning and wet-spray booths; receiving and 
holding tanks for uranium contaminated water; pumps, filters, a 2-stage dust collection system; ion 
exchange and liquid/solid precipitation separation equipment. Solids collected during cleaning and 
uranium recovery are expected to be relatively low volume and are packaged for shipping to a licensed 
off-site disposal facility. Treated liquids (water primarily) are reused in the process or evaporated.   

Laundry System  

The Laundry System cleans contaminated and soiled clothing and other articles which have been used 
throughout the plant. It contains the resulting solid and liquid wastes for transfer to appropriate treatment 
and disposal facilities. The Laundry System receives the clothing and articles from Change/Locker Area 
in plastic bin bags. The Laundry System collects, sorts, cleans, dries, and inspects clothing and articles 
used throughout the plant in the various Restricted Areas. The laundry system does not handle any articles 
from outside the radiological zones.  

4.13.5  Comparative Waste Management Impacts of No-Action Alternative Scenarios 

ER Chapter 2 provides a discussion of possible alternatives to the construction and operation of the IIFP 
facility, including an alternative of "No-Action," i.e., not building the IIFP facility. Additionally, IIFP 
considered reasonable alternatives using alternative technologies. 

4.13.5.1  No-Action Alternative 

The DOE de-conversion facilities are sized and built to dispose of the DOE DUF6 inventory. The de-
conversion and disposal is expected to take 20 to 25 years. If DOE were to process privately owned 
DUF6, de-conversion would likely have to await completion of the DOE mission or DOE would have to 
add additional capacity to their plants. A 20 to 25 year delay in processing the DUF6 would force private 
enrichment facilities to store tails on site or to build or use their own de-conversion facilities.  

The No-Action Alternative of long-term storage of DUF6 may present potential unnecessary risk to the 
public. If DOE were to expand its facilities for additional capacity, additional waste management impacts 
will be incurred at Paducah, KY and/or Piketon, OH. If the commercial enrichment facilities had to store 
tails indefinitely, no additional waste management impacts will occur. If the Proposed Action is not 
implemented, there will be no waste management impacts to New Mexico.  

4.13.5.2  Reasonable Alternatives 

One of the Reasonable Alternatives considered utilization of the alternate DOE de-conversion technology 
on the Proposed IIFP Site near Hobbs, New Mexico. This alternative technology is the same as that which 
will be used in the de-conversion process utilized at the DOE sites at Paducah, KY and Piketon, OH. With 
this DOE technology, UF6 reacts with water and hydrogen to produce uranium oxide, which must be 
disposed of as waste in a licensed facility, and aqueous HF that has a lower market value than AHF. The 
waste management impacts of this alternative could be greater than for the Proposed Action.  

Two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities overseas and could choose to ship their 
DUF6 from the U.S. to those facilities for de-conversion. Those companies that do have existing overseas 
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facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 overseas long-distances and may have to 
return the waste oxides to United States for licensed disposal or may have to arrange with other countries 
for disposal. It is expected that waste management impacts for this option of shipping the DUF6 overseas 
may be greater than the Proposed Action, if aqueous HF generated by this alternative is not marketable or 
sold. This potentially greater impact is due to the difference in technologies that produce HF, and in the 
case of aqueous HF, results in the treatment and generation of CaF2 waste, if that solid waste cannot be 
sold.  

The four enrichment companies could decide to build and operate their own de-conversion facilities in the 
U.S. If those companies were to build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it is expected that the 
waste management impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are expected to be greater to the Proposed 
Action, if aqueous HF generated by this alternative is not marketable or sold. This potentially greater 
impact is due to the difference in technologies that produce HF, and in the case of aqueous HF, results in 
the treatment and generation of CaF2 waste, if that solid waste cannot be sold.  

See Section 4.13.5.1 for the environmental impacts on waste management should the enrichment 
companies utilize existing DOE de-conversion facilities. 
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5. MITIGATION MEASURES 

Mitigation measures are those actions or processes that would be implemented to avoid or minimize the 
magnitude of the impact of the Proposed Action on the affected environment, rectify (i.e., repair, 
rehabilitate, or restore) the affected environment, or compensate for the impact by providing substitute 
resources or environments (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1508.20, “Mitigation”). A standard of 
significance has been established for assessing environmental impacts. Based on the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s regulations, each impact is to be assigned one of the following three significance 
levels: 

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

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

• LARGE: The environmental effects are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to destabilize 
important attributes of the resource. (NRC, 2003a) 

This chapter of this Environmental Report (ER) summarizes the environmental impacts and the proposed 
mitigation measures to reduce those potential, adverse impacts (see Chapter 4 of this ER, “Environmental 
Impacts”) that could result from the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of the Proposed International Isotopes Fluorine Products (IIFP) Facility. This does not 
preclude additional mitigation measures that may be implemented by IIFP based upon its consultations 
with regulatory agencies. Residual adverse impacts that would remain after implementation of mitigation 
measures are anticipated to be SMALL, such that no analyses above and beyond those presented in 
Chapter 4 are necessary. 

5.1  Impact Summary 

This section summarizes the environmental impacts that may result from the pre-licensing and general 
construction, operation, and decommissioning of IIFP facility. Details of these potential impacts are 
provided in Chapter 4 of this Environmental Report 

5.1.1  Land Use 

Land use impact has been characterized in ER Section 4.1, “Land Use Impacts.” The land use impacts 
resulting from the Proposed IIFP Facility effectively could be considered cumulative for the pre-licensing 
and general construction, operation, and decommissioning phases. Once the land on the proposed site is 
cleared to begin preconstruction and construction activities, the approximately 40-acre Site could be used 
continuously as an industrial or business site after the facility’s decommissioning and closure. The 
cumulative land use impacts resulting from the Proposed IIFP Facility would be SMALL. 

Minor impacts related to erosion control on the site may occur, but are short-term and limited. Mitigation 
measures associated with these impacts are listed in ER Section 5.2.1, “Land Use.” 
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5.1.2  Transportation 

Transportation impact has been characterized in ER Section 4.2,” Transportation Impacts.” 

With respect to construction-related transportation, SMALL to MODERATE impacts exist as related to 
the following: 

• Construction of the access road to the facility. A construction access road will be built from NM 
483. The road will be converted to a permanent site access road upon completion of construction. 

• Transportation route and mode for conveying construction material to the facility. 
• Traffic pattern impacts (e.g., from any increase in traffic from heavy haul vehicles and 

construction worker commuting). 
• Impacts of construction transportation such as fugitive dust, scenic quality, and noise. 

Mitigation measures associated with transportation impacts are listed in ER Section 5.2.2, 
“Transportation.” The increased automobile and truck traffic associated with the Proposed IIFP Facility 
would increase motor vehicle air emissions and traffic noise in the vicinity of the site. Air emissions and 
noise impacts from the motor vehicle traffic accessing the Proposed IIFP Facility are discussed, 
respectively, in Section 4.6, “Air Quality Impacts,” and Section 4.7, “Noise Impacts.” 

With respect to the transport of radioactive materials, no substantive impacts exist as related to the 
following activities: 

• Transportation mode (i.e., truck), and routes from originating site to the destination. 
• Estimated transportation distance from the originating site to the destination. 
• Treatment and packaging procedure for radioactive wastes. 
• Radiological dose equivalents for incident-free scenarios to public and workers. 
• Operating transportation vehicles on the environment (e.g., fire from equipment sparking). 

Impacts related to the transport of radioactive material are addressed in ER Section 4.2.6, “Radioactive 
Material Transportation.” The materials that will be transported to and from the IIFP facility are well 
within the scope of the environmental impacts previously evaluated by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC). Because these impacts have been addressed in a previous NRC environmental 
impact statement (NUREG/CR-0170) (NRC, 1977a), no additional mitigation measures are proposed in 
ER Section 5.2.2, “Transportation.” 

5.1.3  Geology and Soils 

The potential impacts to the geology and soils have been characterized in ER Section 4.3, “Geology and 
Soils Impact.” SMALL impacts exist as related to the following activities: 

• Soil resuspension, erosion, and disruption of natural drainage. 
• Excavations to be conducted during construction. 
• Decommissioning of the IIFP facility. 

The Lea County Soils Survey (USDA, 1974) describes soils found at the IIFP site as applicable for range, 
wildlife and recreation areas, and not for any standard agricultural activities. Pre-licensing and general 
construction and operation of the IIFP plant are thus not anticipated to displace any potential agrarian use. 
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Construction activities may cause some short-term increases in soil erosion at the site. Mitigation 
measures associated with these impacts are listed in ER Section 5.2.3, “Geology and Soils.” 

5.1.4  Water Resources 

The potential impacts to the water resources have been characterized in ER Section 4.4, “Water 
Resources Impacts.” SMALL impacts exist as related to the following: 

• Surface water and groundwater quality; 
• Consumptive water uses (e.g., groundwater depletion) on other water users and adverse impacts 

on surface-oriented water users resulting from facility activities;  
• For potable, process, and fire water, IIFP will use two wells in the Ogallala Aquifer. Average and 

peak potable water requirements for operation of the IIFP plant are expected to be approximately 
11.4 m3/day (3,000 gpd) and 37.9 m3/day (10,000 gpd), respectively; 

• Hydrological system alterations or impacts; 
• Withdrawals and returns of ground and surface water; 
• Decommissioning of the facility; and 
• Cumulative effects on water resources. 

There are no process liquid effluents discharged from the facility, process waters are either reused within 
the process or evaporated, where feasible. Sanitary waste water discharges will be made through a 
packaged tertiary treatment unit. Storm-water from developed portions of the site will be collected in 
Stormwater Retention Basins, as described in ER Section 3.4, “Water Resources.” Minor impacts to water 
resources are discussed in ER Section 4.4. Mitigation measures associated with these impacts are listed in 
ER Section 5.2.4, “Water Resources.” 

5.1.5  Ecological Resources 

The potential impacts to the ecological resources have been characterized in ER Section 4.5, “Ecological 
Resources Impacts.” SMALL impacts exist as related to the following: 

• Total area of land to be disturbed; 
• Use of chemical herbicides, roadway maintenance, and mechanical clearing; 
• Areas to be used on a short-term basis during construction; 
• Noise impacts to wildlife; 
• Overall indirect impacts from non-radiological air emissions;  
• Communities or habitats that have been defined as rare or unique or that support threatened and 

endangered species; 
• Impacts of elevated construction equipment or structures on species (e.g., bird collisions, nesting 

areas); 
• Impact on important biota; and 
• Decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility. 

MODERATE impacts exist for travel corridors, area of disturbance for each habitat type, and habitat 
quality.  

Impacts to ecological resources will be minimal. Mitigation measures associated with these impacts are 
listed in ER Section 5.2.5, “Ecological Resources.” 
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5.1.6  Air Quality 

The potential impacts to the air quality have been characterized in ER Section 4.6, “Air Quality Impacts.” 
SMALL impacts exist from the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning 
as related to the following activities: 

• Gaseous effluents. 
• Visibility impacts. 

There would be no substantive impacts to air quality. Construction activities will result in interim 
increases in hydrocarbons and particulate matter due to vehicle emissions and fugitive dust. Impacts due 
to plant operation consist of trace amounts of HF, SiF4, BF3, and uranic compound effluents remaining in 
treated air emissions from plant ventilation systems. These effluents are significantly below regulatory 
limits. Mitigation measures associated with air quality impacts are listed in ER Section 5.2.6, “Air 
Quality.” 

5.1.7  Noise 

The potential impacts related to noise generated during the pre-licensing and general construction, 
operation, and decommissioning by the facility have been characterized in ER Section 4.7, “Noise 
Impacts.” SMALL impacts exist as related to the following activities: 

• Traffic noise; 
• Predicted noise levels at surrounding industrial facilities; and 
• Impacts to sensitive receptors (i.e., residences and wildlife). 

Noise levels will increase during the construction phases and due to operation of the IIFP plant, but not to 
a level that will cause significant impact to nearby sensitive receptors. The nearest residence is 
approximately 8.5 km (5.3 mi) from the site. Mitigation measures associated with noise impacts are listed 
in ER Section 5.2.7, “Noise.” 

5.1.8  Historical and Cultural Resources 

The potential impacts to historical and cultural resources have been characterized in ER Section 4.8, 
“Historical and Cultural Resource Impacts.” SMALL impacts exist as related to the following activities: 

• Pre-licensing and general construction, operation, or decommissioning; 
• Historic properties; 
• Potential for human remains to be present in the project area; and 
• Archeological resources. 

Impacts to Historical and Cultural Resources will be minimal. Mitigation measures associated with these 
impacts, if required, are listed in ER Section 5.2.8, “Historical and Cultural Resources.” 

  



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 5-5 

5.1.9  Visual/Scenic Resources 

The potential impacts to visual/scenic resources have been characterized in ER Section 4.9,”Visual/Scenic 
Resources Impacts.” SMALL impacts during the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility exist as related to the following: 

• The aesthetic and scenic quality of the site; 
• Visual impacts from physical structures; 
• Historical, archaeological or cultural properties of the site; and 
• Character of the site setting. 

Visual/scenic impacts due to the development of the IIFP plant result from visual intrusions in the 
existing landscape character. No structures are proposed that may require the removal of natural or built 
barriers, screens or buffers. Mitigation measures associated with these impacts are listed in ER Section 
5.2.9, “Visual/Scenic Resources.” 

5.1.10  Socioeconomic  

The potential socioeconomic impacts to the community have been characterized in ER Section 4.10, 
“Socioeconomic Impacts.” SMALL impacts during the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, 
and decommissioning of the facility exist as related to the following: 

• Population characteristics (e.g., ethnic groups, and population density); 
• Housing, health and social services, or educational and transportation resources; and 
• Area’s tax structure and distribution. 

The anticipated cumulative socioeconomic negative impacts of the proposed operation of the IIFP facility 
are expected to be SMALL. The positive socioeconomic impacts are substantial (see ER Section 7.1, 
“Proposed Action Economic Cost-Benefits, Facility Construction and Operation”). See ER Section 4.10, 
“Socioeconomic Impacts,” for a detailed discussion on socioeconomic impacts. 

5.1.11  Environmental Justice 

Census Block Groups (CBG) within the 130 km2 (50 mi2) of the IIFP site contained minority or low-
income populations exceeding the NUREG-1748 “20%” or “50%” criteria. An examination was made to 
determine whether there are disproportionately high minority or low-income populations residing within a 
6.4 km (4 mi) radius of the IIFP facility. 

The potential impacts with respect to environmental justice have been characterized in ER Section 4.11, 
“Environmental Justice.” No substantive impacts exist as related to the disproportionate impact to 
minority or low-income population. 

5.1.12  Public and Occupational Health  

This section describes public and occupational health impacts from both nonradiological and radiological 
sources. 
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5.1.12.1  Nonradiological–Normal Operations 

The potential impacts to public and occupational health from nonradiological sources have been 
characterized in ER Section 4.12.1, “Nonradiological Impacts.” SMALL impacts exist as related to the 
following: 

• Members of the public from nonradiological discharge of liquid or gaseous effluents to water or 
air; 

• Facility workers as a result of occupational exposure to nonradiological chemicals, effluents, and 
wastes; and 

• Cumulative impacts to public and occupational health. 

Impacts to the public and workers from nonradiological gaseous and liquid effluents will be minimal. 
Mitigation measures associated with these impacts are listed in ER Section 5.2.12.1, “Nonradiological–
Normal Operations.” 

5.1.12.2  Radiological–Normal Operations 

Section 4.12.2, “Radiological Impacts”, describes public and occupational health impacts from 
radiological sources. An assessment of pathways that could convey radioactive material to members of 
the public was conducted to evaluate the potential for exposure to radiological sources.  

Potential points or areas were characterized to identify the: 

• Nearest site boundary; 
• Nearest full time resident; and 
• Nearest industrial facility.  
 

In addition, important ingestion pathways such as stored and fresh vegetables, milk and meat, assumed to 
be grown or raised at the nearest resident location were analyzed. There are no off-site releases to any 
surface waters or Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW). 

The potential impacts to public and occupational health for radiological sources have been characterized 
in ER Section 4.12, “Public and Occupational Health Impacts.” No substantive impacts exist as related to 
the following: 

• The average annual concentration of radioactive and hazardous materials in gaseous and liquid 
effluents; 

• The public, nearest resident and nearest industrial facility; 
• Workforce based on radiological and chemical exposures; and 
• Reasonably foreseeable (i.e., credible) accidents with the potential to result in environmental 

releases. 

Routine operations at the IIFP plant create the potential for radiological and nonradiological public and 
occupational exposure. Radiation exposure is due to the plant’s use of depleted uranium and the presence 
of associated decay products. Chemical and radiological exposures are primarily from DUF6, SiF4, BF3, 
depleted uranium oxides, anhydrous hydrogen fluoride, and related uranic compounds.  
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These are the primary products of concern in gaseous effluents that will be released from the plant and 
liquid effluents that will be released to the on-site holding tanks. Mitigation measures associated with 
these impacts are listed in ER Section 5.2.12, “Public and Occupational Health.” 

5.1.12.3  Environmental Effects of Accidents 

Credible accident sequences were considered during the Integrated Safety Analysis (ISA) performed for 
the facility (IIFP, 2009). Accidents evaluated fell into two general types: Fire and HF/DUF6 releases. 
Some HF/DUF6 release scenarios were shown to result in potential radiological and HF chemical 
exposures to the public. Gaseous releases of DUF6 react quickly with moisture in the air to form HF and 
UO2F2. Consequence analyses showed that HF was the bounding consequence for all gaseous DUF6, SiF4, 
and BF3 releases to the environment.  

Potential adverse impacts for accident conditions are described in ER Section 4.12.3, “Environmental 
Effects of Accidents.” Mitigation measures associated with these impacts are listed in ER Section 
5.2.12.3, “Environmental Effects on Accidents.” 

5.1.13  Waste Management 

The potential impacts of waste generation and waste management have been characterized in ER Section 
4.13, “Waste Management Impacts.” SMALL impacts exist as related to the following: 

• Public due to the composition and disposal of solid, hazardous, radioactive and mixed wastes; 
• Facility workers due to storage, processing, handling, and disposal of solid, hazardous, 

radioactive and mixed wastes; and 
• Cumulative impacts of waste management. 

Waste generated at the IIFP plant will be comprised of industrial (nonhazardous), radioactive and mixed, 
and hazardous waste categories. Gaseous and liquid effluent impacts are discussed in ER Section 
5.1.12.2, “Radiological–Normal Operations.” Mitigation measures associated with waste management are 
listed in ER Section 5.2.13, “Waste Management.” 

5.2  Mitigations 

This section summarizes the mitigation measures that are in place to reduce adverse impacts that may 
result from the construction and operation of the IIFP facility. The residual impacts, which will remain 
after application of the mitigation measures, are of a very small magnitude. 

5.2.1  Land Use 

The anticipated effects on the land use during construction activities are limited to a potential short-term 
increase in soil erosion. However, this impact will be mitigated by following construction BMP (best 
management practices) including: 

• Minimizing the construction footprint to the extent possible;  
• Limiting site slopes to a horizontal to vertical ratio of three to one;  
• Use of a sediment retention basin;  
• Protection of undisturbed areas with silt fencing and straw; 
• Site stabilization by placing crushed stone on areas of concentrated runoff; and 
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• Site stabilization practices to reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation. Additional 
discussion is provided in ER Section 5.2.3,”Geology and Soils.” 

• After construction is complete, the site will be stabilized with natural, low-water maintenance 
landscaping and pavement. 

These practices include the placement of waste receptacles and trash dumpsters at convenient locations 
and the designation of vehicle and equipment maintenance areas for the collection of oil, grease and 
hydraulic fluids. Where practicable, materials suitable for recycling will be collected. If external washing 
of construction vehicles is necessary, no detergents will be used, and the runoff will be diverted to on-site 
retention basins. Adequately maintained sanitary facilities will be provided for construction crews. 

Incorporating the mitigating measures and actions will result in minimal overall land-use impacts to the 
site and vicinity considering that the majority of the site will remain undeveloped. IIFP is not aware of 
any federal action that would have cumulatively significant land-use impacts requiring mitigation 
measures 

5.2.2  Transportation 

Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize potential impact of construction-related transportation 
activities. To control fugitive dust production, reasonable precautions will be taken to prevent particulate 
matter from becoming airborne including the following actions:  

• The use of water to control dust on dirt roads in clearing and grading operations and construction 
activities. Water conservation will be considered when deciding how often dust suppression 
sprays will be applied. 

• The use of adequate containment methods during excavation or similar activities. 
• Cover open bodied trucks where it is appropriate and needed. Open-bodied trucks transporting 

materials likely to give rise to airborne dust will be covered when in motion. 
• Prompt removal of earthen materials on paved roads deposited by trucks or earth moving 

equipment, or by wind erosion. 
• Prompt stabilization or covering of bare areas once earth moving activities are completed. 
• Operation of construction equipment and related vehicles with standard pollution control devices 

maintained in good working order. 
• Designated personnel to monitor dust emissions and direct increase watering where necessary.  
• During the course of construction, short-duration activities (e.g., concrete trucks, multiple 

deliveries) with potential traffic impact, these will be scheduled to minimize traffic impacts. 
• Work shifts will be implemented throughout the construction phases to minimize impacts to 

traffic in the site vicinity. 

Considering the amount of traffic that nearby roadways experience on a daily average, the increase in 
vehicle flow associated with site construction and on-site operations would be insignificant. Generally, as 
the distance from the site increases, impacts to the transportation network decrease as traffic becomes 
more dispersed. Additionally, incorporating these mitigation actions listed during construction will result 
in minimal impacts for transportation. Control measures that can be used to mitigate the motor vehicle 
traffic impacts on U.S. 62/180 and NM 483 in the immediate vicinity of the IIFP facility with the  
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connecting roads to the other communities due to the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, 
and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility include the following: 

• Schedule Proposed IIFP Facility operations worker shift changes and truck shipments for off-
peak traffic periods, when practical. 

• Explore adding a traffic light at the intersection of US 62/180 and NM 483.  
• Explore adding a traffic light on NM 483 at the plant entrance. 

5.2.3  Geology and Soils 

Mitigation measures will be in place during pre-licensing and general construction, operations, and 
decommissioning to minimize impact to geology and soils. These measures include: 

• Erosional impacts due to site clearing and grading will be mitigated by utilization of construction 
and erosion control BMPs, some of which are further described below. 

• Disturbed soils will be stabilized by acceptable means as part of the construction work. 
• Earthen berms, dikes and sediment fences will be utilized as necessary during construction phases 

to limit suspended solids in runoff. 
• Cleared areas not covered by structures or pavement will be stabilized by acceptable means as 

soon as practical. 
• Watering may be used to control fugitive dust. 
• Collect surface runoff in temporary retention basins (during construction) and permanent 

retention/evaporation basins (during operations). 
• Standard drilling and blasting techniques, if required, will be used to minimize impact to bedrock; 

reducing the potential for over excavation thereby minimizing damage to the surrounding rock. 
• Drainage culverts and ditches will be stabilized and lined with rock aggregate to reduce flow 

velocity. 
• Soil stockpiles generated during construction will be place in a manner to reduce erosion. 
• Excavated materials will be reused whenever possible. 
• Routine visual inspections and preventive maintenance will be conducted. 
• Above ground storage tanks of appropriate materials will be constructed. 
• Secondary containment for tanks storing petroleum products and hazardous chemicals will be 

used. 
• Berms will be utilized and Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan will be 

implemented. 
• Spill cleanup materials in the areas of fuel line and tank hose connections will be maintained. 
• Contaminated soils will be sampled, analyzed, and managed in accordance with NRC, State, and 

other Federal requirements. 
• An approved Decommissioning Plan for ultimate NRC release of the site for unrestricted use and 

license termination will be established and implemented. 

5.2.4  Water Resources 

Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize potential impact on water resources during pre-licensing 
and general construction, operations, and decommissioning of the IIFP facility. As discussed in ER 
Section 4.4.7, “Control of Impacts to Water Quality,” there is little impact on any groundwater or surface 
water resources. These mitigation measures also prevent soil contamination. These include employing 
BMPs and the control of hazardous materials and fuels. In addition, the following controls are also 
implemented: 
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• Construction equipment will be in good repair without visible leaks of oil, greases, or hydraulic 
fluids. 

• Control of spills during construction will be in conformance with the Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plan procedures. 

• Use of BMPs will assure storm-water runoff related to these activities will not release runoff into 
nearby sensitive areas. 

• BMPs will also be used for dust control associated with excavation and fill operations during 
construction. Water conservation will be considered when deciding how often dust suppression 
sprays will be applied. 

• Silt fencing and sediment traps will be used. 
• Stone construction pads will be placed at entrance/exit if unpaved construction access adjoins a 

state road. 
• Basins are arranged to provide for the prompt, systematic sampling of runoff in the event of any 

special needs. 
• Water quality impacts will be controlled during construction phases by compliance with the 

National Pollution Discharge Elimination System General Permit requirements and by applying 
BMPs as detailed in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

• A Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan will be implemented for the facility to 
identify potential spill substances, sources and responsibilities. 

• All above ground petroleum storage tanks will be bermed. 
• Conduct routine visual inspections and preventive maintenance. 
• Any hazardous materials will be handled by approved methods and shipped off site to approved 

disposal sites. Sanitary wastes generated during site construction will be handled by portable 
systems; until such time that the plant sanitary waste treatment facility is available for use.  

• The facilities liquid effluent collection and treatment system provides a means to control liquid 
waste with the plant including the collection, evaporation, and minimization of liquid wastes for 
disposal. 

• Liquid effluent concentration release to the evaporative tank will be below 10 CFR 20 
uncontrolled release limits.  

• Control of surface water runoff will be required for activities as covered by the NPDES General 
Permit. As a result, no impacts are expected to surface or groundwater bodies. 

• Stormwater and effluent sampling would be conducted as necessary by the NPDES permit to 
protect surface water quality. In addition, site-wide groundwater levels would continue to be 
monitored routinely, and the groundwater monitoring-well and pumping-well networks would 
continue to be analyzed to confirm that the changes in groundwater levels associated with the 
Proposed Action are minimal. 

The IIFP site is designed to minimize the usage of natural and depletable resources as shown by the 
following measures: 

• Use of low-water consumption landscaping; 
• Installation of low-flow toilets, sinks and showers; 
• Localized floor washing using mops and self-contained cleaning machines reduces water usage 

compared to conventional washing with a hose; 
• Installation of high-efficiency washing machines; 
• Closed-loop cooling systems will be incorporated where possible; 
• The Site Stormwater Retention Basin is designed to contain the “100-year rain;”and 
• Process waste water is treated and recycled. Any small amounts of excess water from 

miscellaneous processes would be retained in a storage tank and sent to an evaporator. 
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5.2.5  Ecological Resources 

Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize the potential impact on ecological resources during 
construction activities, operations and decommissioning of the facility. These include: 

• Use of BMPs recommended by the State of New Mexico or various federal agencies; 
• No herbicides will be used during construction, but may be used in limited amounts according to 

government regulations and manufacturer’s instructions to control unwanted noxious vegetation 
during operation of the facility; 

• Minimize the construction footprint to the extent possible;  
• The use of retention (evaporation) basins to avoid direct discharge of stormwater runoff from 

process areas to any waters of the United States; and 
• Implement site stabilization practices to reduce the potential for erosion and deposition of 

sediment. After construction is complete, the site will be stabilized with native grass species, 
pavement, and crushed stone to control erosion. Ditches, unless excavated in rock, will be lined 
with riprap, vegetation, or other suitable material as dictated by water velocity to control erosion. 
Furthermore, any eroded areas that may develop will be repaired and stabilized. 

Proposed practices to minimize impact to wildlife include: 

• Placement of a raptor perch in an unused open area; 
• Install bird feeders at the visitor’s center; 
• Placement of quail feeders in the unused open areas away from buildings; 
• The management of unused open areas, including areas of native grasses and shrubs for the 

benefit of wildlife; 
• Use native plant species (i.e., low-water consuming plants) to vegetate disturbed areas and to 

enhance wildlife habitat; 
• Use netting, or other suitable material, to ensure migratory birds are excluded from retention 

(evaporation) basins that do not meet New Mexico Water Quality Control Commission surface 
water standards for wildlife usage; 

• Use animal friendly fencing within the Site so that wildlife cannot be injured or entangled; 
• Minimize the amount of open trenches at any given time; and 
• Treat or recycle of process air-scrubbers system liquids. 

In addition to proposed wildlife management practices above, IIFP will consider recommendations from 
appropriate state and federal agencies, including the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the New 
Mexico Department of Game and Fish. 

5.2.6  Air Quality 

Air concentrations of the Criteria Pollutants for vehicle emissions and fugitive dust will be below the 
NAAQS and thus will not require mitigation measures. Visibility impacts from fugitive dust emissions 
will be minimized by watering of the site during the construction phases to suppress dust emissions. 
Water conservation will be considered when deciding how often dust suppression sprays will be applied. 

Mitigation measures for credible accident scenarios considered in the Integrated Safety Analysis Report 
(ISA) (IIFP, 2009) are summarized in ER Section 4.12, “Public and Occupational Health Impacts” and 
ER Section 5.2.12, “Public and Occupational Safety.” 
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Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize potential impact on air quality. These include the 
following items: 

• Process design features to inherently lower the potential for air emissions; 
• Construction BMPs will be applied as described previously to minimize fugitive dusts; 
• Monitoring and inspection programs to detect any air emissions from equipment malfunction so 

that corrective action can be taken promptly; 
• Work practices to prevent or reduce air emissions releases;  
• Maintain air concentrations of criteria pollutants for vehicle emissions and fugitive dust below the 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) (CFR, 2009h); and  
• Air emissions control systems (i.e., scrubber systems and dust collectors) are designed to collect 

and clean potentially hazardous gases from the plant effluents prior to release into the 
atmosphere. 

• Emission Stacks are sampled continuously and routinely analyzed. 

Air quality impacts will occur during decommissioning work, such as fugitive dust, vehicle exhaust, 
portable generator exhaust, air compressor exhaust, cutting torch fumes and solvent fumes. Fugitive dust 
and vehicle exhaust during decommissioning are assumed to be bounded by the emissions during 
construction. Similar mitigation measures will be used. 

5.2.7  Noise 

Noise from construction activities will have the highest sounds levels, but the nearest home is located 
approximately 8.5 km (5.3 mi) from the site. Due to this distance, those residents will not perceive an 
increase in noise levels. There are no sensitive receptors (hospitals, schools, residences) located near to 
the intersection of U.S. 62/180 and NM 483 at Arkansas Junction who would have been the most aware 
of the increase in traffic due to proximity to the source. However for mitigation measures, heavy truck 
and earth moving equipment usage will be restricted after twilight and during early morning hours. Noise 
suppression systems on construction vehicles will be kept in proper operation.  

Cumulative impacts from site noise sources should typically remain at or below HUD guidelines of 65 
dBA Ldn, and the EPA guidelines of 55 dBA Ldn, (EPA, 1973) during IIFP facility construction and 
operation. Mitigation of the operational noise sources will occur primarily from the plant design, 
equipment and physical structures. The buildings themselves will absorb the majority of the noise located 
within. Natural land contours, vegetation (such as scrub brush), and site buildings and structures will 
mitigate the impact of other equipment located outside of structures that contribute to site noise levels. 
Distance from the noise source is also a key factor in the control of noise levels to area receptors. It is 
generally true that the sound pressure level from an outdoor noise source decreases 6 dB per doubling of 
distance (Cowan, 1994). 

5.2.8  Historical and Cultural Resources 

From a pedestrian cultural survey of the site, three isolated occurrences have been completely recorded in 
a manner consistent with current standards and do not require any additional work. A check of files 
yielded three previous NMCRIS activities, but no previously recorded sites within 1 km (0.62 mi) of the 
project area. The proposed IIFP undertaking will have no effect on historical and cultural resources. 

In the event that an inadvertent discovery of human remains or other item of archeological significance is 
made during construction, the facility will cease construction activities in the area around the discovery 
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and notify the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer, to make the determination of appropriate 
measures to identify, evaluate, and treat these discoveries. 

Mitigation of the impact to historical and cultural sites within the IIFP project boundary can take a variety 
of forms. Avoidance and data collection are the two most common forms for sites considered eligible 
based on National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (USC, 2009c) criteria. When possible, avoidance is 
the preferred alternative because the site is preserved in place and mitigation costs are minimized. When 
avoidance is not possible, data collection becomes the preferred alternative. Data collection proceeds after 
the sites have been determined eligible. A treatment plan is submitted to the appropriate regulatory 
agencies. The plan describes the expected data content of the sites and how data will be collected, 
analyzed, and reported. A treatment/mitigation plan will be developed by IIFP, if necessary. 

5.2.9  Visual/Scenic Resources 

By considering both proposed on-site and nearby existing developments, modification to the subject site 
will not add significantly to its visual degradation. Therefore, there will be a SMALL cumulative impact 
on the visual/scenic quality of the IIFP site. 

Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize the impact to visual and scenic resources. These 
include: 

• The use of accepted natural, low-water consumption landscaping techniques to limit any potential 
visual impacts. These techniques will incorporate, but not be limited to, the use of landscape 
plantings. As for aesthetically pleasing screening measures, planned landscape plantings will 
include indigenous vegetation. 

• Prompt natural re-vegetation or covering of bare areas will be used to mitigate visual impacts due 
to construction activities. 

5.2.10  Socioeconomic  

A small increase in population would produce a minor impact on population characteristics, economic 
trends, housing, community services (health, social and educational resources), and the tax structure 
within Hobbs, Eunice, and Lovington, New Mexico, and Andrews and Seminole, Texas, during both the 
pre-licensing and general construction and operation periods of the IIFP plant. No socioeconomic 
mitigation measures are anticipated. 

5.2.11  Environmental Justice 

Because the CBG in which the facility is located has no minority and low-income residents within a 4-
mile radius (50 mi2) of the plant, pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning 
of the facility is not expected to result in disproportionately high or adverse impacts on minority or low-
income populations. No environmental justice concerns are expected. No environmental justice mitigation 
measures are anticipated. 

5.2.12  Public and Occupational Health 

This section describes the mitigation measures to minimize public and occupational health impacts, from 
both nonradiological and radiological sources. 
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5.2.12.1  Nonradiological-Normal Operation 

Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize the impact of nonradiological gaseous and liquid 
effluents to well below regulatory limits. The plant design incorporates numerous features to minimize 
potential gaseous and liquid effluent impacts including: 

• The facility incorporates “state of the art” technology for handling AHF. AHF is stored in 3,630-
kg (8,000-lb) storage vessels to limit inventory should a leak occur.  

• AHF storage vessels are located in a building with containment-type capabilities.  
• DUF6 cylinders are moved only when cool and when DUF6 is in solid form, minimizing the risk 

of inadvertent release due to mishandling. 
• Liquid and solid waste handling systems and techniques are used to control wastes and to limit 

exposure. 
• Gaseous effluent passes through pre-filters, high efficiency filters and scrubbers, all of which 

reduce the radioactive and chemical constituents in the final discharged effluent to very low 
concentrations. 

• Miscellaneous small quantities of liquid waste are routed to a collection tank and evaporator. 
• IIFP has a process safety program relating to hazardous materials as defined in OSHA 1910.119. 
• IIFP has an Emergency Response Plan to address response issues. 
• Wherever possible, IIFP will operate some process systems at below atmospheric pressure to 

prevent leaks to the atmosphere. 
• DUF6 process systems are monitored by instrumentation, which will activate alarms in the control 

room and will either automatically shut down the plant to a safe condition or alert operators to 
take the appropriate actions in the event of operational problems. 

Administrative controls, practices, and procedures are used to assure compliance with IIFP’s Health, 
Safety, and Environmental Program. The program is designed to ensure, safe storage, use and handling of 
chemicals to minimize the potential for worker exposure. 

5.2.12.2  Radiological-Normal Operations 

Mitigation measures to minimize the impact of radiological gaseous and liquid effluents include those 
listed in ER Section 5.2.12.1, “Nonradiological – Normal Operations.” The equipment and design features 
incorporated in the IIFP facility are selected to keep the release of gaseous and liquid effluent 
contaminants as low as practicable, and within regulatory limits. They are also selected to minimize the 
use of depletable resources. Additional features for limiting effluent releases during normal operation are 
described below: 

• DUF6 pressure is raised above atmospheric pressure in the piping and cylinders inside the 
autoclave. The piping and cylinders inside the autoclave confine the DUF6. In the event of 
leakage, the autoclave provides secondary containment of DUF6. 

• Cylinders of DUF6 are transported only when cool and when the DUF6 is in solid form. This 
minimizes risk of inadvertent releases due to mishandling. See additional mitigation measures 
below. 

• Processes used to clean up wastes and effluents create their own wastes and effluent as well. 
Control of these is accomplished by liquid and solid waste handling systems and techniques. 
Different waste types are collected in separate containers to minimize contamination of one waste 
type with another. Materials that can cause airborne contamination are carefully packaged; 
ventilation and filtration of the air in the area is provided as necessary. Liquid wastes are confined 
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to piping, tanks, and other containers. Curbing, pits, and sumps are used to collect and contain 
leaks and spills. Hazardous wastes are stored in designated areas in labeled containers. Mixed 
wastes are also contained and stored separately. Radioactive contaminated wastes are 
decontaminated insofar as possible to reduce waste volume. 

Further details of these features are contained in the License Application Chapter 3, “Integrated Safety 
Analysis Summary” (IIFP, 2009). 

Mitigation measures associated with DUF6 cylinder storage areas as follows: 

• IIFP will maintain a cylinder management program to monitor storage conditions on the staging 
pad to monitor cylinder integrity by conducting routine inspections for breaches, and to perform 
cylinder maintenance and repairs as needed. 

• Cylinders filled with depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUF6) will be stored on concrete (or other 
material) saddles that do not cause corrosion of the cylinders. These saddles shall be placed on a 
concrete pad. 

• DUF6 cylinders shall be surveyed for external contamination (wipe tested), prior to being placed 
on the staging pad or transported off site. The maximum level of removable surface 
contamination allowed on the external surface of the cylinder shall be no greater than 0.4 Bq/cm2 
(22 dpm/cm2) (beta, gamma, alpha) on accessible surfaces averaged over 300 cm2. 

• Cylinder valves shall be fitted with valve guards to protect the cylinder valve during transfer and 
storage. 

• Provisions are in place to ensure that DUF6 cylinders do not have non-conforming valves 
installed (identified in NRC Bulletin 2003-03, “Potentially Defective 1-Inch Valves for Uranium 
Hexafluoride Cylinders”) (NRC, 2003b). 

• Only designated vehicles with less than 280 l (74 gal) of fuel shall be allowed on the cylinder 
storage pads. 

• Cylinders shall be inspected. These inspections shall verify that: 
o Lifting points are free from distortion and cracking. 
o Cylinder skirts and stiffener rings are free from distortion and cracking. 
o Cylinder surfaces are free from bulges, dents, gouges, cracks, or significant corrosion. 
o Cylinder valves are fitted with the correct protector and cap. 
o Cylinders are inspected to confirm that the valve is straight and not distorted, two to six 

threads are visible, and the square head of the valve stem is undamaged. 
o Cylinder plugs are undamaged and not leaking. 

Additional measures to minimize radiological exposure and release are listed below. Radiological 
practices and procedures are in place to ensure compliance with the IIFP Radiation Protection Program. 
This program is designed to achieve and maintain radiological exposure to levels that are “as low as 
reasonably achievable” (ALARA). These measures include: 

• Routine plant radiation and radiological surveys to characterize and minimize potential 
exposures; 

• Monitoring of all radiation workers via the use of dosimeters, urinalysis and area air sampling to 
ensure that radiological parameters remain within regulatory limits and are ALARA; 

• Nonradiological as well as radiological monitoring at the nearest resident;  
• Monitoring of stacks for uranium; 
• Fence-line TLD monitors and continuous monitors;  
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• Area vegetation/soil monitoring on a quarterly basis, and 
• Groundwater monitoring. 

Further details of these features are contained in ER Chapter 6, “Environmental Measurements and 
Monitoring Programs.” 

5.2.12.3  Environmental Effects on Accidents 

Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize the impact of a potential accidental release of 
radiological and/or nonradiological effluents. Accidental releases and mitigations are discussed in the 
Integrated Safety Analysis or the Emergency Response Plan. Some mitigation measures are as follows: 

• The facility incorporates “state of the art” technology for handling AHF. AHF is stored in 3,630-
kg (8,000-lb) storage vessels to limit inventory should a leak occur.  

• AHF storage vessels are located in a building with containment-type capabilities.  
• IIFP has a process safety program relating to hazardous materials as defined in OSHA 1910.119. 
• IIFP has an Emergency Response Plan to address response issues. 
• Wherever possible, IIFP will operate some process systems at below atmospheric pressure to 

prevent leaks to the atmosphere. 
• DUF6 process systems are monitored by instrumentation, which will activate alarms in the control 

room and will either automatically shut down the plant to a safe condition or alert operators to 
take the appropriate actions in the event of operational problems. 

Administrative controls, practices, and procedures are used to assure compliance with IIFP’s Health, 
Safety, and Environmental Program. The program is designed to ensure, safe storage, use and handling of 
chemicals and radioactive materials to minimize the potential for worker exposure. 

5.2.13  Waste Management 

Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize both the generation and impact of facility wastes. Solid, 
liquid, and gaseous effluents will be controlled in accordance with regulatory limits. Mitigation measures 
include: 

• No on-site disposal of waste at the IIFP facility. Waste will be stored in designated areas of 
the plant until an administrative limit is reached. When the administrative limit is reached, the 
waste will then be shipped off site to an appropriate licensed disposal facility. 

• Radioactive and mixed waste will be disposed of at off-site, licensed facilities. 
• Hazardous wastes and mixed wastes are stored in separate designated areas in labeled 

approved containers.  
• Every effort will be made to minimize waste generation and wastes stored on site. 
• Waste management systems will include administrative procedures and practices that provide 

for the collection, temporary storage, processing, and disposal of categorized solid waste in 
accordance with regulatory requirements. 

• Process stacks and dust collector stacks are monitored for HF and for radioactive 
contamination. 

• Liquid effluent is sampled and/or monitored in liquid waste treatment systems. 
• Solid waste is segregated and containerized to prevent cross-contamination. 
• Solid waste is sampled and/or monitored prior to off-site treatment and disposal. 
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Other waste mitigation measures will include: 

• Processes used to clean up wastes and effluents create their own wastes and effluent as well. 
Control of these process effluents is accomplished by liquid and solid waste handling systems and 
techniques. 

• Careful applications of basic principles for waste handling are followed in systems and processes. 
• Different waste types are collected in separate containers to minimize contamination of one waste 

type with another. Materials that can cause airborne contamination are carefully packaged; 
ventilation and filtration of the air in the area are provided as necessary. Liquid wastes are 
confined to piping, tanks, and other containers. Curbing, pits, and sumps are used to collect and 
contain leaks and spills. 

• Hazardous wastes are stored in designated areas in properly labeled approved containers. Mixed 
wastes are also contained and stored separately. 

• Strong acids and caustics are neutralized before entering an effluent stream. 
• Waste management systems will include administrative procedures and practices that provide for 

the collection, temporary storage, processing, and disposal of categorized solid waste in 
accordance with regulatory requirements. 

• Solid wastes are sampled and/or monitored prior to off-site treatment and disposal. 
• Process system samples are returned to their source, where feasible, to minimize input to waste 

streams. 

IIFP will implement a spill control program for accidental oil spills. A Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan will be prepared prior to the start of operation of the facility or prior to the 
storage of oil on site in excess of de minimis quantities and will contain the following information: 

• Identification of potential significant sources of spills and a prediction of the direction and 
quantity of flow that would result from a spill from each source. 

• Identification of the use of containment-type or diversionary structures such as dikes, berms, 
culverts, booms, sumps, and diversion basins used at the facility to prevent discharged oil from 
reaching the surrounding environment. 

• Procedures for inspection of potential sources of spills and spill containment/diversion structures. 
• Assigned responsibilities for implementing the plan, inspections, and reporting. 
• As part of the SPCC Plan, other measures will include control of drainage of rain water from dike 

areas, containment of oil and diesel fuel in bulk storage tanks, above-ground tank integrity 
testing, and oil and diesel fuel transfer operational safeguards. 
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6 ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUREMENTS AND MONITORING PROGRAMS 

6.1  Radiological Monitoring 

The following are the proposed sampling and monitoring locations for gaseous effluents, liquid effluents 
and groundwater. Exact locations will be determined at a later date based on site information. 

• Eight thermoluminescent dosimeters along the perimeter fence in the north, south, east and west. 
• Four soil-sampling and vegetation-sampling locations along the site perimeter fence (north, south, 

east, and west) and one at a location some distance away to be determined. 
• Two water/sediment-sampling locations: 

o The site stormwater retention (evaporation) basin 
o The Full DUF6 Cylinder Storage Pad Stormwater Retention Basin 

• Six continuous airborne-particulate locations: 
o One on each side of the facility 
o One at the nearest resident 
o One some distance to be determined 

• Four groundwater monitoring wells: 
o Background well located on the up-gradient side of the plant 
o One well located on the southeast side of the near the Full DUF6 Cylinder Storage Pad 
o Two wells located down gradient to the plant 

• Stack Sampling 
o Process stacks 
o Dust Collector Stacks 

• DUF6 to DUF4 building air vents 

6.1.1  Effluent Monitoring Program 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) requires, pursuant to 10 CFR 20 that licensees conduct 
surveys necessary to demonstrate compliance with these regulations and to demonstrate that the amount 
of radioactive material present in effluent from the facility has been kept as low as reasonably achievable 
(ALARA). In addition, the NRC requires pursuant to 10 CFR 70, that licensees submit semiannual 
reports, specifying the quantities of the principal radionuclides released to unrestricted areas and other 
information needed to estimate the annual radiation dose to the public from effluent discharges. The NRC 
has also issued Regulatory Guide 4.15–“Quality Assurance for Radiological Monitoring Programs 
(Normal Operations)–Effluent Streams and the Environment” and Regulatory Guide 4.16–“Monitoring 
and Reporting Radioactivity in Releases of Radioactive Materials in Liquid and Gaseous Effluent from 
Nuclear Fuel Processing and Fabrication Plants and Uranium Hexafluoride Production Plants.” These 
guides reiterate that concentrations of hazardous materials in effluent must be controlled and that 
licensees must adhere to the ALARA principal such that there is no undue risk to the public health and 
safety at or beyond the site boundary. 

Effluent Release Points and Meteorological Tower are shown on the plot plan, “Modified Site Features 
with Sampling Stations and Monitoring Locations” (Figure 6-1). For gaseous effluents, continuous air 
sampler filters are analyzed for gross alpha and beta each week. The filters are composited quarterly and 
an isotopic analysis is performed. Process liquid effluents will be stored in large tanks as appropriate. 
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Figure 6- 1 Modified Site Features with Sampling Stations and Monitoring Locations. Redacted 
Security Related Information 
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Public exposure to radiation from routine operations at the International Isotopes Fluorine Products (IIFP) 
facility may occur as the result of discharge of liquid and gaseous effluents, including controlled releases 
from the uranium de-conversion process lines during decontamination and maintenance of equipment. In 
addition, radiation exposure to the public may result from the transportation and storage of depleted 
uranium hexafluoride (UF6) feed cylinders. Of these potential pathways (detail in section 4.12.2.1), 
discharge of gaseous effluent has the highest potential of introducing uranium into the environment. The 
plant’s procedures and facilities for solid waste and liquid handling, storage and monitoring result in safe 
storage and timely disposition of the material.  

Compliance with 10 CFR 20.1301 is demonstrated using a calculation of the total effective dose 
equivalent (TEDE) to the individual who is likely to receive the highest dose in accordance with 10 CFR 
20.1302(b)(1). The determination of the TEDE by pathway analysis is supported by appropriate models, 
codes, and assumptions that accurately represent the facility, site, and the surrounding area. The 
assumptions are reasonably conservative, input data is accurate, and applicable pathways are considered.  

The computer codes used to calculate dose associated with potential gaseous and liquid effluent from the 
plant follow the methodology, for pathway modeling, as described in Regulatory Guide 1.109, and have 
undergone validation and verification. The dose conversion factors used are those presented in Federal 
Guidance Reports Numbers 11 and 12. 

Administrative action levels are established for effluent samples and monitoring instrumentation as an 
additional step in the effluent control process. Action levels are sufficiently low so as to permit 
implementation of corrective actions before regulatory limits are exceeded. Effluent samples that exceed 
the action level are cause for an investigation into the source of elevated radioactivity. Radiological 
analyses will be performed more frequently on ventilation air filters if there is a significant increase in 
gross radioactivity or when a process change or other circumstances cause significant changes in 
radioactivity concentrations. Additional corrective actions will be implemented based on the level, 
automatic shutdown programming, and operating procedures to be developed in the detailed alarm design. 
Under routine operating conditions, radioactive material in effluent discharged from the facility complies 
with regulatory release criteria. 

Compliance is demonstrated through effluent and environmental sampling data. If an accidental release of 
uranium should occur, then routine operational effluent data and environmental data will be used to assess 
the extent of the release. Processes are designed to include, when practical, provision for automatic 
shutdown in the event action levels are exceeded. Appropriate action levels and actions to be taken are 
specified for liquid effluents and gaseous releases. Data analysis methods and criteria used in evaluating 
and reporting environmental samples results are appropriate and will indicate when an action level is 
being approached in time to take corrective actions. 

The effluent monitoring program falls under the oversight of the IIFP Radiation Safety Program. It is 
subject to periodic audits conducted by the facility Quality Assurance (QA) personnel. Written procedures 
will be in place to ensure the collection of representative samples, use of appropriate sampling methods 
and equipment, proper locations for sampling points, and proper handling, storage, transport, and analyses 
of effluent samples. In addition, the plant’s written procedures also ensure that sampling and measuring 
equipment, including ancillary equipment such as airflow meters, are properly maintained and calibrated 
at regular intervals. Moreover, the effluent monitoring program procedures include functional testing and 
routine checks to demonstrate that monitoring and measuring instruments are in working condition. 
Employees involved in implementation of this program are trained in the program procedures. 
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IIFP will ensure that isokinetic sampling conditions are maintained in instances where pitot probes are 
used to sample for particulates within ducts with moving air streams. IIFP will ensure that sampling 
equipment (pumps, pressure gages and air flow calibrators) are calibrated by qualified individuals. Air 
flow and pressure drop calibration devices (e.g., rotometers) will be calibrated periodically using primary 
or secondary air flow calibrators (wet test meters, dry gas meters or displacement bellows). Secondary air 
flow calibrators will be calibrated annually by the manufacturer(s) or qualified source. Air sampling train 
flow rates will be verified and/or calibrated with tertiary air flow calibrators (rotometers) each time a filter 
is replaced or a sampling train component is replaced or modified. Sampling equipment and lines will be 
inspected for defects, obstructions and cleanliness. Calibration intervals of sampling equipment will be 
developed based on manufacturer’s recommendations and nuclear industry operating experience. 

6.1.1.1  Gaseous Effluent Monitoring 

As a matter of compliance with regulatory requirements, potentially radioactive effluent from the facility 
is discharged only through monitored pathways. The effluent sampling program for the IIFP facility is 
designed to determine the quantities and concentrations of radionuclides discharged to the environment. 
The uranium isotopes and daughter products are expected to be the prominent radionuclides in the 
gaseous effluent. Effluents are sampled as shown in Table 6-1 “Effluent Sampling Program.” 
Representative samples are collected from each release point of the facility. Because uranium in gaseous 
effluent may exist in a variety of compounds (e.g., UF6, uranium oxide, UF4, and uranyl fluoride), effluent 
data will be maintained, reviewed, and assessed by the facility’s Radiation Protection Manager, to assure 
that gaseous effluent discharges comply with regulatory release criteria for uranium. The gaseous effluent 
monitoring program for the IIFP plant is designed to determine the quantities and concentrations of 
gaseous discharges to the environment. The process exhaust stacks are equipped with monitors for 
particulate and HF.  

Table 6- 1 Gaseous Effluent Sampling Program 

Area Type Sample Type of Analysis Frequency 

Dust Collector Stacks Continuous Air Filter Gross Alpha/Beta 
Isotopic 

Weekly/Composite 
Quarterly 

Process Stacks Continuous Air Filter Gross Alpha/Beta 
Isotopic/Fluoride 

Weekly/Composite 
Quarterly 

Air Vents Continuous Air Filter Gross Alpha/Beta 
Isotopic 

Weekly/Composite 
Quarterly 

 

Monitoring for uranium is continuously performed between each of the bag house units, and samples are 
analyzed at least once per operating shift. If an unacceptable level of uranium carryover is detected on any 
given bag-house unit, the unit is removed from on-stream service, investigated and corrective action 
taken, accordingly. Additionally, each bag house is continuously monitored for differential pressure 
across the filter bag sections to ensure bag design integrity is maintained. 

The gaseous effluent sampling program supports the determination of quantity and concentration of 
radionuclides discharged from the facility and supports the collection of other information required in 
reports to be submitted to the NRC. A minimum detectable concentration (MDC) of at least 3.7x10-11 

Bq/ml (1.0x10-15 µ Ci/ml) is a program requirement for all gross alpha analyses performed on gaseous 
effluent samples (LES, 2005).  
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6.1.1.2  Liquid Effluent Monitoring 

Liquid effluents containing low concentrations of radioactive material, consisting mainly of spent 
decontamination solutions, floor washings, liquid from the laundry, and flushes, are expected to be 
generated by IIFP. Uranium is the only radioactive material expected in these wastes. Potentially 
contaminated liquid effluent is routed to the Decontamination Area for treatment. Most of the radioactive 
material is removed from waste water in the Decontamination Area through a combination of clean-up 
processes that includes precipitation, filtration, and ion exchange. Post-treatment liquid waste water is 
sampled and undergoes analysis prior to disposal. Concentrated radioactive solids generated by the liquid 
treatment processes at the facility are handled and disposed of as low-level radioactive waste. 

There is no off-site release of liquid effluents to unrestricted areas. 

Representative sampling is required for all batch liquid effluent releases. Liquid samples are collected 
from each liquid batch and analyzed prior to any transfer. The liquid effluent sampling program supports 
the determination of quantities and concentrations of radionuclides and supports the collection of other 
information required in reports submitted to the NRC. 

Periodic sampling of liquid effluent is required since these effluents are treated in batches. Representative 
sampling is assured through the use of tank agitators and recirculation lines. Collection tanks are sampled 
before the contents are sent through any treatment process. Treated water is collected in tanks, which are 
sampled before transfer for disposal.  

NRC Information Notice 94-07 describes the method for determining solubility of discharged radioactive 
materials. Note that liquid effluents at the IIFP plant are treated such that insoluble uranium is removed as 
part of the treatment process. Releases are in accordance with the ALARA principle.  

General site stormwater runoff is routed to the Site Stormwater Retention Basin.  

6.1.2  Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program 

The Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program (REMP) at the IIFP facility is a major part of the 
effluent compliance program. It provides a supplementary check of containment and effluent controls, 
establishes a process for collecting data for assessing radiological impacts on the environs and estimating 
the potential impacts on the public, and supports the demonstration of compliance with applicable 
radiation protection standards and guidelines. 

6.1.2.1 Sampling Program 

The primary objective of the REMP is to provide verification that the operations at the facility do not 
result in detrimental radiological impacts on the environment. Through its implementation, the REMP 
provides data to confirm the effectiveness of effluent controls and the effluent monitoring program. In 
order to meet program objectives, representative samples from various environmental media are collected 
and analyzed for the presence of plant-related radioactivity. The types and frequency of sampling and 
analyses are summarized in Table 6-2. Environmental media identified for sampling consist of ambient 
air, groundwater, soil/sediment, and vegetation. Environmental samples will be analyzed on site.  
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Table 6- 2 Radiological Sampling and Analysis Program 

Sample Type Location Sampling and Collection 
Frequency Type of Analysis 

Continuous 
Airborne 
particulate 

Six locations along 
fence line and in the 
region of influence 
including the nearest 
resident. 

Continuous operation of air 
sampler with sample collection 
as required by dust loading but at 
least biweekly. Quarterly 
composite samples by location. 

Gross beta/gross alpha 
analyses each filter 
change. Quarterly 
isotopic analysis on 
composite sample. 

Vegetation/Soil 
Analyses 

Five-Four locations 
along fence line and a 
control some distance 
away 

For each vegetation and soil 
sample, 1 to 2 kilograms (2.2 to 
4.4 pounds). Quarterly pre-
operation/semi-annual during 
operations. 

Isotopic 
analyses/fluoride 

Groundwater Four wells. Samples [4 liters (1.1 gallons)] 
collected semiannually. 

Isotopic analyses 

Thermo-
luminescent 
Dosimeters 

Eight locations along 
fence line. 

Samples collected quarterly Gamma and neutron 
equivalent 

Stormwater Site Stormwater 
Retention Basin 

DUF6 Cylinder Storage 
Pads, Stormwater 
Retention Basins 

Water Sample 4 liters (1.1 
gallons)  

Sediment samples 1 to 2 
kilograms (2.2 to 4.4 pounds) 
 

Isotopic analyses 

However, samples may also be shipped to a qualified independent laboratory for analyses. Monitoring 
and sampling activities, laboratory analyses, and reporting of facility-related radioactivity in the 
environment will be conducted in accordance with industry-accepted and regulatory-approved 
methodologies. 

The REMP includes the collection of data during pre-operational years in order to establish baseline 
radiological information that will be used in determining and evaluating impacts from operations at the 
plant on the local environment. The REMP will be initiated at least 12 months prior to plant operations in 
order to develop a sufficient database. The early initiation of the REMP provides assurance that a 
sufficient environmental baseline has been established for the plant before the arrival of the first uranium 
hexafluoride shipment. Radionuclides in environmental media will be identified using technically 
appropriate, accurate, and sensitive analytical instruments. Data collected during the operational years 
will be compared to the baseline generated by the pre-operational data. Such comparisons provide a 
means of assessing the magnitude of potential radiological impacts on members of the public and in 
demonstrating compliance with applicable radiation protection standards. 

During the course of facility operations, revisions to the REMP may be necessary and appropriate to 
assure reliable sampling and collection of environmental data. The rationale and actions behind such 
revisions to the program will be documented and reported to the appropriate regulatory agency, as 
required. REMP sampling focuses on locations within 1 mile of the facility, but may also include distant 
locations as control sites. The sampling locations may be subject to change as determined from the results 
of periodic review of land use. 
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Atmospheric radioactivity monitoring is based on plant design data, demographic and geologic data, 
meteorological data, and land use data. Because operational releases are anticipated to be very low and 
subject to rapid dilution via dispersion, distinguishing plant-related radiation from background radiation 
already present in the site environment is a major challenge of the REMP. The gaseous effluent is 
released from roof-top discharge points, or resuspension of particles from the Retention Basins, which 
will result in ground-level releases. A characteristic of ground-level plumes is that plume concentrations 
decrease continually as the distance from the release point increases. It logically follows that the impact at 
locations close to the release point is greater than at more distant locations. The concentrations of 
radioactive material in gaseous effluent from the IIFP plant are expected to be very low concentrations of 
uranium because of process and effluent controls. Consequently, air samples collected at locations that are 
close to the plant would provide the best opportunity to detect and identify plant-related radioactivity in 
the ambient air. Therefore, air-monitoring activities will concentrate on collection of data from locations 
that are relatively close to the plant, such as the plant perimeter fence or the plant property line. Air 
monitoring stations will be situated along the fence perimeter, nearest resident, and “control comparative” 
locations. In addition, an air monitoring station will be located next to the Stormwater Retention Basins in 
order to measure for particulate radioactivity that may be resuspended into the air from sediment layers 
when the basin is dry. 

A control sample location will be established beyond 8 km (5 mi) in an upwind sector (the sector with 
least prevalent wind direction). Environmental air samplers operate on a continuous basis with sample 
retrieval for a gross alpha and beta analysis occurring on a weekly basis (or as required by dust loads). 

Vegetation and soil samples, both from on and off-site locations will be collected on a quarterly basis in 
each sector during the pre-operational REMP. This is to assure the development of a sound baseline. 
During the operational years, vegetation and soil sampling will be performed semiannually in five sectors, 
including three with the highest predicted atmospheric deposition. Vegetation samples may include 
vegetables and grass, depending on availability. Soil samples will be collected in the same vicinity as the 
vegetation samples. 

Groundwater samples from on-site monitoring well(s) will be collected semiannually for radiological 
analysis. Two monitoring wells will be located down-gradient of the site, one will be located down-
gradient of the DUF6 Cylinder Storage Pads and one will be located up-gradient (background monitoring 
well) of the site facilities.  

Any other sites or facilities with contaminants of concern should be differentiated from potential 
contaminants from the IIFP plant. 

Sediment samples will be collected semiannually from the stormwater runoff retention basins on site to 
look for any buildup of uranic material being deposited.  

Sanitary treatment biomass will be disposed at an approved disposal site.  

Direct radiation in off-site areas from processes inside the facility building is expected to be minimal 
because the low-energy radiation associated with the uranium will be shielded by the process piping, 
equipment, and cylinders to be used at the IIFP facility.  

Because the off-site dose equivalent rate from stored DUF6 cylinders is expected to be very low and 
difficult to distinguish from the variance in normal background radiation beyond the site boundary, 
demonstration of compliance will rely on a system that combines direct dose equivalent measurements 
and computer modeling to extrapolate the measurements. Environmental thermoluminescent dosimeters 
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(TLDs) placed at the plant perimeter fence line or other location(s) close to the DUF6 cylinders will 
provide quarterly direct dose equivalent information. The direct dose equivalent at off-site locations will 
be estimated through extrapolation of the quarterly TLD data using computer programs. Refer to Figure 
6-1, “Modified Site Features With Proposed Sampling Stations and Monitoring Stations.” Figure 6-1 
shows the location of REMP sampling locations. 

6.1.2.2 Procedures 

The Quality Control (QC) procedures used by the laboratories performing the plant’s REMP will be 
adequate to validate the analytical results and will conform to the guidance in Regulatory Guide 4.15. 
These QC procedures include the use of established standards such as those provided by the National 
Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), as well as standard analytical procedures such as those 
established by the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Conference (NELAC). 

Monitoring procedures will employ well-known acceptable analytical methods and instrumentation. The 
instrument maintenance and calibration program will be appropriate to the given instrumentation, in 
accordance with manufacturers’ recommendations. 

IIFP will ensure that the on-site laboratory and any contractor laboratory used to analyze IIFP samples 
participates in third-party laboratory intercomparison programs appropriate to the media and analytes 
being measured. IIFP will require that all radiological and non-radiological laboratory vendors are 
certified by the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (NELAP) or an equivalent 
state laboratory accreditation agency for the analytes being tested. 

The REMP falls under the oversight of the facility’s Quality Assurance (QA) program. Therefore, written 
procedures to ensure representative sampling, proper use of appropriate sampling methods and 
equipment, proper locations for sampling points, and proper handling, storage, transport, and analyses of 
effluent samples will be a key part of the program. In addition, written procedures ensure that sampling 
and measuring equipment, including ancillary equipment such as airflow meters, are properly maintained 
and calibrated at regular intervals. Moreover, the REMP implementing procedures will include functional 
testing and routine checks to demonstrate that monitoring and measuring instruments are in working 
condition. 

The design status of leak detection (and mitigation procedures) for basins and tanks has not yet 
progressed to final design. IIFP will conform to leak detection recommendations required in NUREG-
1520. 

6.1.2.3 Reporting 

Reporting procedures will comply with the requirements of 10 CFR 70.59 and the guidance specified in 
Regulatory Guide 4.16. Reports of the concentrations of principal radionuclides released to unrestricted 
areas in effluents will be provided and will include the Minimum Detectable Concentration (MDC) for 
the analysis and the error for each data point. 

Each year, IIFP will submit a summary report of the environmental sampling program to the NRC, 
including all associated data as required by 10 CFR 70. The report will include the types, numbers, and 
frequencies of environmental measurements and the identities and activity concentrations of facility-
related nuclides found in environmental samples, in addition to the MDC for the analyses and the error 
associated with each data point. Significant positive trends in activities will also be noted in the report, 
along with any adjustment to the program, unavailable samples, and deviations to the sampling program. 
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6.2  Physiochemical Monitoring 

6.2.1  Introduction 

The primary objective of physiochemical monitoring is to provide verification that the operations at the 
IIFP plant do not result in detrimental chemical impacts on the environment. Effluent controls are in place 
to assure that chemical concentrations in gaseous and liquid effluents are maintained as low as reasonably 
achievable (ALARA). In addition, physiochemical monitoring provides data to confirm the effectiveness 
of effluent controls. 

Administrative action levels will be implemented prior to facility operation to ensure that chemical 
discharges will remain below the limits specified in the facility discharge permits. The limits are specified 
in the EPA Region 6 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Discharge 
Permits as well as the New Mexico Water Quality Bureau (NMWQB) Groundwater Discharge 
Permit/Plan. 

In conducting physiochemical monitoring, sampling protocols and emission/effluent monitoring will be 
performed for routine operations with provisions for additional evaluation in response to potential 
accidental release. 

The facility will have an Environmental Monitoring Laboratory, which will be equipped with analytical 
instruments needed to ensure that the operation of the plant activities complies with federal, state and 
local environmental regulations and requirements. Compliance will be demonstrated by 
monitoring/sampling at various plant and process locations, analyzing the samples and reporting the 
results of these analyses to the appropriate agencies. The sampling/monitoring locations will be selected 
by the Health, Safety and Environmental (HS&E) organization staff in accordance with facility permits 
and good sampling practices. 

The Environmental Monitoring Laboratory will be available to perform analyses on air, water, soil, flora, 
and fauna samples obtained from designated areas around the plant. In addition to its environmental and 
radiological capabilities, the Environmental Monitoring Laboratory is also capable of performing 
bioassay analyses when necessary. Commercial, off-site laboratories may also be contracted to perform 
bioassay analyses. 

Waste liquids, solids and gases from related processes and decontamination operations will be analyzed 
and/or monitored for chemical and radiological contamination to determine safe disposal methods and/or 
further treatment requirements. 

6.2.2  Evaluation and Analysis of Samples 

Samples of liquid effluents, solids and gaseous effluents from plant processes will be analyzed in the 
Environmental Monitoring Laboratory. Results of process samples analyses are used to verify that process 
parameters are operating within expected performance ranges. Results of liquid effluent sample analyses 
will be characterized to determine if treatment is required prior to discharge or disposal. 

6.2.3  Effluent Monitoring 

Chemical constituents that may be discharged to the environment in facility effluents will be below 
concentrations that have been established by state and federal regulatory agencies as protective of the 
public health and the natural environment. Under routine operating conditions, no significant quantities of 
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contaminants will be released from the facility. This will be confirmed through monitoring and collection 
and analysis of environmental data. The facility does not directly discharge any industrial effluents to 
surface waters or grounds off-site, and there is no plant tie-in to a Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
(POTW). Except for discharges from the Sanitary Treatment System, liquid effluents are contained on the 
IIFP site via collection tanks and retention basins.  

Parameters for continuing environmental performance will be developed from the baseline data collected 
during preoperational sampling. Operational monitoring surveys will also be conducted using sampling 
sites and at frequencies established from baseline sampling data and as determined based on 
requirements. Operational monitoring surveys are determined based on requirements contained in EPA 
Region 6 NPDES General Discharge Permits as well as the NMWQB Groundwater Discharge 
Permit/Plan. 

The frequency of some types of samples may be modified depending on baseline data for the parameters 
of concern. As construction and operation phases of the de-conversion plant proceed, changing conditions 
(e.g., regulations, site characteristics, and technology) and new knowledge may require that the 
monitoring program be reviewed and updated. The monitoring program will be enhanced as appropriate 
to maintain the collection and reliability of environmental data. The specific location of monitoring points 
will be determined in detailed design. 

During implementation of the monitoring program, some samples may be collected in a different 
manner/method than specified herein. Examples of reasons for these deviations include severe weather 
events, changes in the length of the growing season, and changes in the number of plantings. Under these 
circumstances, documentation shall be prepared to describe how the samples were collected and the 
rationale for any deviations from normal monitoring program methods. If a sampling location has 
frequent unavailable samples or deviations from the schedule, then another location may be selected or 
other appropriate actions taken. 

Each year, IIFP will submit a summary of the environmental sampling program and associated data to the 
proper regulatory authorities, as required. This summary will include the types, numbers and frequencies 
of samples collected. 

Physiochemical monitoring will be conducted via sampling of stormwater, soil, sediment, vegetation, and 
groundwater as defined in Table 6-3, to confirm that trace, incidental chemical discharges are below 
regulatory limits. There are no surface waters on the site; therefore, no Surface Water Monitoring 
Program will be implemented. However soil sampling will include outfall/overflow areas such as the 
outfall at the Site Stormwater Retention Basins. In the event of any accidental release from the facility, 
these sampling protocols will be initiated immediately and on a continuing basis to document the 
extent/impact of the release until conditions have been abated and mitigated. 

No chemical sampling is planned for sanitary wastes because no plant process related effluents will be 
introduced. 

6.2.4  Stormwater Monitoring Program 

A stormwater monitoring program will be initiated during construction phases of the facility. Data 
collected from the program will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of measures taken to prevent the 
contamination of stormwater and to retain sediments within property boundaries. A temporary detention 
basin will be used as a sediment control basin during construction phases as part of the overall 
sedimentation erosion control plan. 
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Table 6- 3 Physiochemical Sampling 

Sample Type Sample Location Frequency Sampling and Collections2 

Stormwater Stormwater Detention 
Basins Quarterly Analytes as determined by baseline 

program 

Vegetation 5 minimum1 Quarterly/ 
Semiannually3 Fluoride Uptake (growing seasons) 

Soil 5 minimum1 Quarterly/ 
Semiannually3 

Metals, Organics, Pesticides, and 
Fluoride Uptake 

Water/Sediment 2 minimum1 Quarterly/ 
Semiannually3 

Analytes as determined by baseline 
program 

Groundwater Selected Groundwater 
Wells Semiannually Metals, Organics and Pesticides 

1 Location to be established by Health, Safety and Environmental (HS&E) organization staff. 
2 Analyses will meet EPA Lower Limits of Detection (LLD), as applicable, and will be based on the baseline surveys and the type of matrix 
(sample type). 
3 Quarterly in Pre-operations/Semi-annual during operations. 

Stormwater monitoring will continue with the same monitoring frequency upon initiation of facility 
operation. During plant operation, samples will be collected from the DUF6 Cylinders Storage Pad 
Stormwater Retention Basin and the Site Stormwater Detention Basin in order to demonstrate that runoff 
does not contain contaminants. A list of parameters to be monitored and monitoring frequencies is 
presented in Table 6-3.  

Table 6-4 shows the parameters to be monitored with respect to stormwater. This monitoring program  

Table 6- 4 Stormwater Monitoring Program 

Analyte Frequency Sampling Method Lower Limit of 
Detection 

Oil & Grease Quarterly If standing water exists, Grab 0.5 ppm 
Total Suspended Solids 
(TSD) Quarterly If standing water exists, Grab 0.5 ppm 

5-Day Biological Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) Quarterly If standing water exists, Grab 2 ppm 

Chemical Oxygen 
Demand (COD) Quarterly If standing water exists, Grab 1 ppm 

Total Phosphorus Quarterly If standing water exists, Grab 0.1 ppm 
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen Quarterly If standing water exists, Grab 0.1 ppm 
pH Quarterly If standing water exists, Grab 0.01 units 
Nitrate plus Nitrite 
Nitrogen Quarterly If standing water exists, Grab 0.2 ppm 

Metals Quarterly If standing water exists, Grab Varies1 
1 Analyses will meet EPA Lower Limits of Detection (LLD), as applicable, and will be based on the baseline surveys and the type of matrix 
(sample type). 
Source: LES, 2005 
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will be refined to reflect applicable requirements as determined during the NPDES process. Additionally, 
the Site Stormwater Retention Basin will adhere to the requirements of the Groundwater Discharge 
Permit/Plan from the NMWQB  

6.2.5  Environmental Monitoring 

The purpose of this section is to describe the surveillance-monitoring program, which will be 
implemented to measure non-radiological chemical impacts upon the natural environment. The ability to 
detect and contain any potentially adverse chemical releases from the facility to the environment will 
depend on chemistry data to be collected as part of the effluent and stormwater monitoring programs 
described in the preceding sections. Data acquisition from these programs encompasses both on-site and 
off-site sample collection locations and chemical element/compound analyses. Final constituent analysis 
requirements will be in accordance with permit mandates. 

Sampling locations will be determined based on meteorological information and current land use. The 
sampling locations may be subject to change as determined from the results of any observed changes in 
land use. 

The range of chemical surveillance incorporated into the planned effluent monitoring programs for the 
facility is designed to be sufficient to predict any relevant chemical interactions in the environment 
related to plant operations. 

Vegetation samples will include grasses and shrub brush. Soil will be collected in the same vicinity as the 
vegetation sample. The samples are collected from both on-site and off-site locations in various sectors. 
Sectors are chosen based on air modeling. Sediment samples will be collected from discharge points to 
the different collection basins on site. At this time, groundwater samples will be collected from a series of 
wells that will be installed around the plant. The locations of the groundwater sampling (monitoring) 
wells are as described in Section 6.1.2 and are shown in Figure 6-1. 

Stormwater samples collected in the DUF6 Cylinder Storage Pad Stormwater Retention Basin will be 
sampled to ensure no contaminants are present.  

6.2.6  Meteorological Monitoring 

In order to monitor and characterize meteorological phenomena (e.g., wind speed, direction, and 
temperature) during plant operation as well as consider interaction of meteorology and local terrain, 
conditions will be monitored with a 40-m (132-ft) tower located on site. This data will assist in evaluating 
the potential locales on and off property that could be influenced by any emissions. The instrument tower 
will be located at a site approximately the same elevation as the finished facility grade and in an area 
where facility structures will have little or no influence on the meteorological measurements. An area 
approximately ten times the obstruction height around the tower towards the prevailing wind direction 
will be maintained in accordance with established standards for meteorological measurements. This 
practice will be used to avoid spurious measurements resulting from local building-caused turbulence. 
The program for instrument maintenance and servicing, combined with redundant data recorders, assures 
at least 90% data recovery. 

The data this equipment provides is recorded and can be used for dispersion calculations. Equipment will 
also measure temperature and humidity, which will be recorded as well.  
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6.2.7  Biota 

The monitoring of radiological and physiochemical impacts to biota are detailed in Section 6.3, 
“Ecological Monitoring” of this report. 

6.2.8  Quality Assurance 

Quality assurance will be achieved by following a set of formalized and controlled procedures that IIFP 
will create, implement and periodically review for sample collection, lab analysis, chain of custody, 
reporting of results, and corrective actions. Corrective actions will be instituted when an action level is 
exceeded for any of the measured parameters. Action levels will be divided into three priorities: 1) if the 
sample parameter is three times the normal background level; 2) if the sample parameter exceeds any 
existing administrative limits, or; 3) if the sample parameter exceeds any regulatory limit. The third 
scenario represents the worst case, which is not expected. Corrective actions will be implemented to 
ensure that the cause for the action level exceedance can be identified and immediately corrected, 
applicable regulatory agencies are notified, if required, communications to address lessons learned are 
dispersed to appropriate personnel, and applicable procedures are revised accordingly if needed. Action 
plans will be commensurate to the severity of the exceedance. 

IIFP will ensure that the on-site laboratory and any contractor laboratory used to analyze IIFP samples 
participates in third-party laboratory intercomparison programs appropriate to the media and analytes 
being measured. Examples of these third-party programs are the Mixed Analyte Performance Evaluation 
Program (MAPEP) and the DOE Quality Assurance Program (DOEQAP) that are administered by the 
Department of Energy. The IIFP facility will require all radiological and non-radiological laboratory 
vendors to be certified by the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Conference (NELAC) or 
an equivalent state laboratory accreditation agency for the analytes being tested. 

6.2.9  Lower Limits of Detection 

Lower limits of detection for the parameters sampled for in the Stormwater Monitoring Program are listed 
in Table 6-4, “Stormwater Monitoring Program.” Lower limits of detection (LLD) for the nonradiological 
parameters shown in Table 6-3, “Physiochemical Sampling,” will be based on the results of the baseline 
surveys and the type of matrix (sample type). Those required minimum detectable concentrations for 
environmental sample analyses are listed in Table 6-5. 

Table 6- 5 Required Minimum Detectable Concentrations for Environmental Sample Analyses 

Medium Analysis Minimum Detectable Concentrations 
Bq/ml (µCi/ml)1 

Ambient Air Gross Alpha 3.7x10-14 (1.0x10-18) 
Vegetation Isotopic uranium 3.7x10-6 (1.0x10-10) 
Soil/Sediment Isotopic uranium 1.1x10-2 (3.0x10-7) 
Groundwater Isotopic uranium 3.7x10-8 (1.0x10-12) 
1 becquerels per milliliter (microcuries per milliliter) 
Source: LES, 2005 
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6.3  Ecological Monitoring 

6.3.1  Maps 

Figure 6-1, Modified Site Features with Sampling Stations and Monitoring Locations. 
Figure 6-2, Topographical Map of Area around IIFP Site at Arkansas Junction 
Figure 6-3, Grasslands of National Forest Systems New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas. 
Figure 6-4, Lesser Prairie Chicken Historic and Current Distribution 
Figure 6-5, Expected Range of the Sand Dune Lizard  

6.3.1 General Ecological Conditions of the Site 

Figure 6-2 is a topographical map showing the features from Hobbs to the site at Arkansas Junction. 
Surface drainage at the site is contained within a few, intermittent local playas that have no external 
drainage. Since runoff does not drain to one of the state’s major rivers, surface water is lost through 
evaporation, resulting in high salinity conditions in the water and soils associated with the playas. These 
conditions are not favorable for the development of viable aquatic or riparian habitats. There is also a 
small stream that runs from the southeast to the northwest across the property that is predominantly dry 
during the year. 

 
Figure 6- 2 Topographical Map of Area around IIFP Site at Arkansas Junction 

Different life-form zones exist within Lea County. As with the other geography and landscape features, 
the life forms, both plant and wildlife, are separated by the Mescalero Ridge (Refer to Figure 3-16). Also 
see Figure 6-3, Grasslands around the IIPF Site, to see this distinct separation. The area is a transitional 
zone between the short-grass prairie of the north of the Mescalero Ridge (Southern High Plains) and the 
desert communities south of the Mescalero Ridge (Chihuahuan Desert Scrub). 

IIFP 
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Source: USGS, 2005 

Figure 6- 3 Grasslands around the IIFP Site 

The vegetation in this area is dominated by deep sand tolerant or deep sand adapted plant species. The 
vegetation community at the IIFP site has probably remained stable over the past 150 years since the 
introduction of domestic livestock grazing in the area by settlers from the eastern plains. The existing 
natural habitats on the IIFP site and the region surrounding the site have been impacted by domestic 
livestock grazing, oil/gas pipeline right-of-ways and access roads. These current and historic land uses 
have resulted in a dominant habitat type, the plains sand scrub. Hundreds of square kilometers (miles) of 
this habitat type occur in the area of the IIFP site. The habitat type at the IIFP site does not support any 
rare, threatened, or endangered animal or plant species. The basin and range vegetation type is 
characterized by shinnery oak shrub, mesquite shrub, and short to mid-grass prairie with little or no 
overhead cover. 

6.3.3  Affected Important Ecological Resources 

In the area of the IIFP site, the presence of a mesquite shrubs provide needed protective cover from 
raptors and the short grass prairie vegetation meets the requirements for the breeding areas known as 
"booming grounds" or leks. Though the IIFP site contains suitable lesser prairie chicken habitat, this type 

IIFP Site 
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of habitat is not uncommon in the general area. See Figure 6-4 for the map showing the historic and 
current distribution of the lesser prairie chicken (WildEarth Guardians, 2008). 

 

Source: WildEarth Guardians, 2008 

Figure 6- 4 Lesser Prairie-Chicken Habitat around the IIFP Facility 

Dunes that have become completely stable by vegetation appear to be unsuitable habitat. The sand dune 
lizard diet consists primarily of insects such as ants, crickets, grasshoppers, beetles, spiders, ticks and 
other arthropods. Most feeding appears to take place with or immediately adjacent to patches of 
vegetation. It is likely that the IIFP site provides an adequate food source for the sand dune lizard; 
however, the habitat areas likely containing the sand dune lizard starts approximated 19.3 km (12 mi) 
south of the IIFP site. See Figure 6-5, “Expected Range of the Sand Dune Lizard,” in Lea, Eddy, and 
Chaves Counties, New Mexico (Painter, 2004). 

There are no known important ecological systems on site that are especially vulnerable to change or that 
contain important species habitats, such as breeding areas, nursery, feeding, resting, and wintering areas, 
or other areas of seasonally high concentrations of individuals of important species. Wildlife species on 
the site typically occur at average population concentrations for the basin and range habitat type. 

For detail listing of Ecological Resources, see Chapter 3 Section 3.5. 

6.3.4  Monitoring Program Elements 

Several elements have been chosen for the ecological monitoring program. These elements include 
vegetation, birds, mammals, and amphibians. Currently there is no known action or reporting level for 
each specific element. However, additional consultation with all appropriate agencies [New Mexico 
Department of Game & Fish, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)] will continue. Any agency  

IIFP Site 
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Source: Painter, 2004 

Figure 6- 5 Location of Sand Dune Lizard Habitat around IIFP Site 

recommendation, based on future consultation and monitoring program data, will be considered when 
developing action and/or reporting levels for each element. 

IIFP would periodically monitor the proposed site property and waters during the construction phases and 
operation to ensure the risk to birds and wildlife is minimized.  

6.3.5  Observations and Sampling Design 

The IIFP site observations will include pre-licensing and general construction and operations monitoring 
programs. The pre-licensing construction monitoring program will establish the site baseline data. The 
procedures used to characterize the plant, bird, mammalian, and reptilian/amphibian communities at the 
IIFP site during pre-licensing construction monitoring are considered appropriate and will be used for 
both the construction and operations monitoring programs. Operational monitoring surveys will also be 
conducted annually (except semiannually for birds and reptilian/amphibians and mammals) using the 
same sampling sites established during the pre-licensing construction monitoring program. 

These surveys are intended to be sufficient to characterize gross changes in the composition of the 
vegetative, avian, mammalian, and reptilian/amphibian communities of the site associated with operation 
of the plant. Interpretation of operational monitoring results, however, must consider those changes that 
would be expected at the IIFP site as a result of natural succession processes. Plant communities at the 

IIFP Site
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site will continue to change as the site begins to regenerate and mature. Changes in the bird, small 
mammal, and reptile/amphibian communities are likely to occur concomitantly in response to the 
changing habitat. 

6.3.5.1  Vegetation 

The following will be considered in the vegetation sampling program; collection of ground cover, 
frequency, woody plant density, and production data. Sampling from sixteen permanent sampling 
locations within the IIFP site will occur annually in September or October. Annual sampling is scheduled 
to coincide with the mature flowering stage of the dominant perennial species. 

The sampling locations are selected in areas outside of the proposed footprint of the IIFP facility. The 
selected sampling locations will be marked physically on site and the Global Positioning System (GPS) 
coordinates will be recorded. The expected positions of the sampling locations are plotted on a site 
schematic. (See Figure 6-1, Modified Site Features with Proposed Sampling Stations and Monitoring 
Locations.) The establishment of permanent sampling locations will facilitate a long-term monitoring 
system to evaluate vegetation trends and characteristics. 

Transects used for data collection will originate at the sampling location and radiate out 30 m (100 ft) in a 
specified compass direction. Ground cover and frequency will be determined utilizing the line intercept 
method. Each 0.3 m (1 ft) segment is considered a discrete sampling unit. Cover measurements will be 
read to the nearest 0.03 m (0.1 ft). Woody plant densities will be determined using the belt transect 
method. All shrub and tree species rooted within 2 m (6 ft) of the 30 m (100 ft) transect will be counted. 
Productivity will be determined using a double sampling technique. The double sampling technique 
consists of estimating the production within three 0.25 m2 (2.7 ft2) plots and harvesting one equal sized 
plot for each transect. Harvesting consists of clipping each species in a plot separately, oven drying, and 
weighing to the nearest 0.01 g. The weights will be converted to kg (lbs) of oven dry forage per hectare 
(acre). 

6.3.5.2  Birds 

Site-specific avian surveys will be conducted in both the wintering and breeding seasons to verify the 
presence of particular bird species at the IIFP site. Winter and spring surveys will be designed to identify 
the members of the avian community. 

For the winter survey, the distinct habitats at the site will be identified and the bird species composition 
within each of the habitats described. Transects 100 m (328 ft) in length will be established within each 
distinct homogenous habitat and data will be collected along the transect. Species composition and 
relative abundance will be determined based on visual observations and call counts. 

In addition to verifying species presence, the spring survey will be designed to determine the nesting and 
migratory status of the species observed and (as a measure of the nesting potential of the site) the 
occurrence and number of territories of singing males and/or exposed, visible posturing males. The area 
will be surveyed using the standard point count method. Standard point counts require a qualified 
observer to stand in a fixed position and record all the birds seen and heard over a time period of five 
minutes. Distances and time are each subdivided. Distances are divided into less than 50 m (164 ft) and 
greater than 50 m (164 ft) categories (estimated by the observer), and the time is divided into two 
categories, 0-3 minute and 3-5 minute segments. All birds seen and heard at each station/point visited will 
be recorded on standard point count forms. All surveys will be conducted from 0615 to 1030 hours to 
coincide with the territorial males’ peak singing times. The stations/points will be recorded using the GPS 
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enabling the observer to make return visits. Surveys will only be conducted at time when fog, wind, or 
rain does not interfere with the observer’s ability to accurately record data. 

The avian communities are described in Section 3.5. All data collected will be recorded and compared to 
all the communities known to exist in the area. The field data collections will be done semiannually. The 
initial monitoring will be effective for at least the first 3 years of commercial operation. Following this 
period, program changes may be initiated based on operational experience. 

6.3.5.3  Mammals 

Annual on-site surveys will monitor the mammalian communities. The existing mammalian communities 
are described in Section 3.5. General observations will be compiled concurrently with other wildlife 
monitoring data and compared to all the communities known to exist in the area. The initial monitoring 
will be effective for at least the first 3 years of commercial operation. Following this period, program 
changes may be initiated based on operational experience. 

6.3.5.4  Reptilian and Amphibians 

There are several groups of reptile and amphibian species (lizards, snakes, amphibians) that provide the 
biological characteristics (demographics, life history characteristics, site specificity, environmental 
sensitivity) for an informative environmental monitoring program. Approximately 6 species of lizards, 8 
species of snakes and 3 species of amphibians may occur on the site and in the area. 

A combination of pitfall drift-fence trapping and walking transects (at trap sites) can provide data in 
sufficient quantity to allow statistical measurements of population trends, community composition, body 
size distributions and sex ratios that will reflect environmental conditions and changes at the site over 
time. 

Each sample site will be designed to maximize the total catch of reptilian and amphibians, rather than data 
on each individual caught. Each animal caught will be identified, sexed, snout-vent length measured, 
inspected for morphological anomalies and released (sample with replacement design). There will be two 
sample periods, at the same time each year, in May and late June/early July. These coincide with breeding 
activity for lizards, most snakes and depending on rainfall, amphibians. 

Because reptilian and amphibians are sensitive to climatic conditions, and to account for the spotty effects 
of rainfall, each sampling event will also record rainfall, relative humidity and temperatures. The rainfall 
and temperature data will act as a covariate in the analysis. 

Additionally, the off-site sample locations act to balance out climatic effects on populations of small 
animals. The comparison of IIFP site data and off-site location data allows for monitoring to be a much 
more informative environmental indicator of conditions at the IIFP site. 

The reptile and amphibian communities are described in Section 4.5, “Ecological Resources Impacts.” In 
addition to the monitoring plan described above, general observations will be gathered and recorded 
concurrently with other wildlife monitoring. The data will be compared to all the communities known to 
exist in the area. The initial reptile and amphibian monitoring program will be effective for at least the 
first three years of commercial operation. Following this period, program changes may be initiated based 
on operational experience. 
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6.3.6  Statistical Validity of Sampling Program 

The proposed sampling program will include descriptive statistics. Descriptive statistics will include the 
mean, standard deviation, standard error, and confidence interval for the mean. In each case the sampling 
size will be clearly indicated. The use of these standard descriptive statistics will be used to show the 
validity of the sampling program. A significance level of 5% will be used for the studies, which results in 
a 95% confidence level. 

6.3.7  Sampling Equipment 

Due to the type of ecological monitoring proposed for the IIFP plant no specific sampling equipment is 
necessary. 

6.3.8  Method of Chemical Analysis 

Due to the type of monitoring proposed for the IIFP facility, no chemical analysis is proposed for 
ecological monitoring. 

6.3.9  Data Analysis and Reporting Procedures 

IIFP or its contractor will analyze the ecological data collected on the IIFP site. The Health, Safety & 
Environmental (HS&E) Manager or a staff member reporting to the HS&E manager will be responsible 
for the data analysis. 

A summary report will be prepared which will include the types, numbers and frequencies of samples 
collected. 

6.3.10  Agency Consultation 

Consultation will be initiated with all appropriate federal and state agencies and affected Native American 
Tribes. 

6.3.11  Organization Responsible for Reviewing the Monitoring Program on an Ongoing Basis 

As policy directives are developed, documentation of the environmental monitoring programs will occur. 
The person or organizational unit responsible for reviewing the program on an ongoing basis will be the 
HS&E Manager. 

6.3.12  Established Criteria 

The ecological monitoring program is conducted in accordance with generally accepted practices and the 
requirements of the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish. Data will be collected, recorded, stored 
and analyzed. Actions will be taken as necessary to reconcile anomalous results. 
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7. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS 

This chapter describes the costs and benefits for the International Isotopes Fluorine Products (IIFP) 
Facility Proposed Action. The Proposed Action and Alternatives are discussed in Chapters 1 and 2 of the 
IIFP Environmental Report (ER). The IIFP Fluorine Extraction and Depleted Uranium De-conversion 
Plant (FEP/DUP) facility and plant processes, that are proposed to be constructed and operated near 
Hobbs, New Mexico, are described in Chapter 1 of the IIFP Environmental Report (ER) of this ER.  

Much of the cost to construct and operate the facility effectively translates into benefits for the national, 
state, regional and local economies. Several benefits are realized such as creation of a substantial number 
of jobs, utility and tax payments, and procurement of some construction and operating supplies from local 
businesses. 

It must be noted that all Chapters of the ER assess, where applicable, the environmental impacts of not 
only a Phase 1 near-term construction, with facility operations scheduled to begin in late 2012, but also 
that of a later expansion to become a Phase 2 facility. 

Phase 1 pre-licensing construction could begin as soon as early as 2011, depending on NRC approval of 
an IIFP pre-licensing construction exemption request. Some of this pre-licensing construction could 
include the entrance road, administration building, and other non-process related infrastructure 
construction. The impact assessments of the proposed pre-licensing construction activities are included 
and discussed in the applicable Chapters of this ER. 

IIFP has assessed and included the Phase 2 future expansion as part of the current ER. Buildings and 
process equipment will be added during the 2015-2016 timeframe resulting in a Phase 2 plant that is 
scheduled to begin operation in mid year 2016. The Phase 2 plant will consist of additional de-conversion 
capacity using a process for direct conversion of DUF6 to uranium oxides (Oxide Process) as described in 
Chapter 1 of the current ER. 

7.1  Proposed Action Economic Cost-Benefits, Facility Construction and Operation 

This analysis evaluates the expected economic impact of the Proposed IIFP Facility in Lea County, New 
Mexico by generally identifying the direct impacts of the plant on revenues of local businesses, on 
incomes accruing to households, on employment, and on the revenues to state and local government. 
Further, it explores the indirect impacts of the IIFP facility on local entities. 

7.1.1  Introduction 

The purpose of ER Section 7.1, “Economic Cost-Benefits, Plant Construction and Operation,” is to 
describe the economic impact that construction and operation of the IIFP facility would have on the 
surrounding area, including Lea, Eddy, and Chaves Counties in New Mexico. The analysis includes the 
economic impact upon a contiguous nine-county region, comprised of the three New Mexico counties, as 
well as six directly affected Texas counties falling within the 80-km (50-mi) radius region of influence for 
the proposed facility. These include Andrews, Gaines, Winkler, Yoakum, Loving and Cochran Counties 
(See Figure 7-1, “Nine-County Economic Impact Area around the IIFP Facility”). 
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Figure 7- 1 Nine-County Economic Impact Area around the IIFP Facility 

The impact analysis is divided into two categories; construction and operations. Analysis for the 
construction phase presents the capital cost impacts, specifically showing the investment of capital into 
the regional community. The estimated cost of construction labor is provided along with the estimated 
cost of engineering, project management and startup material. 

Average annual operating costs are provided based on the total Phase 1 and Phase 2 facility. The Phase 1 
facility operates only for about three years prior to Phase 2 facility operation. The total Phase 2 facility 
average annual costs for the long plant life are more representative of the impact on local, regional and 
State economies. Some of the operating costs are shown as Phase 1 and Phase 2 merely to show the 
impact in certain categories of the Phase 2 expansion. 

ER Section 7.1.2, “Regional Economics,” discusses current economic conditions and existing economic 
structure of the nine-county region surrounding the Proposed IIFP Facility. 

7.1.2  Basis of Construction and Operating Costs-Benefit Estimates for the Proposed Action 

The project construction and operation cost estimates assume that project detailed engineering begins in 
mid-2010, and some pre-licensing construction activities may start by early 2011. Upon approval of the 
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NRC license application, the full construction is expected to begin by the end of 2011 with startup of the 
Phase 1 operation for functional testing by end of 2012. It is assumed that the facility would not reach 
significant production operating levels and receipt of revenue streams until mid- to-late 2013, after 
operational checkout and test production runs are completed. 

Beginning in late 2013, the production of the two fluorine extraction process (FEP) products (SiF4 and 
BF3) and the anhydrous hydrogen fluoride (AHF) by-product is assumed to ramp up over the following 
six months to approach the operational design capacity in 2014 of about 0.68 million kg/yr (1.5 million 
lb/yr) of SiF4, 0.23 million kg/yr (0.5 million lb/yr) of BF3, and about 0.36 million kg/yr (0.36 million 
lb/yr) of AHF. The Phase 1 plant design capacity for de-conversion is approximately 3.3 million kg/yr 
(7.3 million lb/yr) or about 270-300 UF6 cylinders per year. 

Costs and benefits estimates are also included for the Phase 2 facility that would be constructed in the 
2014-2015 timeframe. Phase 2 facility startup is planned for mid-2016 resulting in an additional DUF6 de-
conversion design capacity of nearly 6.5 million kg/yr (about 14.4 million lb/yr). This will result in a total 
integrated plant de-conversion capacity of approximately 9.8 million kg/yr (21.7 million lb/yr), or nearly 
790 DUF6 cylinders per year. The Phase 2 capacity provides for production of an additional 2.22 million 
kg/yr (4.9 million lb/yr) of AHF; increasing the total facility production capacity for AHF to about 2.6 
million kg/yr (5.7 million lb/year). 

Currently, there is some uncertainty in the timing of actual production levels and related costs and 
revenues. For the purposes of the ER, reasonable assumptions and estimates are made on the timing and 
realization of annual production volumes, capital cash flows, operating costs, and revenues used in 
developing the cost-benefits analysis of this Chapter. 

Costs are determined for the facility capital investment and for the recurring annual operations. The 
capital cost estimate for the IIFP facility is a budget-level type estimate as defined by the American 
Association of Cost Engineers (AACE). The budget estimate is also referred to as a Conceptual Design 
Estimate. The purpose of this type of estimate is typically to provide a budget authorization estimate and 
to evaluate the potential general economic and socioeconomic impacts and expected return on investment.  

Likewise, operating costs are developed as budgetary-type estimates. Vendor information is used, where 
available, for estimating raw material, treating agent, waste disposal, transportation costs and some 
utilities. Labor and taxes are derived mostly from wage/salary surveys and from the local community and 
State and federal agency published data. Some indirect overheads, such as insurance, maintenance 
materials, general administrative expenses, and marketing/distribution are developed using estimation 
factors based on a typical percentage of direct costs. 

Revenues for products and by-products are calculated from the estimated pounds of products and services 
sold and the projected product unit selling prices for the SiF4, BF3 and AHF. De-conversion revenues are 
derived from the estimated DUF6 pounds expected to be contracted for processing in a given year and the 
unit price for those services. It is assumed, for the purposes of the cost-benefits analysis, that products and 
service revenue cash flows occur in the year in which products are produced and the services are 
performed.  

The incentives to IIFP being received from the State of New Mexico and Lea County are included as 
positive cash flows where those are expected to be grants or funds transferred to IIFP for use in offsetting 
some costs (i.e., such as training, job recruiting, etc.). In cases where the incentives are cost avoidances, 
such as exemption from certain property taxes, the incentive is simply discounted from what would 
otherwise be an operating expense to IIFP. 
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Recurring and one-time costs, other than capital investment, are entered into the analysis as cash flows-
out in the year in which those costs and expenses are estimated to occur.  

Income taxes and some other taxes are calculated for the year of the respective taxable income. The 
income tax is estimated and based on the Federal and State rates; as is unemployment taxes. Income taxes 
are considered as beneficial impacts of the facility to both the U.S. and New Mexico economy. New 
Mexico gross revenue tax (GRT) is considered a pass-through cost to the IIFP customers, and a benefit to 
New Mexico and the local community with the benefits of those tax revenues distributed on the basis of 
the GRT tax rates and codes.  

Economic benefits to the local, regional and state communities result mostly from receipts of corporate, 
property and gross revenue taxes, creation of a significant number of new jobs during pre-licensing and 
general construction and ongoing operations, and revenue flows to the area and State businesses from the 
respective goods and services procured by the IIFP facility. A summary of the expected benefits is 
provided in Section 7.4. 

7.1.3  Assumptions in the Cost-Benefit Analysis 

The following assumptions are included in the cost-benefit analysis: 

• The life of the plant is maintained by replacing capital in the years in which the equipment 
and life of the infrastructure needs replacement.  

• A 40-year analysis is used. The facility is assumed to operate well beyond the 40 years, but 
this analysis period is assumed sufficiently long to assess impacts and allow time for 
replacement capital effects to be evaluated as part of the analysis. 

• The replacement capital and the annualized costs estimated for the maintenance materials, in 
addition to annual labor costs, are assumed to maintain the plant in an on-going operational 
condition through the product life-cycles. 

• The operating availability (production on-stream time) of the facility is 85%. 
• Capital cost, development and startup expenses are distributed over several years based on 

the schedule for project deployment and expected cash outflows for each phase of the project. 
• Cash inflows and outflows are escalated at an assumed inflation rate of 2.5% per year. 
• The cost for product distribution and sale for SiF4 is calculated and added as approximately 

8% of the sale price of the product; whereas BF3 unit costs include the distribution to a 
wholesale gas distributor. 

• Incentives, infrastructure costs, operating costs, and taxes associated with the Hobbs, New 
Mexico site are incorporated into the cost/benefit analyses.  

• Salary and hourly wages obtained for the Hobbs, New Mexico area are used to determine 
manpower cost. Salaries and wages are assumed to be average amounts, or slightly higher in 
some job positions, within the local area. 

• The average income tax rate is 39.88% of taxable income for state and federal corporate 
income taxes. Income tax credit carryover generated from design, construction, and startup 
expenditures is applied to years where taxable income is positive. Much of the property tax is 
assumed to be exempt by the state and local governments as part of their incentive package.  

• The Straight Line (SL) depreciation method is used for income tax purposes. Actual 
depreciation methods for most classes of plant assets are likely to be more accelerated, such 
as the Modified Accelerated Cost Recovery System (MACRS).  There is not sufficient 
information about the asset classes and accounting methods at this time to evaluate or 
optimize the depreciation method. Therefore, the simple SL method is used. 
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• The regulatory fee for NRC oversight is assumed to be $600,000-$750,000 per year.  
• The decommissioning fund financial assurance costs for the Phase 1 facility are derived from 

the License Application (LA) decommissioning study and plan (See detail estimates in LA 
Chapter 10). The Phase 2 facility decommissioning detail estimate has not been developed 
because the current LA being submitted only for approval of the Phase 1 plant. The Phase 2 
decommissioning costs are assumed and estimated, at this time, based on the ratio of capital 
cost and scaling of the Phase 1 decommissioning cost estimate. 

• Annual insurance cost is estimated as 1% of the sum of capital cost and pre-startup working 
capital.  

7.1.4  Construction and Pre-Startup Costs 

7.1.4.1  Capital Cost Estimating Methods 

The accuracy range for a capital cost budgetary-type estimate is typically -15 percent to +30 percent. This 
range of accuracy is needed to adequately define capital cost requirements for the project at the early 
design stage. It is a reasonable range for inclusion of the capital cost estimates into financial modeling. 

The project budgetary-type capital estimate was developed based on the following conceptual and 
preliminary engineering plant design information: 

• Site location and plot plan. 
• Preliminary flow sheets with material balance. 
• Preliminary Piping and Instrumentation (P&ID) diagrams. 
• Identification of safety class systems and conceptual design requirements. 
• Equipment lists with general specifications. 
• Selection of materials of construction for major equipment 
• Conceptual building, infrastructure and equipment layouts and sizes. 
• Preliminary electrical power layout and sizes of substation and distribution. 
• Preliminary instrument list. 
• Construction craft labor rates for site selected. 

7.1.4.2  Capital Cost Estimates for the IIFP Commercial Facility 

Table 7-1 is a summary of estimated (expressed in 2009 dollars) capital and one-time development, 
startup and pre-operational working capital costs for the Phase 1 IIFP FEP/DUP facility. The Phase 2 
facility incremental costs for capital and startup are shown in Table 7-2. The total Phase 1 and Phase 2 
facility capital and startup costs are given in Table 7-3. Labor costs during construction are provided in 
Table 7-4.  

Equipment and infrastructure replacement capital costs are based on life of the equipment, components 
and systems with the cash flows occurring in the years that replacement is required and actual costs 
incurred. The facility replacement costs over a 40-year period are estimated at a total of 60-80 million 
dollars. An estimated total of 30-45% of that replacement capital would be in labor/installation and in the 
gross revenue taxes on procured materials; most of which is likely to flow as a benefit into the community 
and State. Table 7-5 presents a breakout of the estimated replacement costs. 
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Table 7- 1 Summary of Capital Cost Estimate for Phase 1 IIFP Facility 

Fixed Capital Estimated Costs in Millions ($) 
(Year 2009$) 

DUF4 Plant 9-12 
FEP Plant 15-19 
Balance of Plant 15-20 
Engineering, Procurement, Construction Management (EPCM) 7-11 
Project Mgt & Programs 2-3 
Contractor Fees 2-3 
Contingency 5-6 
Subtotal Capital (Expressed in 2009 $) 55-74 

Development/Startup Expenses Estimated Costs in Millions ($) 
Regulatory, License, Permits 3-4 
Pre-startup Working Capital 9-12 
Spare Parts/Start up Inventories 3-4 
Subtotal Development/Startup Exp. 15-20 
Total Estimated Capital, Development and Startup (in 2009 $) 70-94 

 

Table 7- 2 Summary of Incremental Capital Cost Estimate for Expansion to Phase 2  

Fixed Capital Estimated Costs in Millions ($) 
in 2009$ 

DUF4 Plant 0 
FEP Plant 0 
Oxide Add-on Plant 26-34 
Balance of Plant Add-on 1-1.5 
Engineering, Procurement, Construction Management (EPCM) 7-9 
Project Mgt & Programs 1-1.5 
Contractor Fees 1-2 
Contingency 3-4 
Subtotal Capital (Expressed in 2009 $) 39-52 

Development/Startup Expenses Estimated Costs in Millions ($) 
in 2009$ 

Regulatory, License, Permits 1-1.5 
Pre-startup Working Capital 1-2 
Spare Parts/Start up Inventories 1-1.5 
Subtotal Development/Startup Exp. 3-5 
Total Estimated Capital, Development and Startup (in 2009 $) 42-57 
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Table 7- 3 Summary of Capital Cost Estimate for Total IIFP Facility (Phase 1 and 2) 

Fixed Capital Estimated Costs in Millions ($) 
(in 2009$) 

DUF4 Plant 9-12 
SiF4 Plant 15-19 
Oxide Add-on Plant 26-34 
Balance of Plant 16-21.5 
Engineering, Procurement, Construction Management (EPCM) 14-20 
Project Mgt & Programs 3-4.5 
Contractor Fees 3-5 
Contingency 8-10 
Subtotal Capital (Expressed in 2009 $) 94-126 

Development/Startup Expenses Estimated Costs in Millions ($) 
(in 2009$) 

Regulatory, License, Permits 4-5.5 
Pre-startup Working Capital 10-14 
Spare Parts/Start up Inventories 4-5.5 
Subtotal Development/Startup Exp. 18-25 
Total Estimated Capital, Development and Startup (in 2009 $) 112-151 
 

Table 7- 4 Estimated Construction Labor Costs 

Cost Category 

Total Construction Period 
(Approximately 6.5 Years for 

Two Phases) 
Millions of Dollars (2009$) 

Average Annual Costs During 
Construction Period 

 
Millions of Dollars (2009$) 

Construction & Installation 36-55 5.5-8.4 
Engineering, Procurement & 
Construction Management 

9.8-14.9 1.5-2.3 

Project Management 2.5-3.7 0.4-0.6 
Total 48.3-73.6 7.4-11.3 
 

Table 7- 5 Estimated Replacement Capital  

Time Period of Replacement Cost Projected to 
be Incurred 

Range of Estimated Replacement Costs 
(Millions of $) (Expressed in 2009 Dollars) 

Years 2010 through 2017 No replacement capital; all is estimated initial capital 
2018-2027 9-12 
2028-2037 28-36 
2038-2050 23-36 
Total 40 Year Analysis Period 60-85 
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7.1.5  Operation Costs 

7.1.5.1  Raw Materials 

The FEP and De-conversion processes have a relatively low raw materials usage and costs. The main raw 
material is in the fluoride value that comes from extracted fluorine of the waste uranium enrichment tails 
material received from the toll de-conversion supplier (customer). Much of the raw materials and treating 
agents will likely be procured outside the Hobbs and local area owing to availability. There is little 
economic benefit to the local area relative to procurement of raw materials; however, IIFP will be diligent 
in using local and State vendors in cases where it is feasible to obtain raw materials from near-by sources. 
The impacts on the community in transportation of these raw materials are discussed in Section 4.2, 
Transportation Impacts. 

Table 7-6 provides a list of the type of major raw materials and treating agents. Other required 
miscellaneous chemicals and agents would include laboratory chemicals, lubricating oils, refrigerants, 
cleaning solutions, boiler additives, and treatment chemicals for sanitary and cooling water. Costs for 
those miscellaneous materials are collectively included in the supplies category which is estimated as a 
percentage of maintenance costs.  

There is no major difference in the Phase 1 and Phase 2 facility for types and amounts of raw materials. 
The incremental cost estimates for any increased amounts of treating agents are included in the Phase 2 
total operating cost estimate summary.  

Table 7- 6 Major Raw Materials and Treating Agents 

Raw Material or Treating Agent Comments 

Silicon dioxide (SiO2) 
Alternative to be evaluated in pilot test. Diatomaceous earth of 
much less unit cost is an option contingent on the product purity 
tests. 

Boric Oxide (B2O3) Used in production of BF3 product. 

Calcium Hydroxide [Ca(OH)2] 
Used in lime treatment of process water to regenerate KOH and 
neutralize small amounts of aqueous HF wastes 

Potassium Hydroxide (KOH) 

Treating agent bought as a 45% solution and used in scrubbing 
emissions from process off gas vents. The agent is regenerated and 
recycled to avoid process water discharges and to minimize usage. 
Small make-up is required. 

Hydrogen-gaseous (H2) 
Estimates for economic analysis obtained from vendor quotes 
assume that supply would come from a packaged system.  

7.1.5.2  Utilities 

The financial model calculates the annual utility costs from the input data of estimated rates and usages. 
Cost for electricity and natural gas were developed from rates and schedules provided in the Lea County, 
New Mexico Economic Development Corporation site selection proposal and ensuing discussions with 
the County and utility companies.  

Unit costs for steam, water and plant air were derived from component rates and engineering calculations. 
Costs for gaseous nitrogen were obtained from vendor budgetary-type quotes. 
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Usages and demand loads were calculated and estimated from process engineering and preliminary design 
data for buildings, processes and balance of plant equipment. Some requirements and demands were 
estimated based on the best available information and experiences in similar facilities. Estimated rates are 
listed in Table 7-7.  

Table 7- 7 Utility Estimated Rates 

Utility Rate/Unit Cost 
(Year 2009$) Comments 

Electricity $62.00/megawatt hour  

Natural Gas $1.00/therm Natural gas used by the plant that is not 
included in the cost of steam 

Water $0.0023/gallon Estimated cost of supply pumped and treated 
from on-site well. 

Nitrogen $0.90/100 ft3  

Steam $0.012/pound generated 
Steam costs include the cost of natural gas, 
chemical, etc. that go into making a pound of 
steam 

Plant air (compressed) $0.20/1000 standard ft3 Cost of generating on site with plant 
compressor equipment. 

 

The type of utilities are the same for the Phase 1 and Phase 2 facility, but there is a significant increase in 
usage of utilities amounts beginning in about 2016, especially in steam and electricity, for the integrated 
Phase 2 facility after the Oxide plant add-on.  

Approximately 2.5 to 3.3 million dollars per year of utilities are estimated to be procured from utility 
companies located in the region or State thereby benefiting the local and State economies.  

7.1.5.3  Selling and Distribution  

The FEP products would be sold most likely on a price per pound basis. IIFP currently is exploring 
arrangements for the high-purity fluoride gases to be sold and distributed through a specialty gas 
distributor with experience in this market. IIFP has assessed the fluoride markets. Discussions are 
underway with interested potential buyers or distributors. Costs for marketing, selling and distribution 
typically range from 2-20% of the total product cost for chemical plants (Timmerhaus, Peters and West, 
2003a). Other references suggest that sales and distribution cost are about 20-30% of direct production 
costs (Sinnott, 2007). The high side of the range usually applies where small quantities of materials are 
sold to a large number of customers. The higher side also is more applicable where there are several sales 
offices, sales representatives, and significant amounts of travel and advertising. The IIFP arrangement 
would be through a small number of distribution channels with a minimum need of advertising and sales 
locations or staff.  

The sales and distribution annual costs used in the IIFP financial analysis for fluoride products, where 
applicable, are estimated at 8% of the projected product cost. There is no direct selling of the de-
conversion services, other than agreements and contracts arranged between IIFP and suppliers/customers. 
There is essentially no difference in selling and distribution costs of the Phase 1 and future Phase 2 
facility. Some marketing and public relations relative to the de-conversion business is expected; but for 
purposes of the financial analysis, this cost is considered minor. 
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7.1.5.4  Operational and Maintenance Materials  

Material required for repair and normal replacement of equipment and infrastructure is estimated at 5% of 
the plant direct capital cost not including engineering procurement and construction management costs or 
contingency. Additionally, replacement capital is estimated and expended as a cash flow in the year in 
which the equipment or infrastructure would be replaced. 

Operating supplies are also included in this category. Operating supplies, for example, include items such 
as gloves, personnel safety items, office supplies, lab chemicals, lubricating oils, custodial supplies, etc. 
Operating supplies are estimated at 0.75% of the direct capital costs. These percentages are based on 
published cost methodology data and experiences at similar facilities (Timmerhaus, Peters and West, 
2003b). 

An additional level of maintenance and supplies is required for the future Phase 2 facility owing to the 
increased amount of equipment and buildings that will be added. The processes of the Phase 1 and Phase 
2 facilities are generally the same in complexity and types of maintenance.  

Not all maintenance materials and operating supplies will be available in the local or regional 
communities and not in New Mexico. It is assumed that 25-50% of operating supplies, such as office 
supplies, small maintenance items and custodial supplies, can be bought in the local area or in New 
Mexico.  

Maintenance parts and supplies are somewhat more complicated and may require procurement from 
manufacturing vendors located outside the State. There are some conventional maintenance materials, 
lubricants, fasteners, etc. that can likely be procured within the State; an estimate is used of 20-30% of 
maintenance materials purchased within the local region or State.  

The average cost of maintenance materials and operating supplies for the facility is estimated at 3-4 
million dollars annually. The total materials and operating supplies estimate for purchasing from suppliers 
in the local region and New Mexico is between approximately 0.8 and 1.3 million dollars (2009$) 
annually. 

7.1.5.5  Labor  

The number of employees and annual labor costs for the Phase 1 facility is presented in Table 7-8. The 
census and costs shown represent the estimated number of employees and annual labor cost after the 
Phase 1 facility operations ramp up at the end of 2013. 

Hiring of employees at the New Mexico site is expected to begin as early as 2011. The labor costs and 
benefits to the community by year, including the startup period, are reflected in the cash flow summary 
tables presented in Section 7.4. 
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Table 7- 8 Estimated Labor for Phase 1 Facility 

Personnel Classification Approximate No. Required 
Estimated Range of Annual 

Costs (Thousands of $) 
(Year 2009$) 

Hourly-Operations 45-50 2,650 - 2,980 
Hourly-Maintenance 35-40 2,060 - 2,320 
Salary Employees 40-48 3,200 - 3,800 
Total 120-138 7,910 - 9,100 
 
After the Oxide plant is operational in approximately 2016, the employee census increases by about 15-
20%. The resulting Phase 2 facility number of employees and annual labor costs are provided as Table   
7-9. 

Table 7- 9 Estimated Labor for Total IIFP Facility (Phase 1 and 2) 

Personnel Classification Approximate No. Required 
Estimated Range of Annual 

Costs (Thousands of $) 
(Year 2009$) 

Hourly-Operations 55-60 3,300 – 3,600 
Hourly-Maintenance 45-50 2,650 – 2,950 
Salary Employees 45-50 3,600 – 4,000 
Total 145-160 9,550 – 10,500 
 
Annual labor costs were developed after identifying each job requirement and conducting wage and salary 
surveys for each respective job. The surveys for salaried staff are obtained for the Hobbs, New Mexico 
area and nationwide by a search of survey databases (cb-salary, 2009). Employee benefits are calculated 
using an overhead rate of 30% of annual salary. Incentives are added as a percentage of the salary to 
attract some special positions. The total annual salaries are expressed as salary plus benefits and any 
applied incentives. 

Wages for craft, laborers, and hourly wage earners are developed by using average or prevailing wages 
for the area. Most of the wage estimates are extracted from data published by the State of New Mexico 
Department of Workforce Solutions (DWS, 2009). Some wage data for certain local area jobs are 
obtained from the Economic Development Corporation of Lea County (EDCLC, 2008). In cases where a 
job is highly specialized, a competitive wage factor is applied to ensure attraction of experienced skilled 
personnel, where needed. 

7.1.5.6  Waste Disposal  

The major waste for disposal is uranium oxide(s) generated as a by-product in making SiF4 and BF3 and 
also in the direct de-conversion of DUF6. An average of approximately 0.7-0.8 pounds of oxide are 
generated for each pound of DUF6 that is de-converted. IIFP has been considering waste disposal options 
for the uranium oxide. One licensed large disposal site is currently available in Utah. There is potential 
for another site in Texas, but several years may be required in licensing that facility for uranium oxide 
disposal. 

The types and estimated quantities of wastes are provided in Chapter 3 of this ER. Measures are used in 
the IIFP facility to minimize contamination and the amounts of waste, including recycling of paper, 
cardboard, lubrication oils, and metals.  
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There are some relatively small amounts of wastes that are inherent to the process that must be disposed 
as Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) waste through a licensed transporter and disposal 
contractor. Calcium fluoride, typically characterized as RCRA material, is generated as a by-product in 
the Environmental Protection Process of regeneration and recycle of KOH that is reused in the plant air 
emissions scrubbing system. IIFP plans to sell the calcium fluoride; however for purposes of the cost-
benefit analysis, the maximum RCRA disposal costs provided in the summary tables below 
conservatively assume the calcium fluoride would be disposed. 

Estimated costs used in the economic analysis for low-level radioactive waste (LLW), including the 
uranium oxide, were obtained from preliminary budgetary-type quotes and discussions with the owners of 
the licensed disposal facility in Utah. Costs are based on volume of material buried, including the 
container and free space within the container. Transportation and container costs are added. The oxide 
waste disposal cost is equivalent to about $0.90-$1.05 per pound (in 2009$). 

Disposal costs for miscellaneous wastes that are not LLW, such as sanitary waste, are developed from the 
estimated amounts of those wastes and the unit costs for disposal. Unit costs of disposal are obtained from 
cost estimate sources of generally like waste materials being disposed in New Mexico or Texas.  

Table 7-10 provides a range of estimated waste disposal costs by type of waste. 

Table 7- 10 Estimated Range of Annual Waste Disposal Costs 

Type Waste Phase 1 Facility (Thousand of 
$ Per Year in 2009$) 

Phase 2 Facility (Thousands of $ 
Per Year in 2009$) 

Depleted uranium oxide 2,600-5,500 8,000-16,000 
Other process LLW 1,000-1,700 1,100-1,800 
Misc. LLW 225-350 450-650 
RCRA 9-20 14-25 
Sanitary 1-2 1-2 

7.1.5.7  Insurance and Taxes 

Insurance is estimated at 1% of the sum of direct capital costs and the cost of spare parts/startup inventory 
(Timmerhaus, 2003). Workman Compensation insurance is included in the estimated 30% overhead rate 
applied to the labor costs. It is assumed that most of the insurance can be obtained from firms within New 
Mexico. Therefore, premiums between 1-1.5 million dollars per year (2009$) are estimated to be paid 
within the State. 

Property and local taxes are generally exempt as part of the Lea County and State of New Mexico site 
incentive package. There are two educational local school taxes that are not part of the exemption. The 
annual estimate of those taxes is based on a formula and information provided by the Lea County 
Economic Development Corporation. Those annual property taxes are estimated at an average of 
$350,000 annually for the total Phase 1 and Phase 2 facility. 

State of New Mexico unemployment and Federal unemployment, Social Security, and Medicare taxes are 
included in the estimated 30% overhead rate applied to labor costs. 

Corporate income taxes for the IIFP plant operations are calculated on an average federal rate of 35% of 
taxable income plus the State of New Mexico income tax of 7.5% of taxable income. The state income 
taxes are credited as being an offsetting expense on federal taxes. 
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A summary of estimated tax revenues to the County and State is presented in Table 7-11. The tax receipts 
that benefit the communities are based on IIFP corporate income tax, property tax, and New Mexico and 
Lea County Gross Receipts Tax. The tax receipt estimates do not include the personal income taxes or 
property taxes paid to the community or State in which employees will live; those benefits to the 
respective communities are considered as part of the labor dollars expected to flow into the community. 

Table 7- 11 Estimated Tax Revenues to State and Local Communities for Total 40-Year Period 
Expressed in Thousands of Dollars in Year 2009$) 

Type of Taxa New Mexico Lea County Total 
Gross Receipts Tax 
High Estimate 283,300 21,400 304,700 
Low Estimate 209,300 15,300 224,600 
NM Corporate Income Taxb 
High Estimate 299,600 N/Ac 299,600 
Low Estimate 221,400 N/Ac 221,400 
NM Property Tax 
High Estimate 1,700 16,000 17,700 
Low Estimate 1,100 10,500 11,600 
TOTAL TAX 
ESTIMATE RANGE 431,800-584,600 25,800-37,400 457,600 to 622,000 
aTax Values based on Tax Rates as of 2009 
bBased on Average Earnings over the 40-Yr Analysis Period for the Proposed IIFP Facility 
cAllocation would be made to the State of New Mexico 

7.1.5.8  Decommissioning Fund 

A Decommission Funding Plan (DFP) is developed and provided as Chapter 10 of the IIFP NRC License 
Application. 

IIFP presently intends to utilize a surety bond and Standby Trust Fund as the method to provide 
reasonable financial assurance of decommissioning funding. At least six months prior to startup of the 
Phase 1 facility, IIFP will provide NRC the financial assurance instrument that IIFP intends to execute. 
Upon finalization of the specific funding instrument to be used and at least 21 days prior to the 
commencement of operations, IIFP will supplement its application to include the signed, executed 
documentation. The surety bond and fund will provide assurance that decommissioning costs will be paid 
in the unexpected event IIFP is unable to meet its decommissioning obligations at the time of 
decommissioning.  

The decommissioning cost estimate and financial assurance is provided for the Phase 1 facility license 
application that is currently being submitted. The Phase 1 decommissioning cost is estimated at 12 to 15 
million dollars (2009$). A detail cost estimate of the Phase 2 expansion has not been developed at this 
time. Expansion of the plant to Phase 2 will require amendments to the IIFP license, and the DFP will be 
updated and re-submitted to the NRC for approval prior to construction of the Phase 2 portion of the 
facility. However, based on a ratio of capital investment and scaling, an estimate for the decommissioning 
the Phase 2 expansion is in the order of an additional 2-3 million dollars (2009$); a total for the facility 
(Phase 1 and Phase 2) of 14 to 18 million dollars. 

The overall strategy for decommissioning is to decontaminate or remove materials from the site in order 
to release the facility and the site for unrestricted use. This approach begins shortly after final shutdown 
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of the facility and avoids long-term storage and monitoring of wastes on site. The type and volume of 
wastes produced at the IIFP facility do not warrant delays in waste removal normally associated with a 
deferred dismantlement option. 

Hazardous wastes will be treated or disposed of in licensed hazardous waste facilities. Disposal of 
radioactive or hazardous material will not occur at the plant site, but at licensed facilities located 
elsewhere. Following decommissioning, the facilities, infrastructure and site will be available for reuse. 

At the end of useful plant life, the IIFP facility will be decommissioned such that the site and remaining 
facilities may be released for unrestricted use as defined in 10 CFR 20.1402 (CFR, 2008b).  

The cost impact of facility shutdown and decommissioning is mostly in the loss of the facility jobs, tax 
revenues and other revenues to local businesses. However, for approximately 2 years of decommissioning 
activities, an estimated 25-40 jobs (~ $3.2 to 5 million) are expected to remain in the local economy to 
carry out the decommissioning work. Some relatively small amount of utilities and materials would be 
purchased from businesses in the region, and the associated gross revenue taxes, income taxes and 
property taxes would continue to be a contribution to the governments, although a fraction of the amounts 
during the operating years. 

Transportation activities during the decommissioning period are a lesser impact than that already 
evaluated for the operating facility. The environmental impacts of decommissioning are further discussed 
in Chapter 4 of this ER, The impact of the decommissioning activities alone to the local region, New 
Mexico and Texas, are relatively small. 

7.2  Regional Economics 

A socioeconomic profile of the nine-county region surrounding the IIFP facility provides a baseline from 
which to understand and measure the economic impacts expected to be derived from the IIFP plant. This 
section includes a discussion of recent regional trends in output and employment, income and other 
socioeconomic measures and concludes with a brief discussion on the industry structure of the region. 

7.2.1.  Recent Trends in Economic Growth and Employment 

The subject nine-county region had a total population of 331,774 in 2000 at the latest complete U.S. 
Census count. About 50.5% of the region’s population was residents of New Mexico, while the remaining 
49.5% were residents of Texas. For 2003, the population had decreased to 331,716, only a 0.02% 
reduction. Most counties had suffered a decline in population except for Ector which experienced a 
growth of 569 people. See Table 7-12, “Nine-County Region Population,” for a county-by-county change 
during that time span. 

After rising through the late 1990s, economic growth in New Mexico and Texas slowed in 2001 along 
with the slowdown in growth of the U.S. economy. Even with the drastic economic downturn of 2001, 
which impacted Texas much more than most other areas of the nation, Texas gained an additional 1.26 
million residents from 2000 through 2003, for a total of 22 million, again growing twice as fast as the 
nation. Although domestic in-migration (people moving to Texas from other states within the United 
States) slowed during Texas’ hard economic times, the state’s high birthrate and a strong pace of 
immigration kept population growing at a healthy speed. The combination of these factors (higher 
international immigration, a high Hispanic birthrate and less domestic migration) resulted in Texas’ 
Anglo population dipping below the majority level of 50% in 2003 for the first time since the 1800s. 
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Table 7- 12 Nine-County Region Population 

County Square Miles 2000 
Population 

2003 
Population Change (%) State Rank1 

Chaves Co. NM 6,070 61,382 60,591 -1.3 23 
Eddy Co. NM 4,182 51,658 51,470 -0.4 18 
Lea Co. NM 4,392 55,511 55,504 0.0 17 
Andrews Co. TX 4,501 13,004 12,868 -1.0 168 
Cochran Co. TX 775 3,730 3,486 -6.5 239 
Gaines Co. TX 1,502 14,467 14,438 -0.2 142 
Loving Co. TX2 673 67 62 -7.5 244 
Winkler Co. TX 841 7,173 6,780 -5.5 228 
Yoakum Co. TX 800 7,322 7,249 -1.0 166 
1 For New Mexico, 33 counties. For Texas, 254 counties 
2 Smallest county in the nation by population, lowest poverty rate in the nation (0.0%) 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000; ePodunk, 2009 
 
Blacks still account for 11% of the state’s population. See Figure 7-2 for the change in ethnicity/race from 
1980 through 2003 (FRBD, 2005). The Odessa, Texas metropolitan area experienced the highest 
percentage growth rate in the state with a 1.8% growth from May 2008 to May 2009. During that same 
time span, the Texas population declined 2.2% (RSC, 2009). 

 
Source: (FRBD, 2005) 

Figure 7- 2 Change in Ethnicity/Race for Texas 

The state’s economy lost 222,400 jobs from May 2008 to May 2009, an annual job loss of 2.1%. Over the 
same period, the U.S. economy lost more than 5.5 million jobs or 4% of its total nonfarm jobs. The state’s 
seasonally adjusted unemployment rate rose from 4.7% in May 2008 to 7.1% in May 2009. The U.S. 
seasonally adjusted unemployment rate rose from 5.5% to 9.4% during the same period (RSC, 2009). 
Additionally, New Mexico experienced a statistically significant unemployment rate change from April 
2009 to May 2009, seasonally adjusted, from 5.8% to 6.5% (BLS, 2009). 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 7-16 

The Odessa metropolitan area experienced a 7.8% unemployment rate in May 2009. This area was the 
21st of 26 metropolitan areas reported and was notably higher than the Texas statewide rate (RSC, 2009). 

For the first quarter of 2009, Chaves County had a 5% unemployment rate with Lea County experiencing 
a 4.2% rate followed by Eddy County with a 4.2% rate (BBER, 2009). 

7.2.2  Trends in Income 

7.2.2.1  New Mexico Income/Poverty  

In 2000, the median household income in the average New Mexico County was $30,603. This was the 
lowest median household income in the Western Region except for Montana. More discouraging was that 
the average New Mexico County had the highest rate in the region of households that are living in poverty 
(20.5%). Making low incomes and high poverty rates even more problematic, there are some segments of 
the population that are doing much worse than others. Specifically, metropolitan households are doing 
much better economically than nonmetropolitan households and white households are doing much better 
than minority households (See Figure 7-3). For example, the average white household in a metropolitan 
county earned $41,966, compared to $33,581 for the average white household in a nonmetropolitan 
county, $30,519 for minority households in metropolitan counties and $24,437 for minority households in 
nonmetropolitan counties (WRDC, 2008).  

 
Source: (WRDC, 2008) 

Figure 7- 3 Median Household Income by Race/Ethnicity in Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan 
Counties in New Mexico, 2000 

Thus, the average minority household in a nonmetropolitan county earned only 58% as much as the 
average white household in a metropolitan county.  

Similarly, white and metropolitan households were much less likely to be in poverty than minority and 
nonmetropolitan households (See Figure 7.4).  

The data presented in Figure 7-5 show poverty levels by family structure. While 10.8% of married- 
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Source: (WRDC, 2008) 

Figure 7- 4 Percent of Households in Poverty by Race/Ethnicity in Metropolitan and 
Nonmetropolitan Counties in New Mexico, 2000 

 
Source: (WRDC, 2008) 

Figure 7- 5 Percent of Households in Poverty by Household Structure in Metropolitan and 
Nonmetropolitan Counties in New Mexico, 2000 

couple households in metropolitan counties were living in poverty in 2000, nearly one-half (45.4%) of 
female headed households in nonmetropolitan counties were living in poverty. This is very troubling in a 
state where 14% of the households in the state are female-headed, which is the highest proportion of all 
the states in the Western Region (WRDC, 2008). 
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7.2.2.2  Texas Income/Poverty  

Although Texans’ incomes improved during the 1990s, succeeding years have seen a reversal of this 
phenomenon. According to 2003 data, the Texas poverty rate rose to 16.3% and Texas nominal per capita 
income fell to 93% ($29,372) of the U.S. average ($31,632) as the Texas economy slumped into the 
recession that started in 2001 and lasted until mid-2003. The State’s higher concentration of high-tech and 
transportation industries, which were the hardest hit, intensified the recession’s impact. Hence, these 
industries shed a substantial number of high-paying jobs, pushing down the State’s per capita income 
more so than the U.S. average. Also, Texas’ recovery from the recession has been unusually weak 
(FRBD, 2005).  

If the income differential between Anglos and non-Anglos persists, a larger share of Texans could be 
drawn into poverty in the future. The share of households with annual incomes of $25,000 or less will 
increase from 30.7% (in 2000) to 37.5% by 2040. Moreover, the percentage of families with earnings 
exceeding $100,000 will fall from 11.5% to 8.5%. The net impact could be a decline in real income, 
reduced tax revenue per household and increased burden of the state government to pay for welfare 
services in Texas. As the state is likely to depend progressively more on non-Anglo Texans for future tax 
revenues, it is important to lessen the existing wage gap and education differential between ethnic groups 
(FRBD, 2005). 

Among ethnic groups, Hispanics are undoubtedly the largest segment in poverty in Texas. In 1999, more 
than 1.6 million (25.4%) Hispanics in Texas were poor. Their median household income was $29,873, far 
below the Texas average of $39,926. This is an alarming number, given the importance of this segment to 
Texas’ future (FRBD, 2005). 

African-Americans/Blacks had the second-highest poverty rate (23.4%) with a median income less than 
that of Hispanics. Anglos fared best, with the lowest poverty rate (7.8%) and the highest median 
household income ($47,162 in 1999) in Texas (FRBD, 2005).  

7.2.2.3  Local Nine-County Income  

While per capita income in both New Mexico and Texas is below the national average of $21,587, 
standing at $17,261 and $19,617 respectively, per capita income is notably lower in the nine-county 
region. As shown in Table 7-13, the per capita income in the nine-county region ranges from a low of 
13,088 for Gaines County, Texas to a high of $15,916 for Andrews County, Texas (DOC, 2002; ePodunk, 
2009).  

For this region as a whole, per capita income was $15,794. This amount is only 73% of the national per 
capita income. Lea, Eddy, and Chaves Counties in New Mexico had an average per capita income of 
$14,999, and the five Texas Counties had an average per capita income of $14,072 (DOC, 2002). The 
White per capita income for the New Mexico Counties averaged $17,153 while the Hispanic or Latino per 
capita income averaged $9,219 (53% of the Whites). For the five Texas Counties, the White per capita 
income averaged $16,214 and the Hispanic/Latino per capita income averaged only $8,003 (only 49% of 
the Whites). Comparison of the median household incomes also shows the relatively weak economic 
performance of the region. The three New Mexico Counties’ median household income averaged 88% of 
the state and only 72% of the nation’s median household income. Similarly, the five Texas Counties’ 
median household income averaged only 83% and 79% of the state and U.S. median household income, 
respectively.  
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Table 7- 13 Income Levels for the Nine-County Region 

County 
Median 

Household 
Income1 ($) 

Per Capita 
Income2 ($) 

White 
Per Capita 
Income3 ($) 

Hispanic or Latino 
Per Capita Income4 

($) 
Chaves C. NM 28,513 14,990 17,377 8,825 
Eddy Co. NM 31,998 15,823 17,304 10,165 
Lea Co. NM 29,799 14,184 16,778 8,667 
Andrews Co. TX 34,036 15,916 18,119 9,016 
Cochran Co TX 27,525 13,125 16,078 7,810 
Gaines Co. TX 30,432 13,088 14,271 7,979 
Loving Co. TX 40,000 24,084 28,249 4,983 
Winkler Co. TX 30,591 13,725 15,635 7,771 
Yoakum Co. TX 32,672 14,504 16,967 7,439 
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000; ePodunk 
1Median Household Income: New Mexico $34,133; Texas $39,927; U.S $41,994 
2Per Capita Income; New Mexico $17,261; Texas $19,617; U.S. $21,587 
3White Per Capita Income; New Mexico $17,261, Texas $22,282, U.S. $23,918 
4Hispanic or Latino Per Capita Income; New Mexico $12,045, Texas $10,770, U.S. $12,111 

Based on IIFP labor cost estimates, the specific jobs created by the IIFP plant pay higher averaged-wages 
than the regional average income. The Lea County Economic Development Council data reports the 2008 
average wage per job in the Hobbs, New Mexico as $54,300. The national average is $64,400. In contrast, 
IIFP expects to pay an estimated average wages/salary between $62,000-70,000 (benefits included) to its 
facility employees.  

7.3  No-Action Alternative and Reasonable Alternative Actions  

The No-Action Alternative is not to build the Proposed IIFP Facility. Under the No-Action Alternative, 
the proposed site is assumed to continue to remain in its current status and the potential impacts of 
constructing and operating the proposed IIFP plant would not occur. Although the No-Action Alternative 
would avoid the potential environmental impacts to the Proposed IIFP Facility area, it could lead to 
impacts at other locations. Under the No-Action Alternative, for example, uranium enrichment facilities 
seeking licenses from the NRC would still ultimately need uranium de-conversion services.  

The socioeconomic cost impacts of the Proposed Action would be negated in a No-Action Alternative, 
but significant economic and socioeconomic benefits, as described in previous Sections, to the local 
communities and respective States would also be lost. 

If a Reasonable Alternative Action could be employed, such as using the DOE or another de-conversion 
technology or expanding the DOE facilities, the alternative action could also lead to similar 
environmental impacts at other locations. The advantages in the IIFP Proposed Action of recovering 
fluorine from DUF6 and using it for producing valuable fluoride gas products, including uses in the solar 
energy industry, would diminish if alternative known technologies were used for production of the 
fluoride gases. The production of elemental fluorine or direct production of hydrofluoric acid as raw 
materials, for use in a direct fluorination alternative, may require technologies involving relatively large 
chemical processes, other hazardous materials and potentially larger uses of energy. 

Chapter 2 of this ER further describes the No-Action Alternative and Reasonable Action Alternatives.  
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Table 7-14 provides a summary of the socioeconomic impacts of the alternative scenarios. Again, impacts 
are presented in relative terms. 

Table 7- 14 Socioeconomic Impacts of the No-Action and Reasonable Alternative Scenarios 

Benefit/Cost No-Action 
Alternative 

Reasonable Alternative 

Construction 

Employment/Economic 
Activity No Local Impact 

Similar Impact as the Proposed Alternative if a 
New Facility Was Built. Lesser Impact if the 
DOE De-conversion Facilities Were Expanded. 
Lesser impact if DUF6 were shipped overseas. 

Population/Housing No Local Impact 

Similar Impact as the Proposed Alternative if a 
New Facility Was Built or a Lesser Impact if the 
DOE De-conversion Facilities Were Expanded. 
Lesser impact if DUF6 were shipped overseas. 

Public Services/Financing No Local Impact 

Similar Impact as the Proposed Alternative if a 
New Facility Was Built. Much Lesser Impact 
for expansion of the DOE De-conversion 
Facilities. Lesser impact if DUF6 were shipped 
overseas. 

Operations 

Employment/Economic 
Activity No Local Impact 

Similar Impact as the Proposed Alternative if a 
New Facility Was Built Minimal Impact if the 
DOE De-conversion Facilities Were Expanded. 
Lesser impact if DUF6 were shipped overseas. 

Population/Housing No Local Impact 

Similar Impact as the Proposed Alternative if a 
New Facility Was Built. No Significant Impact 
if the DOE De-conversion Facilities Were 
Expanded. Lesser impact if DUF6 were shipped 
overseas. 

Public Services/Financing No Local Impact 

Similar Impact as the Proposed Alternative if a 
New Facility Was Built. Lesser Impact if the 
DOE De-conversion Facilities Were Expanded. 
Lesser impact if DUF6 were shipped overseas. 

 

7.4  Summary of Cost-Benefits of the Proposed IIFP Facility  

This section is a summary of the quantitative and qualitative cost and benefits of the Proposed IIFP 
Facility in Lea County, New Mexico. Implementation of the IIFP Proposed Action provides measureable 
economic benefits to the local, regional and State communities. Table 7-15 summarizes the expenditures 
and jobs expected for the IIFP Proposed Action.  

Some costs to local, regional and state communities and governments are expected from the increased 
demand in services and infrastructure, such as schools, public utilities and roads but the increase is 
relatively small and expected to be within the service capacity. For example, assuming that all employees 
or construction workers live in one of the more populated towns, Hobbs, NM or Andrews, TX, and that 
each worker has an average 4-member family, the population of those communities increase by about     
1-1.5% (based on the 2000 census). In actuality, the workers are more likely to live in a broader  



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page 7-21 

Table 7- 15 Estimated Expenditures and Expected Created Jobs 

Activity Phase 1 Incremental 
Expansion to Phase 2 

Total Phase 2  
(Phase 1 + Phase 2) 

Construction  
(in 2009 Dollars) $70-$94 million  $42-$57 million $112-$151 million 

Operations 
(in 2009 Dollars) Approx. $27 million/yr Approx. $17 million/yr Approx. $44 million/yr 

Decommissioning  
(in 2009 Dollars $12-$15 million $2-$3 million $14-$18 million 

Number of Construction 
Jobs 120-140 30-40 150-180 

Number of Operations 
Jobs 120-138 Approx. 22-25 145-160 

geographical area, and the impact on public services seems very small. Impact to transportation 
infrastructure is also small and is described in Chapter 4 of this ER. 

Significant benefits to the local, regional and state communities are derived from the capital investment 
expenditures and recurring operations. Table 7-16 presents a summary of estimated economic benefits 
expected to be realized by the regional community and state as a result of facility construction and 
operation dollars being expended within the respective surrounding geographical region. 

Table 7- 16 Estimated Economic Benefits to Region (Local and State) Surrounding the IIFP 

Category Thousands of Dollars (2009$) 
Annually 

Annual Benefits Normalized 
for 40-Yr Period  

(Thousands of 2009$) 
Construction Labor $7,400-$11,300 (for 6.5 years) $1,200-$1,840 
Construction Materials $1,740-$2,600 (for 6.5 years) $280-$420 
Replacement Capital $1,500-$2,100 $1,500-$2,100 
Operating Labor Wages/Salaries $7,900-$9,100 (Phase 1) 

$9,500-$10,500 (Phase 2) $8,800-$10,400 

Waste Disposal Fees in State $15-$27 $15-$27 
Insurance Premiums & Taxes $12,500-$17,000 $12,500-$17,000 
Utilities  $2,500-$3,300 $2,500-$3,300 
Maintenance Materials & 
Supplies $800-$1,300 $800-$1,300 

TOTAL  $27,595-$36,387 
 
The cost-benefit impact results are summarized qualitatively in Table 7-17. 
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Table 7- 17 Qualitative Environmental Costs/Benefits During Construction and Operation of the 
IIFP Facility 

Qualitative Costs Determination Evaluation 
Change in real estate values in areas and communities adjacent 
to the facility (e.g., land, homes, rental property etc.) 

Potentially inflationary 

Traffic changes along local streets and highways Some increases during shift changes 
Demand on local services, public utilities, schools, etc. Some increased utilization expected, but 

within services capacity 
Impact to natural environmental components (e.g., ecology, 
water quality, air quality, etc.) 

Minimal impacts 

Alteration of aesthetic, scenic, historic, or archaeological areas 
or values 

No measurable impact 

Change in local recreational potential Not significant 
Qualitative Benefits Evaluation 

Site soil stabilization and erosion reduction  Beneficial 
Incentive for development of other ancillary/support business 
development resulting from presence of IIFP facility 

Beneficial 

Change in real estate values in areas/communities adjacent to 
the facility (e.g., land, homes, rental property etc.) 

Potentially beneficial 

Increase in local employment opportunities  Beneficial 
Impacts to local retail trade and services  Beneficial 
Development of local workforce capabilities Beneficial 
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8  SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section summarizes the environmental consequences for the Proposed Action that cannot be avoided 
and for which no practical means of mitigation are available to completely eliminate the impacts. 
Identification and description of the environmental impacts for the Proposed Action that would result 
from the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP 
Facility are presented in ER Chapter 4, “Environmental Impacts.” The mitigation measures that would be 
incorporated into the Proposed Action to control and minimize potential adverse environmental impacts 
are summarized in ER Chapter 5, “Mitigation Measures.” 

8.1  Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts 

Implementing the Proposed Action would result in some unavoidable adverse impacts on the 
environment. The types and magnitudes of these impacts would vary during the pre-licensing and general 
construction, operation, and decommissioning phases for the Proposed IIFP Facility. Environmental 
impacts from an action that are not detectable or are so minor that they will neither destabilize nor 
noticeably alter any important attribute of an applicable environmental resource are assigned the 
significance level of SMALL. When the environmental impacts from an action are sufficient to alter 
noticeably, but not to destabilize, important attributes of a resource, a significance level of MODERATE 
is assigned. Environmental impacts that are clearly noticeable and are sufficient to destabilize important 
attributes of a resource are assigned the significance level of LARGE. 

In general, the unavoidable residual adverse impacts for the Proposed Action after implementation of 
mitigation measures to control and minimize potential adverse impacts would be SMALL, with the 
exception of MODERATE impacts for transportation and ecological resources. On a regional basis, the 
impacts for these resources also would be SMALL. No LARGE adverse environmental impacts are 
identified for the Proposed Action. The environmental impacts by resource category for the Proposed 
Action are summarized for each phase of the project life (i.e., IIFP facility site preparation and 
construction, operation, and decommissioning). The summaries are based on detailed impact discussions 
and incorporate the impact mitigation measures for each resource category presented in the corresponding 
section in Chapter 4. 

8.2  Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources Used In Project Construction and 
Operation 

Section 5.8 of NUREG-1748, “Environmental Review Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with 
NMSS (Nuclear Material Safety and Safeguards) Programs” (NRC, 2003), defines an “irreversible” 
commitment and an “irretrievable” commitment as follows: 

• “Irreversible” refers to the commitment of environmental resources that cannot be restored. 
• “Irretrievable” refers to the commitment of material resources that once used cannot be recycled 

or restored for other uses by practical means. 

8.2.1  Irreversible Resource Commitments 

No commitments of environmental resources at, or in proximity to IIFP site, were identified for the pre-
licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility that 
ultimately could not be restored after facility closure and decommissioning for unrestricted use (excluding 
the material resources discussed in Section 8.2.2). Water required for Proposed IIFP Facility operations 
would be obtained from Ogallala aquifer. Process water would be recycled. Sanitary waste water would 
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be treated to meet applicable water quality standards and then discharged back to the environment for 
landscape needs. No solid wastes generated by the Proposed IIFP Facility operations would be land-
disposed at the site. At the end of the Proposed IIFP Facility’s operational life, IIFP is planning to 
decommission the facility and restore the facility site for unrestricted use. This would make the site 
available for a future alternative land use. No historically significant archaeological sites were identified 
within the IIFP site. The transportation, air quality, noise, and public and occupational health impacts 
associated with the Proposed IIFP Facility operations would cease with the permanent shutdown and 
decommissioning of the facility. 

The Proposed IIFP Facility would require the irreversible commitment of land use resources at those off-
site licensed disposal facilities that would be used for the permanent disposal of the wastes generated by 
the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the facility. These wastes 
include nonhazardous wastes, hazardous wastes, low-level wastes, and mixed wastes (see Section 4.13.2). 

8.2.2  Irretrievable Resource Commitments 

The construction of the Proposed IIFP Facility would require commitments of significant quantities of 
concrete, steel, nonferrous metals, plastics, and other material resources to the manufacturing of the 
equipment and the building of the structures required for the operation of the facility. The specific types 
and quantities of these materials would depend on the final facility design. Upon permanent cessation of 
facility operations, certain types of these building materials and used equipment could be recycled after 
completing decontamination and dismantling of such materials or equipment. The disposal of remaining 
unusable or contaminated materials or equipment would be an irretrievable commitment of material 
resources. 

The fluorine extraction/uranium de-conversion process and ancillary equipment that would be used for 
the Proposed IIFP Facility during operations are powered by electricity. The electrical power required for 
Proposed IIFP Facility operations would be supplied by the local electric utility companies, which 
produce electricity using gas-fired plants to supply power to the grid. At times of electric utility power 
outages, stand-by power would be provided by the Proposed IIFP Facility’s on-site diesel electric 
generators. In addition, diesel fuel and gasoline would be used to operate the motor vehicles used for the 
Proposed IIFP Facility pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning. The 
electrical energy and fuel consumption for the Proposed IIFP Facility would depend on the final facility 
design. The consumption of gas or fossil fuels to provide the energy to operate the Proposed IIFP Facility 
would be an irretrievable commitment of material resources. 

The Proposed IIFP Facility pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning 
would generate a combination of nonhazardous, hazardous, and radioactive waste streams. Those waste 
materials that could not be recovered or recycled, and, therefore, would need to be disposed by burial in 
an approved, licensed off-site landfill, would represent an irretrievable commitment of material resources. 
Hazardous, LLW, and mixed LLW shipped off site to a licensed disposal facility would permanently 
remove a portion of land surface area for other land uses by virtue of its disposal at such an off-site 
facility. 

The Proposed IIFP Facility will be built on 16.2 ha (40 ac) of a 259-ha (640-ac) Section. The site is 
currently undeveloped. Construction activities including permanent plant structures will disturb 
approximately 16.2 ha (40 ac). The Lea County Soils Survey (USDA, 1974) describes soils found at the 
IIFP site as applicable for range, wildlife and recreation areas, and not for any standard agricultural 
activities. Construction activities and operation of the IIFP plant are thus not anticipated to displace any 
potential agrarian use. 
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The IIFP design serves to minimize the use of depletable resources. Water is the primary depletable 
resource used at the facility. Electric power usage also depletes fuel sources used in the production of the 
power. Other depletable resources are used only in small quantities. Chemical usage is minimized not 
only to conserve resources, but also to preclude excessive waste production. Recyclable materials are 
used and recycled wherever practicable. 

The IIFP facility is also designed to minimize the usage of natural and depletable resources as shown by 
the following measures: 

• The use of low-water consumption landscaping versus conventional landscaping reduces water 
usage. 

• The installation of low-flow toilets, sinks and showers reduces water usage when compared to 
standard flow fixtures. 

• Localized floor washing using mops and self-contained cleaning machines reduces water usage 
compared to conventional washing with a hose twice per week. 

• The use of high-efficiency washing machines compared to standard machines reduces water 
usage. 

• The main feature incorporated in the IIFP facility to limit water consumption is the use of closed-
loop cooling systems.  

• Power usage is minimized by efficient design of lighting systems, selection of high-efficiency 
motors, use of appropriate building insulation materials, and other good engineering practices. 

Additional anticipated effects and impacts on the land use, soils, water resources, historical/cultural 
resources, ecological resources, visual/scenic resources, etc during construction and operational activities 
are discussed in Section 8.3 and Section 8.4, “Relationship Between Short-Term Use of The Environment 
and The Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity.”  

8.3 Short-Term and Long-Term Impacts  

Section 5.8 of NUREG-1748 (NRC, 2003) defines a short-term period and a long-term period as follows: 

• “Short-term” represents the period from start of construction to the end of the Proposed Action, 
including prompt decommissioning. 

• “Long-term” represents the period extending beyond the end of the Proposed Action. 

The short-term environmental impacts for the Proposed IIFP Facility are the impacts summarized below. 
Long-term environmental impacts identified for the Proposed IIFP Facility are related to land use beyond 
the permanent closure of the Proposed IIFP Facility. As discussed in Section 8.2.1, although the future 
land use of the area on which the Proposed IIFP Facility would be located is expected to be unrestricted, 
the actual long-term use of the land would likely remain an industrial or business use. Similarly, wastes 
generated by the Proposed IIFP Facility and sent off site for land disposal would remove land from future 
alternative uses. 

8.3.1  Land Use Impacts 

During the construction phases of the IIFP site, conventional earthmoving and grading equipment will be 
used. The removal of very dense soil or caliche may require the use of heavy equipment with ripping 
tools. Soil removal work for foundations will be controlled to reduce over-excavation to minimize 
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construction costs. In addition, loose soil and/or damaged caliche will be removed prior to installation of 
foundations for seismically designed structures.  

The anticipated effects on the soil during construction activities are limited to a potential short-term 
increase in soil erosion. However, this will be mitigated by proper construction best management 
practices (BMPs). These practices include minimizing the construction footprint to the extent possible, 
limiting site slopes to a horizontal to vertical ratio of three to one or less, the use of a sedimentation 
retention basins, protection of undisturbed areas with silt fencing and straw bales as appropriate, and site 
stabilization practices such as placing crushed stone on top of disturbed soil in areas of concentrated 
runoff. After construction is complete, the site will be stabilized with natural, low-water maintenance 
landscaping and pavement. 

Impacts to land and groundwater will be controlled during construction activities through compliance 
with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit 
obtained from Region 6 of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). A Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasures (SPCC) plan will also be implemented during construction to minimize environmental 
impacts from potential spills and to ensure prompt and appropriate remediation. The SPCC plan will 
identify sources, locations and quantities of potential spills and response measures. 

The operation of the plant is not anticipated to significantly affect land use. Operation of the IIFP facility 
has a SMALL impact on land use and does not require mitigative measures. 

At the end of useful plant life, the IIFP facility will be decommissioned such that the site and remaining 
facilities may be released for unrestricted use. Process equipment will be removed; only building shells 
and the site infrastructure will remain. Remaining facilities will be decontaminated where needed to 
acceptable levels for unrestricted use. Therefore, land use impacts resulting from the decommissioning of 
the Proposed IIFP Facility are SMALL. 

Overall, land use impacts to the site and vicinity are SMALL considering that the majority of the site will 
remain undeveloped and the placement of most utility installations along highway easements. IIFP is not 
aware of any federal action that would have cumulatively significant land use impacts. Except for the 
proposed construction of the IIFP facility, there are no other known current, future or proposed land use 
plans, including staged plans, for the site or immediate vicinity. Similarly, as the site is not subject to 
local or county zoning, land use planning or associated review process requirements, there are no known 
potential conflicts of land use plans, policies or controls. 

8.3.2  Transportation Impacts 

A construction and materials delivery access roadway off of north bound NM 483 will be built to support 
construction and delivery of materials to the site during construction. The access road would also serve as 
the personnel construction access road. The access roadway will eventually be converted to a permanent 
access road upon completion of construction. Therefore, impacts from access road construction will be 
minimized. 

The U.S. 62/180 in the vicinity of the site serves as an east/west bound trucking route for the local area. 
The maximum potential increase to traffic due to construction and operational workers is 200 and 150 
roundtrips per day, respectively. This is an upper bound estimate since the number of construction 
personnel will average 200 and operational workers do not all work on any given day. Operational shift 
changes for site personnel are estimated to average 20 to 30 vehicles per shift change. The maximum 
potential increase to traffic due to construction deliveries and waste removal is 17 roundtrips per day over 
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the site preparation and major building construction period. The condition and design basis for these 
roadways at the site are adequate to meet current traffic flow requirements and future minor changes to 
traffic patterns brought about by the construction and operation of the IIFP facility.  

The increase in traffic on NM 483 during the construction and operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility 
will be 12% during each shift change. If all the traffic went east/west on U.S. 62/180, this will be less than 
4% increase at Arkansas Junction at each shift change. The Proposed Action will have a SMALL to 
MODERATE impact on the transportation pattern from IIFP personnel. Generally, as the distance from 
the site increases, impacts to the transportation network decrease as traffic becomes more dispersed. . On 
a regional basis, the cumulative transportation impacts for the Proposed IIFP Facility are expected to be 
SMALL. 

The transportation impacts associated with decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will be 
temporary and variable over the decommissioning period for the IIFP facility. Given the significant 
reduction in the number of on-site workers, the level of expected truck traffic, and the relatively short 
duration for many of the expected decommissioning activities, the transportation impacts of the Proposed 
Action during decommissioning are anticipated to be SMALL. 

The impact of the cumulative daily vehicle trips that will be generated by the Proposed IIFP Facility on 
traffic flow on the segment of U.S. 62/180 in the immediate vicinity of the Arkansas Junction is 
anticipated to be SMALL. However, the impact of cumulative daily vehicle trips on NM 483 is 
anticipated to be MODERATE. On a regional basis, the cumulative transportation impacts for the 
Proposed IIFP Facility are expected to be SMALL. 

The radiological dose equivalents from incident-free transportation were calculated for the various 
material shipments to and from the IIFP site. Within each category, the worst-case dose equivalent for 
incident-free transportation was calculated and showed a SMALL impact.  

The cumulative radiological or chemical (DUF6) impacts of severe transportation accidents shipments are 
expected to be no greater than those evaluated in prior DOE and NRC Environmental Impact Statements 
See Section 4.6.2.4.  

Similarly, the NRC has evaluated the environmental impacts resulting from the transport of nuclear 
materials in NUREG-0170, “Final Environmental Statement on the Transportation of Radioactive 
Material by Air and Other Modes” (NRC, 1977a), and updated by NUREG/CR-4829, “Shipping 
Container Response to Severe Highway and Railway Accident Conditions” (NRC, 1987a). These 
references include accident scenarios related to the transportation of radioactive material. The NRC found 
that these accidents have no significant environmental impacts (NRC, 1977a; NRC 1987a). 

8.3.3  Geology and Soils Impacts 

The Lea County Soils Survey describes soils found at the IIFP site as applicable for range, wildlife and 
recreation areas, and not for any standard agricultural activities. Construction and operation of the IIFP 
plant are thus not anticipated to displace any potential agrarian use. 

Construction activities may cause some short-term increases in soil erosion at the site, although rainfall in 
the region is limited. Erosion impacts due to site clearing and grading will be mitigated by utilization of 
construction and erosion control BMPs. Disturbed soils will be stabilized as part of construction work. 
Earth berms, dikes and sediment fences will be utilized as necessary during all phases of construction to 
limit runoff. Much of the excavated areas will be covered by structures or paved, limiting the creation of 
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new dust sources. Watering will be used to control potentially fugitive construction dust. Water 
conservation will be considered when deciding how often dust suppression sprays will be applied. 

Impacts to shallow soils after construction is complete and during Proposed IIFP Facility operation are 
expected to be SMALL. The new stormwater retention (evaporation) basins within the 40-acre IIFP 
facility site will manage any additional stormwater runoff. Operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility will 
not involve additional soil disturbances; therefore, additional areas susceptible to soil erosion and dust 
generation will not be created. 

Decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will involve removal of internal structures, utilities, and 
products from the building; however, the physical structure, associated foundations, access roads, and 
utility lines will likely remain intact. Soil testing will also be integral to the process to demonstrate that 
any residual soil impacts, as compared to baseline soil-sampling to be conducted initially before 
construction, meet NRC and EPA guidelines. Impacts to shallow soils are expected to be SMALL upon 
completion of the decommissioning process. 

8.3.4  Water Resources Impacts 

Water resources at the site are minimal. The site sits upon the Ogallala Aquifer where groundwater 
resources are at depths greater than approximately 36.6 m (120 ft). The site region has semi-arid climate, 
with low precipitation rates and minimal surface water occurrence. Due to limited effluent discharge from 
the facility operations, the lack of groundwater in the sand and gravel layer above the Chinle Formation, 
and the considerable depth to groundwater at the IIFP site, the impacts are SMALL for groundwater at the 
site. 

Industrial construction for the IIFP site will provide a short-term risk with regard to a variety of 
operations and constituents used in construction activities. These will be controlled by employing BMPs 
including control of hazardous materials and fuels. The stormwater retention basins for the site are 
designed to provide a means of controlling discharges of rainwater for about 20 to 25 acres of the IIFP 
site. Impacts to receiving waters from construction and operation of the IIFP facility are expected to be 
SMALL. 

No wastes from facility operational systems will be discharged to stormwater. In addition, stormwater 
discharges during plant operation will be controlled by a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
Impacts of operational activities to the surface and groundwater are expected to be SMALL. 

Potable, process, and fire water for IIFP will be provided by on-site wells supplied from the Ogallala 
Aquifer. All potable water supply used at the IIFP facility will be treated. Average and peak site water 
requirements for all purposes are expected to be approximately 11.36 m3/day (3,000 gal/day) and 37.85 
m3 /day (10,000 gal/day), respectively. These amounts correspond to 3.4 acre-feet and 11.2 acre-feet 
annually, respectively. Impacts to water resources on site and in the vicinity of the IIFP facility are 
SMALL. 

Effluent discharges will be controlled in a way that will also prevent any impacts. The location of the 
closest municipal water system is in Hobbs, New Mexico, 16 miles east of the site. There is no potential 
to impact these users. Additionally, the IIFP water usage from the aquifer will not impact other users; 
therefore, the impacts are SMALL. 

The existing groundwater monitoring program at the site will be supplemented with a focus on detecting 
any unforeseen impacts to groundwater quality associated with the Proposed Action, see Chapter 6, 
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“Environmental Measurement and Monitoring Programs.” Although there will be only a small potential 
for indirect impacts to groundwater quality, stormwater and effluent sampling will be conducted as 
necessary in accordance with the NPDES permit to protect surface water quality. In addition, site-wide 
groundwater levels will be monitored routinely, and the groundwater monitoring-well and pumping-well 
networks will be analyzed to confirm that the changes in groundwater levels associated with the Proposed 
Action are minimal. Thus, the impact of the Proposed Action on off-site groundwater quality and the 
effectiveness of the existing on-site pumping well system are SMALL. 

Water discharged to the IIFP site sanitary waste treatment system will meet required levels for 
contaminants stipulated in any permit or license required for that activity. Therefore, the impact of the site 
sanitary waste treatment system is SMALL. 

Sanitary and process wastewater effluent discharges will gradually decrease over the decommissioning 
phase as the processes and number of personnel in the Proposed IIFP Facility decrease. Stormwater will 
continue to be routed from the Proposed IIFP Facility to the stormwater retention basins during and after 
the decommissioning phase; therefore, no additional impacts will occur. The overall impact to surface 
water quality from the decommissioning phase is SMALL. 

8.3.5  Ecological Resources Impacts 

Several practices and procedures have been designed to minimize adverse impacts to the ecological 
resources of the IIFP site. These practices and procedures include the use of BMPs recommended by 
various state and federal management agencies, minimizing the construction footprint to the extent 
possible, the use of retention basins, the protection of undisturbed naturalized areas, and site stabilization 
practices to reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation. Based on recommendations from the New 
Mexico Department of Game and Fish, basins will be fenced to exclude wildlife and the basin surface 
areas netted, or other suitable means utilized, to minimize the use of process basins by birds and 
waterfowl. The use of native plant species in disturbed area revegetation will enhance and maximize the 
opportunity for native wildlife habitat to be reestablished at the site. 

The area of land to be disturbed is approximately 40 acres. This area includes 5 acres that will be used for 
contractor parking and lay-down areas. The contractor lay-down and parking area will be restored after 
completion of plant construction. Approximately 7% of the total 640-acre Section area will be disturbed 
affording wildlife of the site an opportunity to move to undisturbed on-site areas as well as additional 
areas of suitable habitat bordering the IIFP site. Indirect impacts to wildlife during construction may 
include increased noise, disruption of travel corridors, and behavioral modifications. Wildlife on the site 
are adapted to current conditions, which include roads used by the oil/gas industry personnel that 
fragment the site, loud noises from pumping at the oil/gas rigs, and irregular travel of vehicles on existing 
roads. Overall, wildlife populations on the Proposed Site will be altered but will not be destabilized; 
therefore, direct and indirect impacts to wildlife are MODERATE. 

The operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility will not directly impact additional biotic communities beyond 
those impacted during the site preparation and construction phases. Fencing around the Proposed IIFP 
Facility could cause additional disruption of wildlife travel corridors. However, wildlife could develop 
new travel corridors and utilize the fence line and the new road as corridors. Human encounters with 
some wildlife could increase due to disruption of travel corridors and loss of habitat. Operation of the 
Proposed Action will not noticeably alter the impact to biotic communities or wildlife. Impacts to travel 
corridors and habitat quality are anticipated to be SMALL. 
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Non-radiological air emissions from the IIFP facility will be less than the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for humans (see Section 4.6, Air Quality Impacts); however, emissions from 
vehicles and very small emissions from the operation of the facility will occur and could have small 
impacts to wildlife. No rare or unique habitats will be directly affected by the operational phases of the 
Proposed Action; therefore, overall indirect impacts from non-radiological air emissions are SMALL.  

Emission stacks are proposed to be less than 30.5 m (100 ft) tall. Emission stacks are well under the 61 m 
(200 ft) threshold that requires lights for aviation safety. This avoidance of lights, which attract species, 
and the low above ground level structure height, also reduces the relative potential for impacts. 
Additionally, security lighting for all ground level facilities and equipment will be directed downward to 
help to reduce the potential for impacts (USFWS, 1998). The impacts of elevated construction equipment 
or structures to the ecological species are SMALL. 

Decommissioning activities will occur within the limits of the Proposed IIFP Facility established during 
operations. Landscape areas and maintained lawn areas established at the completion of the construction 
phases could be impacted during the decommissioning process. Disturbed areas will be re-planted in 
accordance with the regulations at the time of decommissioning. Impacts from possible radiological 
exposure will be similar to or less than exposure during the operation phase. The Decommissioning Plan 
regulations by the NRC and EPA minimize impacts to humans and, as a result, also afford protection to 
ecological resources. Overall impacts to wildlife and biotic communities from the decommissioning of the 
Proposed IIFP Facility are SMALL. 

8.3.6  Air Quality Impacts 

Air quality impacts resulting from the Proposed IIFP Facility will be controlled by implementing a 
comprehensive program that incorporates the following air emissions-control components: 

• Process design features to inherently lower the potential for air emissions 
• Air emissions control systems to capture and remove air pollutants 
• Monitoring and inspection programs to detect any air emissions from equipment malfunction so 

that corrective action can be taken promptly 
• Work practices to prevent or reduce air emissions releases. 

The results of air modeling show that annual average and short-term ambient air concentrations from 
fugitive dust and on-site motor vehicle emissions produced by construction activities for the Proposed 
IIFP Facility will be orders of magnitude below the level of the applicable ambient air quality standards. 
These incremental air quality impacts from the air emissions from preparation of the IIFP facility site and 
construction of the facility will not measurably change the existing ambient air quality in the vicinity of 
the Proposed IIFP Facility; therefore, the air quality impacts resulting from the construction of the 
Proposed IIFP Facility are SMALL. 

The EPA uses six criteria pollutants as indicators of air quality. Concentrations above maximum 
concentrations may cause adverse effects on human health. Areas either meet the national primary or 
secondary air quality standards for criteria pollutants (attainment) or do not meet the national primary or 
secondary air quality for the criteria pollutants (nonattainment). The criteria pollutants are ozone, carbon 
monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter and lead. According to information from 
the EPA, Lea County is in attainment for all criteria pollutants. The incremental air quality impacts from 
operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility will not measurably change the existing ambient air quality in the 
vicinity of the Proposed IIFP Facility; therefore, the air quality impacts that will result from the Proposed 
IIFP Facility operations are SMALL. 
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The number of on-site workers required during the decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility is 
projected to decrease to approximately 40 workers. Truck traffic for the decommissioning phase will 
depend on the amounts of equipment, materials, and demolition debris to be removed and the individual 
destinations to which these materials are shipped. Automobile and truck air emissions for the Proposed 
IIFP Facility decommissioning phase are expected to be lower than those estimated for the construction 
and operation phases because of lower-emitting motor vehicles being used at that time as a result of more 
stringent federal emission standards in effect and new mobile vehicle technologies. Thus, the air quality 
impacts that will result from the Proposed IIFP Facility decommissioning will be SMALL. 

Air emissions of the pollutants that contribute to haze formation are predicted to be low from the on-site 
air emission sources associated with the Proposed IIFP Facility pre-licensing and general construction, 
operation, and decommissioning phases. Consequently, the air emissions from the Proposed IIFP Facility 
are expected to have no measurable impact on regional visibility; therefore, the visibility impacts 
resulting from the pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
Proposed IIFP Facility will be SMALL. 

8.3.7  Noise Impacts 

The IIFP facility will be built on 12.6 ha (40 ac) approximately in the center of the 259 ha (640 ac) 
Section. The site is bounded on the south by U.S. 62/180 and on the west by NM 483. Considering that 
the sound pressure level from an outdoor noise source decreases 6 decibel units (dB) per doubling of 
distance, the highest noise levels are predicted to be within the range of 50 dBA to 65 dBA at the 640-
acre property boundary lines during construction. 

The predicted noise level ranges from the construction of the IIFP facility fall within acceptable sound 
pressure levels as determined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. U.S. 62/180 is 
a main trucking thoroughfare for local industry on the south boundary and that there are no other sensitive 
receptors at the IIFP south boundary. In addition, noise levels in the predicted ranges at the south 
boundary and the west boundary would only be for a short duration and only during construction of the 
facilities. Xcel Energy Cunningham Generating Station is located on NM 483 on the western boundary of 
the IIFP site, while Xcel Energy Maddox Generation Station and Colorado Energy Generation Station are 
located east and northeast of the site, respectively. The DCP Midstream Linam Ranch Plant gas facility is 
located on U.S. 62/180 southeast of the IIFP site. Due to the temporary and episodic nature of 
construction, and because of the significant distance to the nearest residence approximately 8.5 km (5.3 
mi) to the northeast of the site, and since construction activities largely would be during weekday daylight 
hours, actual construction noise at the site is not expected to have a significant effect on nearby residents. 

After the road construction and preparation of the IIFP facility site are complete, there will be a lower 
average sound level while the buildings are erected. The building activities are likely to generate short 
duration noises, resulting from hauling equipment and handling or moving construction materials, which 
are typical of building construction. Smaller construction vehicles will be used around the building 
construction site. Traffic accessing the construction site will increase, but the traffic will consist of 
smaller passenger or sport utility vehicle/pick-up truck-type vehicles, which are estimated to have a 
SMALL noise impact to the area. 

Noise point sources for the plant during operation will include: reaction vessels, coolers, rooftop fans, air 
conditioners, transformers, and traffic from delivery trucks, employee and site vehicles. Noise line 
sources for the plant during operation will consist only of site vehicular traffic entering and leaving the 
site. Ambient background noise sources in the area include vehicular traffic along U.S. 62/180 and NM 
483, low flying aircraft traffic from the Hobbs Regional Airport, and neighboring industrial facilities. 
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Since the nearest known residence is located northeast of the IIFP site at a distance of approximately 8.5 
km (5.3 mi), the resultant sound level exposure will be below the perception of the human ear. This is 
because a noise source over such a great distance will be dispersed in air and absorbed by natural 
landscape, vegetation, and buildings to the point of being masked by background ambient noise at the 
receptor.  

For operational noise exposure to the nearest residence located northeast of the IIFP site at a distance of 
approximately 8.5 km (5.3 mi), the resultant sound level exposure would generally be below the 
perception of the human ear. Certain phases of operation, weather, time of day, wind direction, traffic 
patterns, season, and the location of the receptor will all impact perceived operational noise levels. 
Although the noise from the plant and the additional traffic would generally be noticeable, the operational 
noise is not expected to have a significant impact on nearby traffic or the surrounding industries. Thus, 
noise impacts from the operation of the IIFP facility are SMALL. 

Mitigation of operational noise sources will occur primarily from the plant design, as reaction vessel 
systems, valves, transformers, pumps, generators, and other facility equipment, will generally be located 
inside plant structures. The buildings themselves will absorb the majority of the noise generated within. 
Natural land contours, vegetation (such as scrub brush and trees), and site buildings and structures will 
mitigate noise from other equipment located outside of site structures. Distance from the noise source is 
also a key factor in the control of noise levels to area receptors. However, heavy truck and earth moving 
equipment usage will be restricted after twilight and during early morning hours. Noise suppression 
systems on construction vehicles will be kept in proper operation. 

Decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility will produce sound levels similar to or lower than those 
generated from the IIFP facility site preparation and construction activities. The majority of activities will 
involve decontaminating and deconstructing facility equipment and hauling the materials off site. As a 
result, the majority of the noise impacting the community will relate to the noise of hauling traffic. The 
anticipated noise emissions will be similar to those during the facility construction phases and are 
therefore estimated to represent a SMALL noise impact. 

The level of noise anticipated off site is comparable to noise levels near a busy road and less than noise 
levels found in most city neighborhoods. Expected noise levels will mostly affect a 1.6-km (1-mi) radius. 
The cumulative noise of all site activities should have a SMALL impact and to only those receptors 
closest to the site boundary. 

8.3.8  Historic and Cultural Resource Impacts 

The region surrounding the proposed IIFP site in southeastern New Mexico and Western Texas is rich in 
prehistoric and historic American Indian and Euro-American history. This local setting, which occurs 
well onto the Llano Estacado, is a flat, treeless plain lacking nearby permanent or semi-permanent surface 
water. As a result, the proposed IIFP site was not conducive to extensive human use over the centuries. In 
contrast to the proposed IIFP site area, shelter and other resources were more readily available at selected 
locales elsewhere on the Llano Estacado where temporary and some permanent springs and lakes were 
found. 

The isolated occurrences discovered during a pedestrian cultural resource survey of the site have been 
completely recorded in a manner consistent with current standards and do not require any additional 
work. No previously recorded cultural resources sites within 1 km (0.62 mi) of the project area. The 
absence of cultural resources in the site area may be explained by the presence of shallow sediments with 
exposed caliche (indicating a lack of lithic raw materials), and a lack of permanent water sources. This 
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may have made the location unattractive to prehistoric peoples. No other discoveries were made. The 
proposed IIFP undertaking is not expected to impact cultural resources. 

There is low potential for human remains to be present on the IIFP site. Based on previous work in the 
region, burials tend to occur in rock shelters and on sites with structures. Should an inadvertent discovery 
of such remains be made during construction, IIFP will stop construction activities immediately in the 
area of discovery and notify the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). The 
construction activity will resume only after the appropriate consultations and notifications have occurred 
and guidance received. 

If any eligible historic properties are located within the Area of Potential Effect (APE) of the proposed 
location of the IIFP facility, a treatment/mitigation plan will be developed to recover any significant 
information from any eligible archaeological sites identified on the IIFP site. Mitigation measures will be 
in place to minimize any potential impact on historical and cultural resources. In the event that any 
inadvertent discovery of human remains or other item of archeological significance is made during 
construction, the facility will cease construction activities immediately in the area of discovery and notify 
the New Mexico SHPO to make the determination of appropriate measures to identify, evaluate, and treat 
these discoveries. 

Given the small number of potential archaeological sites and IIFP's ability to avoid or mitigate impacts to 
those sites, the IIFP project will have a SMALL impact on historic and cultural resources. 

8.3.9  Visual/Scenic Resources Impacts 

The visual resource inventory process provides a means for determining visual values (BLM, 1984). The 
inventory consists of a scenic quality evaluation, sensitivity level analysis, and a delineation of distance 
zones. The IIFP site, as preliminarily evaluated based on the scenic quality of the site falls into a class is 
of the least value and allows for manipulation or disturbance. The proposed use of the IIFP site is not 
outside the objectives of the class which is to provide for management activities that require major 
modifications of the existing character of the landscape. Therefore, land management activities may 
dominate the view and be the major focus of viewer attention. The level of change to the characteristics of 
the landscape can be high. 

Although the proposed IIFP structures will be located a substantial distance from U.S. 62/180 and NM 
483, due to the relative flatness of the area, taller plant structures 21.3 m (70 ft) will likely be visible from 
the highway and adjacent properties, creating a visual intrusion. However, considering the existing 
structures associated with neighboring power generation stations to the west, east, and southeast the 
nearby utility poles along U.S. 62/180 and NM 483, the high power utility lines running through the site 
parallel to the U.S 62/180 and across NM 483 running to the southwest, and the numerous pump jacks 
dotting the landscape all around the site as well as industrial structures, man-made earthen structures, 
caliche-covered roadways, the proposed on-site structures will be no more intrusive. 

Given that the site is undeveloped, the Proposed IIFP Facility is not out of character with current, on-site 
conditions. However, considering the neighboring properties have been developed for industrial purposes 
(three power generating companies), the proposed plant structures are similar to existing, architectural 
features on surrounding land. Overall, the visual impact of the IIFP plant will be minimal. 

Mitigation measures will be in place to minimize the impact to visual and scenic resources. These include 
the following items: 
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• Accepted natural, low-water consumption landscaping techniques will be used to limit any 
potential visual impacts. These techniques will incorporate, but not be limited to, the use of 
landscape plantings. As for aesthetically pleasing screening measures, planned landscape 
plantings will include indigenous vegetation. 

• Prompt re-vegetation or covering of bare areas will be used to mitigate visual impacts due to 
construction activities. 

8.3.10  Socioeconomic Impacts 

Pre-licensing constructions at the IIFP site is scheduled for early 2011, with general construction 
continuing 20 to 24 months into 2012. A peak construction force of about 200 workers is anticipated 
during the period 2011-2012. 

The IIFP annual operating payroll will be approximately $7.9-$9.1 million for a workforce of 
approximately 120-135 in Phase 1. The operational costs for the IIFP facility are about $28.5 million per 
year as expressed in 2009 dollars. Phase 2 payroll will be approximately $9.5 -$10.5 million for a 
workforce of approximately 145-160. The operational costs for Phase 2 are estimated at approximately 
$44 million annually (in 2009 dollars).  

This minor increase in population would produce a minor impact on population characteristics, economic 
trends, housing, community services (health, social and educational resources), and the tax structure and 
distribution within 120 km (75 mi) of the site during both the construction and operation periods. 

The major impact of facility construction on human activities is expected to be a result of the influx of 
labor into the area on a daily or semi-permanent basis. IIFP estimates approximately 15% of the 
construction work force (200 workers average) is expected to move into the vicinity as new residents. 
Previous experience regarding construction for the nuclear industry projects suggests that of those who 
move, approximately 65% will bring their families, which on average consist of the worker, a spouse, and 
one school-aged child (NRC, 1994a). The likely increases in area population during construction, 
therefore, will total 70. This is less than 0.1% of the total Lea County, New Mexico and Andrews/Gaines 
counties in Texas 2000 population. 

Operation of the proposed IIFP plant would lead to a permanent increase in employment, income, and 
population in the area. Employment at the IIFP facility during operation will be a maximum of 150 
workers. This is less than a 0.5% increase in total employment in Lea, Andrews, and Gaines Counties and 
approximately a 10% increase in manufacturing employment in the three counties, as compared to the 
latest census estimate of jobs. A significant number of operational jobs are likely to be filled by residents 
in the region since most of its populace has completed school attainment at the high school grade level. 

An increase in the number of jobs would also lead to a population increase in the surrounding areas. Lea 
and Gaines Counties probably would experience the most noticeable population increases. However, 
these increases would be less than during facility construction and, accordingly, have commensurately 
lesser impacts. In particular, the region would avoid a boomtown effect, which generally describes the 
consequence of rapid increases in population from a major city or communities undergoing rapid 
increases in economic activity (NRC, 1994). The overall change in population density and population 
characteristics in Lea County, New Mexico and Andrews/Gaines Counties, Texas due to operation of the 
IIFP facility will be insignificant.  
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In general, no significant impacts are expected to occur for any local area infrastructure (e.g., schools, 
housing, water, and sewer). Costs of operation should be diffused sufficiently throughout the Hobbs, New 
Mexico area to be indistinguishable from normal economic growth. 

8.3.11  Environmental Justice 

Based on an analysis of minority and low-income census block groups, IIFP has concluded that 
disproportionately high minority or low-income populations exist that warrant further examination of 
environmental impacts upon such populations. The Environmental Impact Study conducted by the 
NRC for the National Enrichment Facility (NEF) in nearby Eunice, Texas (NRC, 2005) conducted 
additional examination of environmental impacts upon the same populations. For each of the areas of 
technical analysis presented in that EIS, the review of impacts to the human and natural environment was 
conducted to determine if any minority or low-income populations could be subject to disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts from the Proposed Action. That review included potential impacts from the 
construction and operation of the proposed NEF. 

Examination by NRC of the various environmental pathways by which low-income and minority 
populations could be disproportionately affected revealed no disproportionately high and adverse impacts 
from either construction or normal operations of the proposed NEF. In addition, no credible accident 
scenarios exist in which such impacts could take place. Similar conclusions would be drawn for the IIFP 
facility to be built 21 miles from the NEF. 

Because the Census Block Groups (CBG) in which the facility is located has no minority and low-income 
residents within a 4-mile radius (50 mi2) of the plant, pre-licensing and general construction, operation, 
and decommissioning of the facility is not expected to result in disproportionately high or adverse impacts 
on minority or low-income populations. No environmental justice concerns are expected from the 
construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIPF Facility. Environmental justice 
impacts are SMALL. 

8.3.12  Public and Occupational Health Impacts 

The primary material in use at the facility is uranium hexafluoride (UF6). UF6 is hygroscopic (moisture 
absorbing) and, in contact with water, will chemically break down into uranyl fluoride (UO2F2) and 
hydrogen fluoride (HF). When released to the atmosphere, gaseous UF6 combines with humidity to form 
a cloud of particulate UO2F2 and HF fumes. Inhalation of UF6 typically results in internal exposure to 
UO2F2 and HF. In addition to a potential radiation dose, a worker would be subjected to two other 
primary toxic effects:  

• Uranium in the uranyl complex acts as a heavy metal poison that can affect the kidneys, and  
• HF can cause severe irritation to the skin and lungs at high concentrations. 

Because of low specific-activity values, the radio-toxicity of UF6 and its products are smaller than their 
chemical toxicity. 

Of primary importance to IIFP is the control of UF6. The UF6 readily reacts with air, moisture, and some 
other materials. The most significant reaction products in this plant are HF, UO2F2, SiF4, BF3, and small 
amounts of uranium tetrafluoride (UF4). Of these, HF is the most significant hazard, being toxic to 
humans. 
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Worker exposure to in-plant gaseous effluents will be minimal. No exposures exceeding 29 CFR 1910, 
Subpart Z are anticipated (CFR, 2009g). Laboratory and maintenance operations activities involving 
hazardous gaseous or respirable effluents will be conducted with ventilation control (i.e., fume hoods, 
local exhaust or similar) and/or with the use of respiratory protection as required. 

Additionally, worker exposure to liquid in-plant effluents will be minimal. No exposures exceeding 29 
CFR 1910 (CFR, 2009g), Subpart Z are anticipated. Additionally, handling of all chemicals and wastes 
will be conducted in accordance with the site Environment, Health, and Safety Program which will 
conform to 29 CFR 1910 (CFR, 2009g) and specify the use of appropriate engineered controls, as well as 
personnel protective equipment, to minimize potential chemical exposures. 

Routine operations at the IIFP facility create the potential for radiation exposure to plant workers, 
members of the public, and the environment. Workers at the IIFP facility are subject to higher potential 
radiation exposures than members of the public because they are involved directly with handling depleted 
UF6 cylinders, processes handling DUF6, DUF4, and DU3O8, storage of DUF4 and depleted uranium 
oxides, and decontamination of containers and equipment. In addition to the radiological hazards 
associated with uranium, workers may potentially be exposed to the chemical hazards associated with 
uranium. However, workers at the IIFP facility are protected by the combination of the implementation of 
a Radiation Protection Program and a Health and Safety Program. 

Members of the general public also may be subject to potential radiation exposure due to routine 
operations at the IIFP facility. Public exposure to plant-related uranium may occur as the result of gaseous 
and liquid effluent discharges and transportation of UF6, and uranium oxides and storage of UF6, UF4, and 
uranium oxides. In each case, the amount of exposure incurred by the general public is expected to be 
very low. Engineered effluent controls, effluent sampling, and administrative limits, are in place to assure 
that any impacts on the health and safety of the public resulting from routine plant operations are 
maintained as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA). The effectiveness of the effluent controls will be 
confirmed through implementation of the Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program. 

Occupational injury rate at the IIFP plant is expected to be better than the industry average owing to the 
commitment that IIFP is making in a safe design basis for facilities and programs. IIFP senior 
management commitment to safety is evident by its safety experience at its existing Idaho Falls facility 
and the recognition it has received. Common occupational accidents at uranium plants similar to the 
proposed IIFP plant typically involve hand and finger injuries, tripping accidents, minor burns and 
impacts due to striking objects or slips/falls. 

The operation of the proposed IIFP plant would involve risks to workers, the public and the environment 
from potential accidents. IIFP has evaluated the consequences of potential accidents identified in the 
Integrated Safety Analysis (IIFP, 2009). The accidents evaluated are a representative selection of the 
types of accidents that are possible at the proposed IIFP site. 

The analytical methods used in this consequence assessment are based on NRC guidance for analysis of 
nuclear fuel-cycle facility accidents (NRC, 1998a). The hazards evaluated involve the release of UF6 
vapor from process systems that are designed to confine UF6 during normal operations. IIFP has 
committed to various preventive and mitigation measures to significantly reduce these risks. 

The potential for injuries and fatalities of workers exists during project construction and operation. 
Engineered controls, precautions, training, safety programs, and management measures will reduce the 
potential for worker injuries or fatalities. 
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Radiation and chemical releases from operations, in general, may cause adverse impacts. However, the 
releases and corresponding exposures from the IIFP facility would be well below regulatory limits and 
proportionally very small. In addition, IIFP would use safety procedures, spill prevention plans, and spill 
response plans in accordance with State and federal laws to avoid and investigate accidental spills or 
leaks. 

Implementation of both a radiation protection program and a health and safety program will protect 
workers at the IIFP facility. The Radiation Protection Program will comply with all applicable NRC 
requirements established in 10 CFR 20 (CFR, 2009a), Subpart B. Similarly, the Health and Safety 
Program at the IIFP plant will comply with applicable OSHA requirements established in 29 CFR 1910 
(CFR, 2009g). 

Although routine operations at the IIFP plant create the potential for radiological and nonradiological 
impacts on the environment and members of the public, plant design has incorporated features to 
minimize gaseous and liquid effluent releases and to keep them well below regulatory limits. These 
features include: 

• DUF6 cylinders are moved only when cool and when DUF6 is in solid form, which minimizes the 
risk of inadvertent release due to mishandling. 

• Process off-gas from DUF6 purification and other operations passes through de-sublimers to 
solidify and reclaim as much DUF6 as possible. Remaining gases pass through high-efficiency 
filters and chemical absorbers, which remove HF and uranium compounds. 

• Liquid and solid waste handling systems and techniques are used to control wastes and effluent 
concentrations. 

• Effluent paths are monitored and sampled to assure compliance with regulatory discharge limits.  

8.3.13  Waste Management Impacts 

Solid waste generated at the IIFP plant will be grouped into industrial (nonhazardous), radioactive and 
mixed, and hazardous waste categories. In addition, solid radioactive and mixed waste will be further 
segregated according to the quantity of liquid that is not readily separable from the solid material. The 
solid waste management systems will be in designated areas, administrative procedures, and practices that 
provide for the collection, temporary storage, (no solid waste processing is planned), and preparing for 
off-site disposal of categorized solid waste in accordance with regulatory requirements. Solid radioactive 
wastes generated will be low-level wastes (LLW) as defined in 10 CFR 61 (CFR, 2009a). See Table 8-1, 
“Estimated Annual Quantities of Waste Generated at the IIFP Facility.” 

Table 8- 1 Estimated Annual Quantities of Waste Generated at the IIFP Facility 

Material Phase 1 
(lb) 

Total Phase 1 and Phase 2 
(lb) 

Depleted uranium oxide 
including drums 2,800,000-6,000,000 8,700,000-18,000,000 

Other process LLW 42,000-68,000 45,500-73,000 
Misc, LLW 35,000-55,000 70,000-100,000 
RCRA 32,300-361,500* 45,500-174,000* 
Industrial waste including 
sanitary waste 71,000-108,500 85,400-135,000 

*Includes Calcium Fluoride which if not sold may be RCRA Waste. 
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The depleted uranium oxide waste from the de-conversion process is shipped to an off-site LLW disposal 
facility licensed for accepting depleted uranium oxide.  

Industrial waste, including sanitary waste, miscellaneous trash, vehicle air filters, empty cutting oil cans, 
miscellaneous scrap metal, and paper will be shipped to off-site facilities for recycle or minimization, and, 
then sent, if required, to a licensed waste disposal facility.  

Radioactive waste, including dust collector bags, ion exchange resin, crushed-contaminated drums, 
contaminated trash, contaminated coke-material and carbon-bed trap material will be collected in labeled 
containers in each Restricted Area and transferred to a temporary radioactive waste storage area for 
inspection. Suitable waste will be volume-reduced, if appropriate, and radioactive waste will be disposed 
at a licensed LLW disposal facility. 

Hazardous wastes and some mixed wastes will be generated at the IIFP site. These wastes will also be 
collected at the point of generation, transferred to a temporary waste storage area, inspected, and 
classified. Any mixed waste that may be processed to meet land disposal requirements may be treated in 
its original collection container and shipped as LLW for disposal at a licensed facility.  

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous wastes will be collected and packaged in 
approved containers and shipped by a licensed RCRA transporter and sent to licensed RCRA disposal 
facility. Under New Mexico regulations, a facility that generates more than 1,000 kg (2,200 lb) per month 
is a large quantity generator of RCRA wastes. In New Mexico, hazardous waste generators are classified 
by the actual monthly generation rate, not the annual average. 

There is no on-site disposal of any solid or liquid waste at the IIFP facility. Waste management impacts 
for on-site disposal, therefore, are not evaluated. 

The facility does not directly discharge any process effluents to natural surface waters or grounds onsite, 
and there is no tie into a Publicly Owned-Treatment Works (POTW). No public impact is expected from 
routine liquid effluent discharge as no process liquids are discharged offsite (process wastes are recycled).  

Worker exposure to liquid in-plant effluents is minimal. No exposures exceeding 29 CFR 1910, (CFR, 
2009b) Subpart Z is anticipated. Additionally, handling of all chemicals and wastes is conducted in 
accordance with the site Environment, Health, and Safety Program, which conforms to 29 CFR 1910 and 
specifies the use of appropriate engineered controls, as well as personnel protective equipment, to 
minimize potential chemical exposures. 

Process effluents are treated and recycled or reused within the processes. Relatively small amounts of 
aqueous and non-aqueous liquid waste generation can be expected. These miscellaneous materials are 
collected in approved containers. Solutions containing uranium may be sent to the Decontamination 
Building for removal of the uranium followed by evaporation of the treated water. Aqueous laboratory 
samples and other miscellaneous liquids from maintenance activities that may contain uranium are 
sampled to determine their uranium or hazardous waste content, collected in approved containers and sent 
to a licensed disposal facility appropriate for that type hazardous material, if applicable. Where potentially 
contaminated areas have to be cleaned with solutions, the solution, if contaminated, is sent to the 
Decontamination Building to remove uranium, evaporate the liquids, and package any uranium residues 
for shipment to an off-site licensed disposal facility. 
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Non-process waste liquids that are determined to contain regulated or hazardous contaminants are 
collected and disposed at an off-site licensed facility. Cooling water is recycled and steam condensate is 
either reused as process makeup water or treated and returned to the boiler.  

A retention basin is used for the collection and monitoring of general site storm water runoff.  

Sanitary sewage effluent is discharged into a package treatment unit where it will receive primary, 
secondary and tertiary treatment. Treated sanitary water is either reused in plant processes or for 
landscape watering. 

The highest priority has been assigned to minimizing the generation of waste through reduction, reuse or 
recycling. The IIFP plant is designed to minimize the usage of natural and depletable resources. Water is 
the primary depletable resource used at the facility. Closed-loop cooling systems have been incorporated 
in the designs to reduce water usage. Electric power usage also depletes fuel sources used in the 
production of the power. Power usage will be minimized by efficient design of lighting systems, selection 
of high-efficiency motors, and use of proper insulation materials. Chemical usage is optimized, not only 
to conserve resources, but also to preclude excessive waste production. Recyclable materials are used and 
recycled wherever practicable. 

ALARA controls will be maintained during facility operation to account for standard waste minimization 
practices as directed in 10 CFR 20 (CFR, 2009a). The outer packaging associated with consumables will 
be removed prior to use in a contaminated area to minimize the spread of contamination and waste 
generation. 

8.4  Relationship Between Short-Term Use of The Environment and The Maintenance and 
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity  

Consistent with the definitions established in Section 5.8 of NUREG-1748 (NRC, 2003), the terms “short-
term uses” and “long-term productivity” are defined as follows: 

• “Short-term uses” generally affect the present quality of life for the public (i.e., the planned 
license period for the Proposed IIFP Facility) 

• “Long-term productivity” affects the quality of life for future generations based on environmental 
sustainability (i.e., the period after license termination for the Proposed IIFP Facility). 

The plant would be consistent with local, State, and federal plans and permits. The short-term impacts and 
use of resources for the proposed plant as identified in Section 8.3 also would be consistent with the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity for New Mexico. 

The pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility 
would require short-term uses of environmental resources that would have a SMALL impact on the 
quality of life for the public. Impacts on the public from the short-term use of these environmental 
resources for the Proposed Action would be controlled and minimized to the extent practicable with the 
implementation of mitigation measures and good resource management practices. 

The Proposed IIFP Facility would be constructed on land already owned by the State. No identified 
cultural or historical resources would be impacted by the Proposed Action. The facility would create no 
visual/resource impacts that are out of character with the industries with the vicinity of the site, or alter its 
existing mixed land use setting. Potential impacts from geological conditions on the Proposed IIFP 
Facility are SMALL and mitigated through engineering controls. 
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Water-quality impacts from construction activities and operation of the Proposed Action would be 
SMALL due to the use of best management practices, as described in Chapters 4 and 5, and standard 
waste treatment operations. The Proposed Action does not use surface water as a source of water. Any 
impacts from the Proposed Action on groundwater quality are SMALL. Groundwater levels are not 
anticipated to change significantly in response to water usage required for the Proposed Action; therefore, 
water consumption by the Proposed IIFP Facility would not notably impact the supply of water to other 
users in the area.  

Construction and operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility and proposed access road would displace some 
local wildlife populations to nearby habitat and disrupt wildlife travel corridors. Human encounters with 
some wildlife could increase due to disruption of travel corridors and loss of habitat. No direct impacts to 
rare or unique habitats or commercially or recreationally valuable species would result from the Proposed 
Action. Overall, the Proposed Action will not noticeably alter the impact to biotic communities or 
wildlife, and the existence of these species would not be destabilized. Therefore, direct and indirect 
impacts to ecological resources from the Proposed Action are SMALL. 

Workers at the Proposed IIFP Facility would use appropriate safety equipment and procedures to limit to 
acceptable levels any radiation and chemical exposure that would occur during certain material-handling 
and maintenance activities required for operation of the uranium de-conversion process. During 
construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility, air emissions control 
systems, monitoring programs, and BMPs would be used to limit the amounts of air pollutants released to 
the atmosphere so as to not significantly affect the ambient air concentration levels to which the public is 
exposed. Solid wastes would be managed on site in accordance with good waste storage and handling 
practices and shipped for recycling, re-use, or final treatment or disposal at licensed facilities appropriate 
for the waste type. 

Overall population, economic, and social adverse impacts from the Proposed IIFP Facility are anticipated 
to be SMALL. The numbers of workers required for construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
Proposed IIFP Facility are expected not to significantly affect housing, educational, medical, law 
enforcement, and fire services in the region. The Proposed Action is not expected to result in 
disproportionately adverse impacts on low-income or minority residents. 

Motor vehicle traffic generated by the construction and operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility could 
increase traffic congestion during certain times of the day on NM 483 for the 1-1/2 mile stretch between 
Arkansas Junction and the site access road, creating MODERATE impacts, but overall transportation 
impacts would be SMALL on a regional basis. No residents will be impacted by noise during initial site 
preparation and construction activities for the Proposed IIFP Facility. Because most noise-generating 
sources associated with operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility would be located inside structures, noise 
impacts for the remainder of the operating life of the Proposed IIFP Facility would be SMALL. 

The pre-licensing and general construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Proposed IIFP Facility 
would permanently consume materials and energy resources that would no longer be available for use by 
future generations. Upon the permanent closure of the Proposed IIFP Facility, IIFP would decontaminate 
and decommission the buildings and equipment. 

The construction and operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility would require the short-term commitment of 
resources and would permanently commit certain resources (e.g., land, energy, construction materials) to 
the facility’s construction and operation. The short-term use of such resources would result in the long-
term socioeconomic benefits to the local area and the region through continued (and incremental) 
employment and expenditures as described in Section 4.10. Long-term productivity would be facilitated 
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by investment in dependent businesses in the local area and region and would provide further 
socioeconomic benefits to the local area and the region. 

8.5  No-Action Alternative 

The following types of impacts would be avoided in Lea County, New Mexico and the surrounding area 
by the No-Action Alternative. During construction activities, the short-term impacts that would be 
avoided by the No-Action Alternative include the potential soil erosion and fugitive emissions from dust 
and construction equipment; minor disruption to ecological habitats and cultural resources, noise from 
equipment; and traffic from worker transportation and supply deliveries. During operation, the No-Action 
Alternative that would be avoided includes increased traffic due to feed/product deliveries and shipments; 
worker transportation; increased demand on utility and waste services; and public and occupational 
exposure from effluent releases. 

While the No-Action Alternative would have no impact on the socioeconomic structure of the Lea 
County, New Mexico area, the Proposed Action would have moderate to significant beneficial effects. 
See Table 7-2, “Summary of Capital Cost Estimate for Phase 1 FEP/DUP Facility,” and Table 7-5, “Phase 
1 Plant Estimated Labor for Plant Personnel.” The results of the economic analysis show that the greatest 
fiscal impacts (i.e., 63% of total present value impacts) will be derived from the 20-24 month construction 
period associated with the proposed facility. The largest impact on local business revenues stems from 
local construction expenditures, while the most significant impact on household earnings and jobs is 
associated with construction payroll and employment projected during the construction period. Operation 
of the facility will also have a net positive impact on the nine-county area and will help diversify the 
regional economy and provide some additional insulation from the volatility of the oil and gas dependent 
economy of the region. 

IIFP has estimated the economic impacts to the local economy during the construction period and the 
indefinite operating license period of the IIFP facility. The analysis traces the economic impact of the 
Proposed IIFP Facility, identifying the impacts of the plant on revenues of local businesses, on incomes 
accruing to households, on employment, and on the revenues of state and local government. The analysis 
also explores the indirect impacts of the IIFP facility within an 80-km (50-mi) radius of the Site. Details 
of the analysis are provided in ER Section 7.1, “Economic Cost-Benefits, Plant Construction and 
Operation,” and are summarized below. 

IIFP estimates that the capital costs for the construction of the facility will total approximately $112 to 
$151 million for Phase 1 plus Phase 2 construction. IIFP anticipates annual operations payroll to be 
approximately $7.9 to $9.1 million for Phase 1 and approximately $9.6 to $10.5 million after Phase 2 
operation begins. The annual operating costs for the IIFP facility are about $28.5 million and up to $44 
million once Phase 2 is completed (expressed in 2009 dollars). 

8.6 Reasonable Alternative Actions 

Reasonable Alternatives were considered in comparison to the Proposed Action. One Reasonable 
Alternative considered includes other commercial enrichment plants constructing their own de-conversion 
facilities using their own technologies with impacts expected to be SMALL to MODERATE, depending 
upon the site-specific conditions. If those companies build new facilities to de-convert “tails” material, it 
is expected that the land use impacts for this Reasonable Alternative are greater than the Proposed Action, 
if aqueous HF generated by this alternative is not marketable or sold. This potentially greater impact is 
due to the difference in technologies that produce aqueous HF and in the treatment and generation of 
CaF2 waste if it cannot be sold. 
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Another Reasonable Alternative is that two of the enrichment companies have de-conversion facilities 
overseas, and they could choose to ship their DUF6 from the U.S. to their facilities for de-conversion. 
This alternative would require the other two enrichment companies in the U.S. to rely upon the No-Action 
Alternative or the Reasonable Alternatives stated in previous paragraph. 

Those companies that have existing overseas facilities and technologies would be required to ship DUF6 
overseas long-distances and may have to return the waste oxides to the United States for licensed disposal 
or may have to arrange with other countries for disposal. It is expected that transportation impacts for this 
option of shipping the DUF6 overseas may be greater than the Proposed Action. If those companies were 
to use their own technologies, it is expected that the aqueous HF, if not sold, would result in larger 
impacts than the Proposed Action.  

8.7  Conclusion 

Based on the cost-benefit analyses in ER Sections 7.1 and 7.2, and the minimal impacts to the affected 
environment demonstrated in Chapter 4, IIFP has concluded that the preferred alternative is the Proposed 
Action, construction and operation of the Proposed IIFP Facility. 
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APPENDIX A: GLOSSARY 

 

100-year flood: Refers to a flood elevation (for a given area) that has a 1% chance of being equaled or 
exceeded each year. The term 100-year flood is synonymous with the 1% annual chance flood.  

500-year flood: Refers to the flood elevation for a given area that has a 0.2% chance of being equaled or 
exceeded each year. This term is synonymous with the 0.2% annual chance flood.  

Absorbed Dose: The energy imparted to matter by ionizing radiation. The unit of absorbed dose is the 
rad. 

Activity: A measure of the rate at which a material emits nuclear radiation, usually given in terms of the 
number of nuclear disintegrations occurring in a given length of time. The common unit of activity is the 
curie, which amounts to 37 billion disintegrations per second. The International Standard unit of activity 
is the Becquerel and is equal to one disintegration per second. 

Air pollutant: Any substance in air which could, if in high enough concentration, harm humans, other 
animals, vegetation, or material. Pollutants may include almost any natural or artificial composition of 
matter capable of being airborne. 

Air quality: A measure of the quantity of pollutants, measured individually, in the air. These levels are 
often compared to regulatory standards. 

Air quality standards: The level of pollutants in the air prescribed by regulations that may not be 
exceeded during a specified time in a defined area. Air quality standards are used to provide a measure of 
the health-related and visual characteristics of the air. 

ALARA: Acronym for "as low as (is) reasonably achievable." An approach to keep radiation exposures 
(both to the workforce and the public) and releases of radioactive material to the environment at levels 
that are as low as social, technical, economic, practical, and public policy considerations allow. ALARA 
is not a dose limit; it is a practice whose objective is the attainment of dose levels as far below applicable 
limits as possible. 

Alluvium: Clay, silt, sand, and/or gravel deposits found in a stream channel or in low parts of a stream 
valley that is subject to flooding. Ancient alluvium deposits frequently occur above the elevation of 
present-day streams. 

Alpha particle: A positively charged particle emitted in the radioactive decay of certain nuclides. Made 
up of two protons and two neutrons bound together, it is identical to the nucleus of a helium atom. 

Alternative site: A ranked site, other than the proposed site, that was evaluated in the fine-screening step. 

Ambient air: The surrounding atmosphere, usually the outside air, as it exists around people, plants, and 
structures. It is not the air in immediate proximity to emission sources. 

Ambient Air Quality Standards: Standards established on a State or Federal level, that define the limits 
for airborne concentrations of designated “criteria” pollutants (nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon 
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monoxide, total suspended particulates, ozone, and lead), to protect public health with an adequate margin 
of safety (primary standards) and to protect public welfare, including plant and animal life, visibility, and 
materials (secondary standards). 

Ambient Sound Level: A sound level that represents the background noise from community or 
environmental sound sources. 

Amplification: The process by which soils and sediments near the surface modify ground shaking during 
earthquakes by reducing the velocity of earthquake waves and increasing their amplitude. 

Aqueous: Related to water. 

Aquifer: Geologic unit sufficiently permeable to conduct groundwater. 

Area of potential effects: The geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or 
indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The 
area of potential effects is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may be different for 
different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking  

Assay: The qualitative or quantitative analysis of a substance often used to determine the proportion of 
isotopes in radioactive materials. 

Atmosphere: The layer of air surrounding the earth. 

Atmospheric Dispersion: Movement of a contaminant as a result of the cumulative effect of the random 
motions of the air. Equivalent to eddy diffusion. 

Atom: Smallest unit of an element that is capable of entering into a chemical reaction and displays the 
other properties of the element. 

Atomic Energy Act of 1954 as amended: A federal law that created the Atomic Energy Commission, 
which later split into the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the Energy and Research and Development 
Administration (ERDA). ERDA became part of the Department of Energy in 1977. This act encouraged 
the development and use of nuclear energy and research for the general welfare and the security of the 
United States. This act authorized the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to regulate and license fuel 
fabrication facilities that seek to receive, possess, use, or transfer special nuclear material.  

Attainment area: A region that meets the U.S. EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
for a criteria pollutant under the Clean Air Act. 

Backfill: Materials, such as salt or a mixture of salt and other materials, used to reduce void volumes in 
storage panels or drifts. 

Background radiation: Radiation from: (1) naturally occurring radioactive materials, as they exist in 
nature prior to removal, transport, or enhancement or processing by man; (2) cosmic and natural 
terrestrial radiation; (3) global fallout as it exists in the environment; (4) consumer products containing 
nominal amounts of radioactive material or emitting nominal levels of radiation; and (5) radon and its 
progeny in concentrations or levels existing in buildings or the environment that have not been elevated as 
a result of current or past human activities. 
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Baseline: A quantitative expression of conditions, costs, schedule, or technical progress to serve as a base 
or standard for measurement during the performance of an effort; the established plan against which the 
status of resources and the progress of a project can be measured. 

Basin: A topographic or structurally low area compared to the immediately adjacent areas. 

Berm: An earthen enbankment; a long artificial mound of stone or earth similar to a dike or levee. 

Best Management Practices (BMP): Structural, nonstructural, and managerial techniques recognized to 
be the most effective and practical means to reduce surface water and groundwater contamination while 
still allowing the productive use of resources. 

Beta particle: A charged particle emitted from a nucleus during radioactive decay, with a mass equal to 
1/1837 that of a proton. A negatively charged beta particle is identical to an electron. A positively charged 
beta particle is called a positron. Large amounts of beta radiation may cause skin burns, and beta emitters 
are harmful if they enter the body. Beta particles may be stopped by thin sheets of metal or plastic. 

Biotic community: A group of organisms living and interacting within the same habitat. 

Bounding: That which represents the maximum reasonably foreseeable event or impact. All other 
reasonably foreseeable events or impacts would have fewer and/or less severe environmental 
consequences. 

Buffer area: A designated area of land that is designed to permanently remain vegetated in an 
undisturbed and natural condition in order to protect an adjacent aquatic or wetland site from upland 
impacts and to provide habitat for wildlife. 

Carbon monoxide: An odorless, colorless, poisonous gas produced by incomplete burning of carbon in 
fuels. Exposure to carbon monoxide reduces the delivery of oxygen to the body's organs and tissues. 
Elevated levels can cause impairment of visual perception, manual dexterity, learning ability, and 
performance of complex tasks. 

Caliche: Calcium carbonate (CaCO3) deposited in the soils of arid or semiarid regions. 

Cancer: Any malignant new growth of abnormal cells or tissue. 

Carcinogen: An agent capable of producing or inducing cancer. 

Cenozoic: An era of geologic time, from the beginning of the Tertiary period to the present; considered to 
have begun about 65 million years ago. 

Census block: The smallest geographic unit used by the U.S. Census Bureau for tabulation of 100% data 
(data collected from all houses, rather than a sample of houses). Several Census blocks make up Census 
Block Groups, which can be combined to create census tracts. 

Census tract: An area usually containing between 2,500 and 8,000 persons that is used for organizing 
and monitoring census data. The geographic dimensions of census tracts vary widely, depending on 
population density. Census tracts do not cross county borders. 
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Chemical equilibrium: The state of a reaction in which its forward and reverse reactions occur at equal 
rates so that the concentrations of the reactants do not change with time. 

Class Y: Refers to the retention time of radioactive material in the pulmonary region of the lung. The 
classification of Y applies to a range of clearance half-times of greater than 100 days. 

Clean Air Act: A Federal law that requires the EPA to set and enforce air pollutant emissions standards 
for stationary sources and motor vehicles. 

Climatology: The science devoted to the study of the conditions of the natural environment (rainfall, 
daylight, temperature, humidity, air movement) prevailing in specific regions of the earth. 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR): All Federal regulations in force are published in codified form in 
the Code of Federal Regulations. 

Committed dose equivalent: The predicted dose equivalent to a tissue or organ over a 50-year period 
after an intake of a radionuclide into the body. It does not include dose contributions from radiation 
sources external to the body. Committed dose equivalent is expressed in units of rem (or sievert). (1 rem 
= 0.01 sievert). 

Committed effective dose equivalent: The sum of the committed dose equivalents to various organs or 
tissues in the body from radioactive material taken into the body, each multiplied by the tissue-specific 
weighting factor. Committed effective dose equivalent is expressed in units of rem (or sievert). 

Community: A group of people or a site within a spatial scope exposed to risks that potentially threaten 
health, ecology, or land values, or exposed to industry that stimulates unwanted noise, odors, industrial 
traffic, particulate matter, or other nonaesthetic impacts. 

Concentration: The amount of a substance contained in a unit quantity (mass or volume) of a sample. 

Confined aquifer: An aquifer bounded above and below by impermeable beds, or by beds of 
distinctively lower permeability than that of the aquifer itself, allowing the groundwater to be under 
pressure; an aquifer containing confined water. 

Conservative: When used with predictions or estimates, leaning on the side of pessimism. A 
conservative estimate is one in which the uncertain inputs are used in the way that provides a reasonable 
upper limit of the estimate of an impact. 

Consumptive use: Water use where the water is withdrawn from the source and not returned. 

Containment: Retention of a material or substance within prescribed boundaries. 

Contamination: The presence of excess radioactive material from an activity in or on a material or 
property. 

Cooling water: Water circulated through a nuclear reactor or processing plant to remove heat. 

Cosmogenic: Produced by the action of rays that come from outer space. 
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Cost-benefit analysis: A formal quantitative procedure comparing costs and benefits of a proposed 
project or act under a set of pre-established rules. 

Council on Environmental Quality: The President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) was 
established by the enactment of National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The CEQ is responsible for 
developing regulations to be followed by all federal agencies in developing and implementing their own 
specific NEPA implementation policies and procedures. 

Criteria pollutants: Six pollutants (ozone, carbon monoxide, total suspended particulates, sulfur dioxide, 
lead, and nitrogen oxide) known to be hazardous to human health and for which the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency sets National Ambient Air Quality Standards under the Clean Air Act. 

Critical habitat: The specific areas within the geographical area occupied by a species at the time it is 
listed as threatened or endangered on which are found those physical or biological features that are 
essential to the conservation of the species and that may require special management considerations or 
protection. It also includes specific areas outside the geographical area occupied by the species at the time 
it is listed if these areas are determined to be essential for the conservation of the species. 

Cultural resources: Archaeological sites, architectural features, traditional use areas, and Native 
American sacred sites or special use areas. 

Cumulative impacts: Cumulative impacts are those impacts on the environment that result from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place 
over a period of time. 

Curie: A unit of radioactivity equal to 37 billion (3.7 x 1010) disintegrations per second. 

Day-night Average Sound Level (LDN): A sound level that represents the average sound level during 
daytime hours and nighttime hours, with the nighttime hours having a 10 dB increase to represent the 
higher sensitivity of humans at those hours. 

Decibel (dB): A standard unit for measuring sound-pressure levels based on a reference sound pressure of 
0.0002 dyne per square centimeter. This is the smallest sound a human can hear. In general, a sound 
doubles in loudness with every increase of slightly more than 3 decibels. 

Decibel, A-weighted (dBA): A number representing the sound level which is frequency weighted 
according to a prescribed frequency response established by the American National Standards Institute 
and accounts for the response of the human ear. 

Decommissioning: The removal from active service of a facility. 

Decontamination: The reduction or removal of contaminating radioactive material from a structure, area, 
object, or person. Decontamination may be accomplished by (1) treating the surface to remove or 
decrease the contamination, (2) letting the material stand so that the radioactivity is decreased as a result 
of natural radioactive decay, or (3) covering the contamination to shield or attenuate the radiation emitted  



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page A-6 
 

Delaware Basin: An area in southeastern New Mexico and the adjacent parts of Texas where the Permian 
sea deposited a large thickness of evaporites some 220 to 280 million years ago. It is partially surrounded 
by the Capitan Reef. 

Depleted uranium: Uranium having a percentage of uranium-235 smaller than the 0.7 percent found in 
natural uranium. It is obtained from spent (used) fuel elements or as byproduct tails, or residues, from 
uranium isotope separation. 

Depleted uranium hexafluoride (DUF6): A compound of uranium and fluorine from which most of the 
uranium-235 isotope has been removed. 

Design life: The design life of components or systems generally refers to the estimated minimum period 
of time that the component or system is expected to perform within specifications before the effects of 
aging result in performance deterioration or a requirement to replace the component or system. 

Diffusion: Movement of atoms, ions, or molecules of one substance into or through another as a result of 
thermal or concentration gradients. 

Direct jobs: The number of workers required at a site to implement an alternative. 

Distribution coefficient: In an aquifer, the ratio of the concentration of a substance absorbed by the rock 
to the concentration of the substance remaining in solution. A large distribution coefficient implies that 
the substance moves much more slowly than the groundwater. It is measured in units of cubic centimeters 
per gram or equivalent. 

Dose (absorbed dose): The energy imparted to matter per unit mass by ionizing radiation. The unit of 
absorbed dose is the rad (or gray [Gy]). It is used as a general term for dose equivalent, total effective 
dose equivalent, and committed dose equivalent. 

Dose conversion factor: A numerical factor used in converting radionuclide intake (curies) in the body to 
the resultant dose equivalence (rem or person-rem). 

Dose equivalent: The product of absorbed dose in rad (or gray) in tissue and a quality factor. Dose 
equivalent is expressed in units of rem (or sievert). 

Dose rate: The radiation dose delivered per unit time (e.g., rem per hour). 

Dosimetry: The theory and application of the principles and techniques involved in the measurement and 
recording of radiation doses. Its practical aspect is concerned with the use of various types of radiation 
instruments with which measurements are made (i.e., film badge, thermoluminescent dosimeter, and 
Geiger counter). 

Ecology: The science dealing with the relationship of all living things with each other and with the 
environment. 

Ecoregion: A classification of land based on similar climate, vegetation, and topography. 

Economic: A distinctive part of the economy of a geographic region defined by a sector standard 
industrial classification scheme. One such scheme defines “major” sectors and divides them into 
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subsectors; for example, the major sector “trade” contains the subsectors “wholesale trade” and “retail 
trade.”  Another classification scheme specifies “primary” and “secondary” sectors; the criterion for 
including a sector in the primary classification is that its level of activity is generally not controlled by the 
level of economic activity in the region; a primary industry, in other words, produces goods and services 
for export from the region. 

Effective dose equivalent: The sum of the products of the dose equivalent received by specified organs 
or tissues of the body and a tissue-specific weighting factor. The effective dose equivalent is expressed in 
units of rem (or sievert). 

Effluent: A gas or fluid discharged into the environment, treated or untreated. Most frequently, the term 
applies to wastes discharged to surface waters. 

EIS: Environmental impact statement; a document required by the National Environmental Policy Act for 
proposed major Federal actions involving potentially significant environmental impacts. 

Element: One of the known chemical substances that cannot be divided into simpler substances by 
chemical means. 

Emissions: Substances that are discharged into the air. 

Emission standards: Legally enforceable limits on the quantities and/or kinds of air contaminants that 
can be emitted into the atmosphere. 

Endangered species: Plants and animals that are threatened with extinction, serious depletion, or 
destruction of critical habitat. Requirements for declaring a species endangered are contained in the 
Endangered Species Act. 

Endangered Species Act of 1973: An act requiring federal agencies, with the consultation and assistance 
of the Secretaries of the Interior and Commerce, to ensure that their actions will not likely jeopardize the 
continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or adversely affect the habitat of such 
species. 

Energy: The capacity for doing work. 

Environment: The sum of all external conditions and influences affecting the life development and, 
ultimately, the survival of an organism. 

Environmental justice: The fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, incomes, and educational 
levels with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, 
regulations, and policies. Fair treatment implies that no population of people should be forced to shoulder 
a disproportionate share of the negative environmental impacts of pollution or environmental hazards due 
to a lack of political or economic strength. 

Environmental monitoring: The act of measuring, either continuously or periodically, some quantity of 
interest, such as radioactive material in the air. 

Eocene: An epoch of the Tertiary period, occurring from 55 to 40 million years ago and characterized by 
the advent of the modern mammalian orders. 
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Ephemeral stream: A stream channel that carries water only during part of the year, immediately after 
periods of rainfall or snowmelt. 

Equilibrium: A state of rest in a chemical or mechanical system.  

ER: Environmental Report required as part of an environmental assessment, which identifies, describes 
and evaluates the likely significant effects on the environment of implementing a plan or program. 

Erosion: Removal and transport of materials by wind, ice, or water on the earth’s surface. 

Escarpment: A long, nearly continuous cliff or relatively steep slope facing in one general direction, 
breaking the continuity of the land by separating two level or gently sloping surfaces, and produced by 
erosion or faulting. 

Evapotranspiration: Loss of water from the earth’s surface to the atmosphere by a combination of 
evaporation from the soil, lakes, streams, and transpiration from plants. 

Exposure: Measure of the ionization produced in air by X or gamma radiation. It is the sum of the 
electrical charges on all ions of one sign produced in air when all electrons liberated by photons in a 
volume element of air are completely stopped in air, divided by the mass of the air in the volume element. 

Exposure limit: The level of exposure to a hazardous chemical (set by law or a standard) at which or 
below which adverse human health effects are not expected to occur: 

Exposure pathways: A route or sequence of processes by which a radioactive or hazardous material may 
move through the environment to humans or other organisms. Each exposure pathway includes a source 
or release from a source, an exposure point, and an exposure route. 

Fault: A fracture or a zone of fractures along which there has been displacement parallel to the fracture. 

Fission (nuclear): The splitting of a heavy nucleus typically into two approximately equal parts 
(infrequently three parts), which are nuclei of lighter elements, accompanied by the release of energy and 
generally one or more neutrons. Fission can occur spontaneously or can be induced by nuclear 
bombardment. 

Floodplain: Low-lying areas adjacent to rivers and streams that are subject to natural inundations 
typically associated with precipitation. 

Formation: A mappable geologic body of rock identified by lithic characteristics and stratigraphic 
position. Formations may be combined into groups or subdivided into members. 

Fuel cycle: The series of steps involved in supplying fuel for nuclear power reactors. It can include 
mining, milling, isotopic enrichment, fabrication of fuel elements, use in a reactor, chemical reprocessing 
to recover the fissionable material remaining in the spent fuel, re-enrichment of the fuel material, re-
fabrication into new fuel elements, and waste disposal. 

Fugitive Dust: Any solid particulate matter (PM) that becomes airborne, other than that emitted from an 
exhaust stack, directly or indirectly as a result of the activities of man. Fugitive dust may include emission 
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from haul roads, wind erosion of exposed soil surfaces, and other activities in which soil is either 
removed or redistributed. 

Gamma: Short-wavelength electromagnetic radiation (high-energy photons) emitted In the radioactive 
decay of certain nuclides. Gammas are the same as gamma rays or gamma waves. 

Gaussian plume: The distribution of material (a plume) in the atmosphere resulting from the release of 
pollutants from a stack or other source. The distribution of concentrations about the centerline of the 
plume, which is assumed to decrease as a function of its distance from the source and centerline 
(Gaussian distribution), depends on the mean wind speed and atmospheric stability. 

Geology: The science that deals with the earth; the materials, processes, environments, and history of the 
planet, especially the lithosphere, including the rocks, their formation, and structure. 

Geology and Soils: Those Earth resources that may be described in terms of landforms, geology, and soil 
conditions. 

Glovebox: An airtight box used to work with hazardous material, vented to a closed filtering system, 
having gloves attached inside of the box to protect the worker. 

Gray (Gy): The international system (SI) unit of absorbed dose. One gray is equal to an absorbed dose of 
1 Joule/kilogram (one gray equals 100 rads)  

Gross alpha: The total rate of alpha particle emission from a sample, without regard to energy 
distribution or source nuclides. 

Gross beta: The total rate of emission of beta particles from a sample, without regard to energy 
distributions or source nuclides. 

Groundwater: All subsurface water, especially that contained in the saturated zone below the water 
table. 

Habitat: The part of the physical environment in which a plant or animal lives. 

Half-life: Time required for a radionuclide to lose 50 percent of its activity by decay. Each radionuclide 
has a unique half-life; that is, half of a particular radionuclide will decay in a specified amount of time; 
then half of the remaining portion will decay in the same amount of time, and so on.  Half-life can also 
refer to the length of time that a chemical/radionuclide/ biological agent remains in the body. Each 
material has biologically unique half-lives, depending on the substance, the organ of concern, and its 
route of elimination. 

Hazard index: An indicator of the potential toxicological hazard from exposure to a particular substance. 
The hazard index is equal to an individual’s estimated exposure divided by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency’s substance-specific reference dose. 

Hazardous chemical: Under 29 CFR Part 1910, Subpart Z, "hazardous chemicals" are defined as "any 
chemical, which is a physical hazard or a health hazard."  Physical hazards include combustible liquids, 
compressed gases, explosives, flammables, organic peroxides, oxidizers, pyrophorics, and reactives. A 
health hazard is any chemical for which there is good evidence that acute or chronic health effects occur 
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in exposed employees. Hazardous chemicals include carcinogens, toxic or highly toxic agents, 
reproductive toxins, irritants, corrosives, sensitizers, hepatotoxins, nephrotoxins, agents that act on the 
hematopoietic system, and agents that damage the lungs, skin, eyes or mucous membranes. 

Hazardous waste: According to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, a waste that, because of 
its characteristics, may (1) cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in 
serious irreversible illness, or (2) pose a substantial hazard to human health or the environment when 
improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed. Hazardous wastes possess at 
least one of the following characteristics: ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity. Hazardous waste 
is nonradioactive. 

Head: When used in a hydraulic sense, it is understood to mean static head. The static head is the height 
above a standard datum of the surface of a column of water (or other liquid) that can be supported by the 
static pressure at a given point. 

Herbaceous: Non-woody vegetation. 

Heels: In the uranium enrichment process, heels refer to the residual solid uranium hexafluoride left after 
the feed rate declines to a predetermined level. 

High efficiency particulate air filter: This filter is designed to remove 99.9 percent of particles as small 
as 0.3 micrometer in diameter from a flowing air stream. 

Historic Resources: The sites, districts, structures, and objects associated with historic events, persons, 
or social or historic movements. 

Historic and Cultural Resources: Cultural resources include any prehistoric or historic district, site, 
building, structure, or object resulting from, or modified by, human activity. Historic properties are 
cultural resources listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register of Historic Places. 

Holding ponds: Engineered depressions in the land that contain storm-water runoff until it can slowly 
seep back into the ground or evaporate. 

Holocene: An epoch of the Quaternary period, from the end of the Pleistocene, approximately 10,000 
years ago, to the present time; also known as the Recent period. 

Hydraulic conductivity: A quantity that describes the rate at which water flows through an aquifer. It 
has units of length/time and is equal to the hydraulic transmissivity divided by the thickness of the 
aquifer. 

Hydraulic gradient: A quantity that describes the rate of change of pressure head per unit of distance of 
flow at a given point and in a given direction. 

Immediately dangerous to life and health (IDLH): A term that represents a maximum airborne 
concentration from which one could escape within 30 minutes without any escape-impairing symptoms or 
any irreversible health effects. 
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Impacts: An assessment of the meaning of changes in all attributes being studies for a given resource. An 
aggregation of all of the adverse effects, usually measured using a qualitative and nominally subjective 
technique. 

Indirect effects: Those effects that would not directly destroy the physical integrity of a significant 
cultural resource, but would either adversely affect an element or elements that contribute to the 
significance of the resource or would increase the risk of destruction by outside action. 

Indirect jobs: Jobs generated or lost in related industries within a regional economic area as a result of a 
change in direct employment. 

Ingestion: To take in by mouth. Material that is ingested enters the digestive system. 

Inhalation: To take in by breathing. Material that is inhaled enters the lungs. 

In situ: In the natural or original position; i.e., in place. 

Integrated Safety Analysis (ISA): A formalized and documented process that identifies potential 
accident sequences in a plant's operations, designates items relied on for safety to either prevent such 
accidents or mitigate their consequences to an acceptable level, and describes  management measures to 
provide reasonable assurance of the availability and reliability of items relied on for safety. 

Intensity (earthquake): a measure of the effects of an earthquake on humans and structures at a 
particular place. It is measured in numerical units on the modified Mercalli scale. 

Interbed: A bed of one kind of rock occurring between or alternating with beds of another rock type. 

Intermittent: A feature that contains water for only part of the year, typically during winter and spring, 
when the aquatic bed is below the water table. An intermittent stream often lacks the biological and 
hydrological characteristics commonly associated with the conveyance of water. 

Ionization: The process that creates ions. Nuclear radiation, X-rays, high temperatures, and electric 
discharges can cause ionization. 

Ionizing radiation: Radiation capable of displacing electrons from atoms or molecules to produce ions. 

Isotope: An atom of a chemical element with a specific atomic number and atomic weight. Isotopes of 
the same element have the same number of protons but different numbers of neutrons. Isotopes are 
identified by the name of the element and the total number of protons and neutrons in the nucleus. For 
example, uranium-235 is an isotope of uranium with 92 protons and 143 neutrons and uranium-238 is an 
isotope of uranium with 92 protons and 146 neutrons. 

Karst: A topography characterized by sinkholes, caves, and disappearing streams formed by dissolution 
in limestone, dolomite, and evaporite bedrock. 

Land Use: The way land is developed and used in terms of the kinds of anthropogenic activities that 
occur (e.g., agriculture, residential areas, industrial areas). 
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Latent cancer fatalities: Deaths resulting from cancer that has become active after a latent period 
following radiation exposure. Latent cancer fatalities can be calculated for the public by using the risk 
conversion factor of 5x10-4 deaths per person rem and for the worker by using the risk conversion factor 
of 4x10-4 deaths per person-rem. 

Leaching: The process of extracting a soluble component from a solid by the percolation of a solvent, 
such as water, through the solid. 

Lead: A heavy metal element formerly added to gasoline and paint for improved performance 
characteristics. Lead can be inhaled and ingested in food, water, soil, or dust. High exposure to lead can 
cause seizures, mental retardation, and/or behavioral disorders. Low exposure to lead can lead to central 
nervous system damage. 

Lithic: A cultural artifact made of stone. 

Lithologic: The character of a rock described in terms of its structure, color, mineral composition, grain 
size, and arrangement of its component parts; all those visible features that in the aggregate impart 
individuality to the rock. 

Loam: A rich, friable soil containing a relatively equal mixture of sand and silt and a somewhat smaller 
proportion of clay. 

Low-enriched uranium (LEU): Uranium enriched in the isotope uranium-235, greater than 0.7 percent 
but less than 20 percent of the total mass. Naturally occurring uranium contains about 0.7 percent 
uranium-235, almost all the rest is uranium-238. 

Low-level mixed waste: Low-level waste that also contains hazardous chemical components regulated 
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. 

Low-level radioactive waste: Wastes containing source, special nuclear, or by-product material are 
acceptable for disposal in a land disposal facility. For the purposes of this definition, low-level waste has 
the same meaning as in the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act, that is, radioactive waste not 
classified as high-level radioactive waste, transuranic waste, spent nuclear fuel, or by-product material as 
defined in section 11e.(2) of the Atomic Energy Act (uranium or thorium tailings and waste). 

Low-income population: A population where 25 percent or more of the population is identified as living 
in poverty. 

Magnitude (earthquake): A measure of the total energy released by an earthquake. It is commonly 
measured in numerical units on the Richter scale. Each unit, e.g. 7, is different from an adjacent unit by a 
factor of 30. 

Maximally exposed individual (MEI): A hypothetical person who—because of proximity, activities, or 
living habits—could receive the highest possible dose of radiation or of a hazardous chemical from a 
given event or process. 

Meteorology: The science dealing with the atmosphere and its phenomena, especially as relating to 
weather. 
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Mesozoic: An era of geologic time, from the end of the Paleozoic era to the beginning of the Cenozoic 
era, or from about 225 million years to about 65 million years ago. 

Microcurie: One millionth of a curie. That amount of radioactive material that disintegrates (decays) at 
the rate of 37 thousand atoms per second. 

Migration: The natural travel of a material through the air, soil, or groundwater. 

Millirem (mrem): One thousandth of a rem (0.001 rem). 

Mitigation: A series of actions implemented to ensure that projected impacts will result in no net loss of 
habitat value or wildlife populations. The purpose of mitigative actions is to avoid, minimize, rectify, or 
compensate for any adverse environmental impact. 

Mixed waste: Waste that contains both "hazardous waste" and "radioactive waste" as defined in this 
glossary. 

Mixing height: The height above the earth’s surface through which relatively strong vertical mixing of 
the atmosphere occurs. 

Modified Mercalli Intensity: A measurement of earthquake intensity based on the effects to people and 
structures. Ranges from I (low) to XII (total destruction), as opposed to the Richter scale, which measures 
the energy of the earthquake. Mercalli scale is often used to classify earthquakes that were not recorded 
on modern seismographs. 

Molecular weight: The weight of a molecule of a chemical expressed in atomic mass units. 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS): Air quality standards established by the Clean Air 
Act, as amended. The primary NAAQS are intended to protect the public health with an adequate margin 
of safety, and the secondary NAAQS are intended to protect the public welfare from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant. 

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP): Emission standards for the 
control of releases of specified hazardous air pollutants, including radionuclides. These were implemented 
in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977. 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969: A federal law constituting the basic national 
charter for protection of the environment. The act calls for the preparation of an environmental impact 
statement (EIS) for every major federal action that may significantly affect the quality of the human or 
natural environment. The main purpose is to ensure that environmental information is provided to 
decision makers so that their actions are based on an understanding of the potential environmental and 
socioeconomic consequences of a proposed action and the reasonable alternatives. 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA): A federal law providing that property resources with 
significant national historic value be placed on the National Register of Historic Places. It does not 
require permits; rather, it mandates consultation with the proper agencies whenever it is determined that a 
proposed action might impact a historic property. 
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National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD): National dataset that depicts land cover based on categories, 
including open water, perennial ice/snow, open space developed, low intensity developed, medium 
intensity developed, high intensity developed, barren land, deciduous forest, evergreen forest, mixed 
forest, scrub/shrub, grassland/herbaceous, pasture/hay, cultivated crops, woody wetlands, and emergent 
herbaceous wetlands. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES): Federal permitting system required for 
any discharges to waters of the United States regulated through the Clean Water Act, as amended. 

National Register of Historic Places: A list maintained by the National Park Service of architectural, 
historic, archaeological, and cultural sites of local, state, or national importance. 

Natural Resources Conservation Service: An organization within the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
aimed at helping America’s private land owners and managers conserve their soil, water, and other 
natural resources. 

Non-Attainment Areas: An area that has been designated by the Environmental Protection Agency, or 
the appropriate state air quality agency, as exceeding one or more national or state Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. 

Non-consumptive use: Water use where the water is withdrawn from the source and returned. 

Normal operations: Conditions during which facilities and processes operate as expected or designed. In 
general, normal operations include the occurrence of some infrequent events that, although not considered 
routine, are not classified as accidents 

NOx : Oxides of nitrogen, primarily nitrogen oxide and nitrogen dioxide. These are produced primarily by 
combustion of fossil fuels, and can constitute an air pollution problem. 

Nuclide: A species of atom, characterized by its number of protons, number of neutrons, and energy state. 

Off-site: Area outside the property boundary (or outside the fence line) of a facility. 

On-site: Area inside the property boundary (or inside the fence line) of a facility. 

Order of magnitude: A multiple of ten. When a measurement is made with a result such as 3 x 107, the 
exponent of 10 is the order of magnitude of that measurement. To say that this result is known to within 
an order of magnitude is to say that the true value lies between 3 x 106 and 3 x 108. 

Organic compounds: Of or designating carbon compounds. (Some simple compounds of carbon, such as 
carbon dioxide, are frequently classified as inorganic compounds.) 

Outfall: The place where effluent is discharged into receiving waters. 

Oxide: A compound consisting of an element combined with oxygen. 

Ozone: A molecule of oxygen in which three oxygen atoms are chemically attached to each other. 
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Package: In the regulations governing the transportation of radioactive materials, the packaging together 
with its radioactive contents as presented for transport. 

Packaging: A shipping container without its contents. 

Paleocene – Noting or pertaining to an epoch of the Tertiary period, from 65 to 55 million years ago, and 
characterized by a proliferation of mammals. 

Particulate matter: Materials such as dust, dirt, soot, smoke, and liquid droplets that are emitted into the 
air by sources such as factories, power plants, cars, construction activity, fires, and natural windblown 
dust. Exposure to high concentrations of particulate matter can affect breathing, aggravate existing 
respiratory and cardiovascular disease, alter the body's defense systems against foreign materials, damage 
lung tissue, and cause premature death. 

Peak ground acceleration: The maximum acceleration experienced by the particle on the ground during 
the course of the earthquake motion. 

Permeability: The capability of a soil or rock to transmit a fluid. 

Pedestrian inspection: The process of walking over an area with the goal of identifying whether or not 
cultural materials or architectural debris are observable on the ground surface. Such an inspection can 
either be systematic or random, depending on project goals and/or field conditions. Systematic pedestrian 
inspection typically involves one or more individuals walking along evenly spaced transects aligned 
either to cardinal directions or landform shape. 

Perennial: A feature that contains water year round during a year of normal rainfall, with the aquatic bed 
located below the water table for most of the year. A perennial stream exhibits the typical biological, 
hydrological, and physical characteristics commonly associated with the continuous conveyance of water. 

Personnel monitoring: The use of portable survey meters to determine the amount of radioactive 
contamination on individuals; or, the use of dosimetry to determine an individual's occupational radiation 
dose. 

Person-rem: A measure of the radiation dose to a given population; the sum of the individual radiation 
doses received by that population. 

pH: A measure of the hydrogen ion concentration in aqueous solution. Pure water has a pH of 7, acidic 
solutions have a pH less than 7, and alkaline solutions have a pH greater than 7. 

Physiographic: Geographic regions based on geologic setting. 

Pigtail operations: Refers to the activities related to the connection and disconnection of the valving and 
hosing associated with feed and withdrawal operations. 

Plate (Tectonic): The two sub-layers of the earth’s crust (lithosphere) that move, float, and sometimes 
fracture; the interaction of these layers causes continental drift, earthquakes, volcanoes, mountains, and 
oceanic trenches. 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page A-16 
 

Pleistocene: Noting or pertaining to the epoch forming the earlier half of the Quaternary period, 
beginning about 1.75 million years ago and ending 11,500 years ago, characterized by widespread glacial 
ice and the advent of modern humans. 

Pliocene: Noting or pertaining to an epoch of the Tertiary period, occurring from 5 to 1.75 million years 
ago and characterized by the increased size and numbers of mammals, by the growth of mountains, and 
by global climatic cooling. 

Plio-Pleistocene: A generalized period of geologic time that straddles the chronostratigraphic boundary 
(approximately 1.8 million years ago) between the Pliocene and Pleistocene epochs. This period occurs 
sometime after the beginning (approximately 5 million years ago) of the Pliocene epoch (last epoch of the 
Tertiary period) and extends for some unspecified period of time into the more recent Pleistocene epoch 
(first epoch of the Quaternary period ending approximately 11.5 thousand years ago). 

Plume: The elongated pattern of contaminated air or water originating at a point source, such as a 
smokestack or a hazardous waste disposal site. 

PM10 : Particulate matter with a 10-micron or less aerodynamic diameter. PM10 includes PM2.5. 

PM2.5: Particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 µm or less. Since it is very small, PM2.5 is 
important because it can be inhaled deep into the lungs. 

Point source: A source of effluents that is small enough in dimensions that it can be treated as if it were a 
point. The converse is a diffuse source. A point source can be either a continuous source or a source that 
emits effluents only in puffs or for a short time. 

Pollutant: Any material entering the environment that has undesired effects. 

Pollution: The addition of an undesirable agent to the environment in excess of the rate at which natural 
processes can degrade, assimilate, or disperse it. 

Pollution prevention: The use of any process, practice, or product that reduces or eliminates the 
generation and release of pollutants, hazardous substances, contaminants, and wastes, including those that 
protect natural resources through conservation or more efficient utilization. 

Population dose: The sum of the radiation doses received by the individual members of a population. 

Porosity: Percentage of void space in a material. 

Potable water: Water that is safe for human consumption. 

Potentiometric surface: Surface to which water in an aquifer would rise by hydrostatic pressure. It is 
usually represented in figures as a contour map, in which each point indicates how high the water would 
rise in a well tapping that aquifer at that point. 

Precambrian: All geologic time and its corresponding rocks before the beginning of the Paleozoic era, 
equal to about 90% of geologic time. The Precambrian ended 570 million years ago, during which the 
Earth’s crust formed and life first appeared in the seas. 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page A-17 
 

Prehistoric: Predating written history, in North America, also predating contact with Europeans. 

Progeny: Stable or radioactive elements formed by the radioactive decay of another nuclide, which is the 
“parent.” 

Quality Factor: A modifying factor used to calculate the dose equivalent from absorbed dose. The 
quality factor can vary by type and energy of the ionizing radiation. 

Quaternary: Noting or pertaining to the present period of Earth’s history, forming the latter part of the 
Cenozoic era, originating about 2 million years ago and including the Recent and Pleistocene epochs. 

Rad: The special unit for radiation absorbed dose, which is the amount of energy from any type of 
ionizing radiation (e.g., alpha, beta, gamma, neutrons, etc.) deposited in any medium (e.g., water, tissue, 
air). A dose of one rad means the absorption of 100 ergs (a small but measurable amount of energy) per 
gram of absorbing tissue (100 rad = 1 gray). 

Radiation: Ionizing radiation; e.g., alpha particles, beta particles, gamma rays, X-rays, neutrons, protons, 
and other particles capable of producing ion pairs in matter. As used in this document, radiation does not 
include nonionizing radiation. 

Radiation standards: Exposure standards, permissible concentrations, rules for safe handling, 
regulations for transportation, regulations for industrial control of radiation, and control of radioactive 
material by legislative means. 

Radioactive waste: Materials from nuclear operations that are radioactive or are contaminated with 
radioactive materials and for which there is no practical use or for which recovery is impractical. 

Radioactivity: The property or characteristic of radioactive material to undergo spontaneous 
transformations (“disintegrations” or “decay”) with the emission of energy in the form of radiation. It 
means the rate of spontaneous transformations of a radionuclide. The unit of radioactivity is the curie (or 
becquerel). (1 curie = 3.7x1010 becquerel). 

Radionuclide: A nuclide that emits radiation by spontaneous transformation. 

Rare: Species listed as threatened, endangered, or other special concern by the state or federal 
government. 

Recharge: The downward vertical flow of groundwater to an aquifer. Recharge may be from seepage 
through the unsaturated zone (for unconfined aquifers) or downward flow from overlying layers (for 
confined aquifers). 

Reference dose: The reference dose is an estimate of the daily exposure to the human population 
(including sensitive subgroups) that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious effects 
during a portion of the lifetime (subchronic reference dose), or during a lifetime (chronic reference dose). 

Regional economic area: A geographic area consisting of an economic node and the surrounding 
counties that are economically related and include the places of work and residences of the labor force. 
The U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis defines each regional economic area. 
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Region of influence (ROI): The physical area that bounds the environmental, sociological, economic, or 
cultural features of interest for the purpose of analysis. A site-specific geographic area that includes the 
counties where approximately 90 percent of the site’s current employees reside. 

Relief: A term used loosely for the physical shape, configuration, or general unevenness of a part of the 
Earth’s surface, considered with reference to variations of height and slope or to irregularities of the land 
surface; the elevations or differences in elevation, considered collectively, of a land surface. 

Rem: A common (or special) unit of dose equivalent, effective dose equivalent, or committed dose 
equivalent. 

Remediation: Action taken to permanently remedy a release, or threatened release, of a hazardous or 
radioactive substance to the environment, instead of or in addition to removal. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act: This Act was designed to provide “cradle to grave” control of 
hazardous chemical wastes. 

Restricted area: Any area to which access is controlled for the protection of individuals from exposure to 
radiation and radioactive materials. 

Riparian: The land adjacent to the banks or the banks of any river or stream. 

Risk: The likelihood of suffering a detrimental effect as a result of exposure to a hazard. In accident 
analysis, the probability weighted consequence of an accident, defined as the accident frequency per year 
multiplied by the consequence. 

Risk assessment (chemical or radiological): The qualitative and quantitative evaluation performed in an 
effort to define the risk posed to human health and/or the environment by the presence or potential 
presence and/or use of specific chemical or radiological materials. 

Roentgen: A unit of exposure to ionizing radiation. It is the amount of gamma or x-rays required to 
produce ions resulting in a charge of 0.000258 coulombs/kilogram of air under standard conditions. 
Named after Wilhelm Roentgen, the German scientist who discovered x-rays in 1895. 

Roentgen equivalent man (REM): The unit of radiation dose equivalent. 

Runoff: The portion of rainfall that is not absorbed by soil, evaporated, or transpired by plants, but finds 
its way into streams directly or as overland surface flows. 

Sanitary/industrial waste: Nonhazardous, nonradioactive liquid and solid waste generated by normal 
housekeeping activities. 

Scenario: A set of conditions presumed for the purpose of estimating doses by analysis. 

Sediment: Eroded soil particles that are deposited downhill or downstream by surface runoff. 

Seismic: Pertaining to any earth vibration, especially an earthquake. 

Seismicity: All of the earthquakes that may occur in a region, regardless of magnitude. 
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Sherd: A fragment of a ceramic vessel. 

Shielding: Any material or obstruction that absorbs radiation and thus tends to protect personnel or 
materials from the effects of ionizing radiation. 

Sievert (Sv): A unit of radiation dose used to express a quantity called equivalent dose. This relates the 
absorbed dose in human tissue to the effective biological damage of the radiation by taking into account 
the kind of radiation received, the total amount absorbed by the body, and the tissues involved. Not all 
radiation has the same biological effect, even for the same amount of absorbed dose. One sievert is 
equivalent to 100 rem. 

Silt: A sedimentary material consisting of fine mineral particles intermediate in size between sand and 
clay. 

Site characterization: An onsite investigation at a known or suspected contaminated waste or release site 
to determine the extent and type(s) of contamination. 

Soil association unit: A landscape or soil grouping that has a distinctive proportional pattern of soils; it 
normally consists of one or more major soils and at least one minor soil, and is named for the major 
soil(s). 

Solubility: The degree to which a compound in its pure state will dissolve; water is the solvent used for 
determining aqueous solubility of a compound. 

Source material: Uranium or thorium ores containing 0.05 percent Uranium or Thorium regulated under 
the Atomic Energy Act. In general, this includes all materials containing radioactive isotopes in 
concentrations greater than natural and the by-product (tailings) from the formation of these concentrated 
materials 

Source term: The kinds and amounts of radionuclides that may lead to an assumed release of radioactive 
material. 

Spoil: Soil that has been excavated and moved from its original location, as in sediment removed from 
ditches. 

Stability: A property of the atmosphere that suppresses mixing. The main parameter determining stability 
is the vertical temperature profile of the atmosphere. 

Stability Class: A letter code indicating the degree of atmospheric stability. Stability Class A refers to the 
most unstable atmospheric conditions, with strong mixing, and Stability Class F refers to the most stable 
atmospheric conditions, with little mixing. Stability Class D is considered stable. 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO): The state officer charged with the identification and 
protection of prehistoric and historic resources in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Storage: Temporary placement of waste in a facility. Storage usually implies the need for continued 
surveillance. 
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Stormwater: The flow of water that results from precipitation and that occurs immediately following 
rainfall or as a result of snowmelt. 

Strata: Layers of rock. 

Stratigraphy: The study of layered sequences of rocks. 

Structural fill: Soil considered suitable for placement and compaction in areas where structures will be 
constructed. 

Subsidence: The process of sinking or settling of a land surface due to natural or artificial causes. 

Surface water: A creek, stream, river, pond, lake, bay, sea, or other waterway that is directly exposed to 
the atmosphere. 

Surficial aquifer: Water-borne unconsolidated and residual deposits occurring on or near the Earth’s 
surface, generally unstratified and representing the most recent of geologic deposits. 

Tails: In the uranium enrichment process, tails refers to gas with a reduced concentration of the  uranium-
235 isotope. 

Tectonic activity: Movement of the earth’s crust, produced by internal forces, such as uplift, subsidence, 
folding, faulting, and seismic activity. 

Tertiary: The first period of the Cenozoic era (after the Cretaceous period of the Mesozoic era and before 
the Quaternary period), thought to have covered the span of time between 65 million years and 3 to 2 
million years ago. The Tertiary period is divided into five epochs: the Paleocene, Eocene, Oligocene, 
Miocene, and Pliocene. 

Threatened Species: Any species likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range. Requirements for declaring a species threatened are 
contained in the Endangered Species Act. 

Title V: Title V of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments requires all major sources and some minor 
sources of air pollution to obtain an operating permit. A title V permit grants a source permission to 
operate. The permit includes all air pollution requirements that apply to the source, including emission 
limits and monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements. It also requires that the source report 
its compliance status with respect to permit conditions to the permitting authority. 

Topography: The shape of Earth’s surface or the geometry of landforms in a geographic area. 

Topsoil: The fertile, surface portion of a soil; usually dark colored and rich in organic material. 

Total effective dose equivalent: The sum of the effective dose equivalent from radiation sources external 
to the body during the year plus the committed effective dose equivalent from radionuclides taken into the 
body. A 50-year time interval is assumed for determining committed dose. 
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Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA): A federal law authorizing the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency to secure information on all new and existing chemical substances and to control any of these 
substances determined to cause unreasonable risk to public health or the environment. This law requires 
that the health and environmental effects of all new chemicals be reviewed by the EPA before such 
chemicals are manufactured for commercial purposes. 

Transmissivity: A quantity defined in the study of groundwater hydraulics that describes the rate at 
which water may be transmitted through an aquifer. It has units of length2/time. 

Travel corridor: Pathways that animals use to travel from one location to another to acquire resources. 

Unconfined aquifer: An aquifer that is not confined by a less-permeable confining unit. An aquifer 
where the water table elevation represents the hydraulic potential. 

Unincorporated area: An area that is not located within the jurisdiction of any local government. Such 
unincorporated areas are governed and taxed by county-level government. 

Uplift (geologic): A structurally high area in the crust, produced by positive movements that raise or 
upthrust the rocks, as in a dome or arch. 

Uranium: A radioactive element with the atomic number 92 and, as found in natural ores, an atomic 
weight of approximately 238. The two principal natural isotopes are uranium-235 (0.7 percent of natural 
uranium), which is fissile, and uranium-238 (99.3 percent of natural uranium), which is fissionable by fast 
neutrons and is fertile. Natural uranium also includes a minute amount of uranium-234. 

Viewshed: The area on the ground that is visible from a specific location. 

Visual Resource Management (VRM): A process devised by the Bureau of Land Management to assess 
the aesthetic quality of a landscape and to design proposed activities in a way that would minimize their 
visual impact on that landscape. The process consists of a rating of site visual quality followed by a 
measurement of the degree of contrast between the proposed development activities and the existing 
landscape. 

Visual and Scenic Resources: Natural or developed landscapes that provide information for an 
individual to develop their perceptions of the area. The size, type, gradient, scale, and continuity of 
landforms, structures, land use patterns, and vegetation are all contributing factors to an area's visual 
character and how it is perceived. 

Void volume: That part of the total volume not occupied by the solid volume. The void volume may 
contain either liquid or gas. 

Volatile organic compound: Any compound containing carbon and hydrogen in combination with any 
other element that has a vapor pressure of 77.6 millimeters of mercury (1.5 pounds per square inch) 
absolute or greater under actual storage conditions. 

Volatilization: To evaporate at normal temperatures and pressures. 
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Waste management: The planning, coordination, and direction of functions related to generation, 
handling, treatment, storage, transportation, and disposal of waste. It also includes associated pollution 
prevention and surveillance and maintenance activities. 

Waste minimization: An action that economically avoids or reduces the generation of waste by source 
reduction and recycling; or reduces the toxicity of hazardous waste, improving energy usage. 

Water resources: This term includes both freshwater and marine systems, wetlands, floodplains, and 
ground water. 

Water table: The top of an unconfined aquifer, below which the aquifer is saturated. 

Wetlands: Land or areas exhibiting the following characteristics: hydric soil conditions; saturated or 
inundated soil during some part of the year and plant species tolerant of such conditions; also, areas that 
are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, 
under normal circumstances, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 
conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. 

Wind Rose: A plot of wind direction and speed showing the distribution of directions that the wind blows 
from at a measurement site. The proportion of the time that a wind blows from any given direction is 
indicated by the length of the “petal” on the wind rose. 

Wind Speed: The speed of air movement measured for a set height above ground level (agl) at a 
meteorological observing site. This height may vary depending on the location. Typically, anemometers 
at National Weather Service stations are placed at 32 ft 10 inches (10 m) agl; however, some are still 
found at 20 ft (6 m) agl. 
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APPENDIX B CONSULTATION DOCUMENTS 

B-1: American Indian Consultation List of Addressees 

Apache of Oklahoma 
Henry Kostzuta, Chairman of the Board 
Apache Tribe of Oklahoma 
PO Box 1220 
Anadarko, OK 73005-1220 
 
Commache Nation of OklahomaTribe 
Wallace Coffey, Tribal Chairman 
584 NW Bingo Road 
HC 32 Box 1720 
P.O. Box 908 
Lawton, Oklahoma 73507 
 
cc: Comanche of Oklahoma 
Jimmy Arterberry, NAGPRA Director 
Comanche of Oklahoma 
6 SW “D” Avenue  
Lawton, OK 73502 
 
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
Don (Donnie) Tofpi, Tribal Chairman 
Kiowa Tribe of Oklahoma 
P.O. Box 369 
Carnegie, Oklahoma 73015-0369 
 
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
Mark Chino, President  
Mescalero Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 227 
Mescalero, New Mexico 88340 
 
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo Tribe 
Frank Paiz, Governor 
Ysleta del Sur Pueblo 
PO Box 17579 – Ysleta Station 
El Paso, TX 79917 
 
B-2: Local Officials Consultation List of Addressees 
 
Mayor, City of Eunice 
Johnnie “Matt” White, Mayor 
City of Eunice 
Box 494 
Eunice, New Mexico 88231 
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Mayor, City of Jal 
Alton Dunn, Mayor 
City of Jal 
621 S. 4th Street 
Jal, New Mexico, 88252 
 
Mayor, City of Andrews, Texas 
Robert Zap, Mayor 
City of Andrews, Texas 
111 Lodsdon 
Andrews, TX 79714 
 
Mayor, City of Hobbs 
Gary Don Regan, Mayor 
City of Hobbs 
200 E Broadway 
Hobbs, New Mexico 88240 
 
Mayor of Lovington 
Dixie Drummond, Mayor 
City of Lovington 
214 South Love 
Lovington, New Mexico 88260  
 
Mayor, City of Tatum 
Betty C. Rickman (?), Mayor 
City of Tatum 
120 West Broadway 
Tatum, New Mexico 88267 
 
Mayor of Seminole, Texas 
Wayne Mixon, Mayor 
City of Seminole, Texas 
302 South Main 
Seminole, Texas 79360 
 
Lea County Manager 
Michael Beverly, Lea County Manager 
100 N. Main 
Lovington, New Mexico 88260 
 
County Judge of Andrews County, Texas 
Richard H. Dolgener, Andrews County Judge 
201 N. Main, Rm 104 
Andrews, Texas 79714 
 
County Judge of Gaines, Texas 
Tom N. Keyes, Gaines County Judge 
101 South Main, Room 110 
P.O. Box 847 
Seminole, Texas 79360 
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B-3: State Officials Consultation List of Addressees 
 
Bureau of Land Management  
Mr. Ed Roberson, Roswell Field Office Manager  
Bureau Of Land Management  
2909 W. Second Roswell, NM 88201 
 
New Mexico Department of Game & Fish  
Tod Stevenson, Director and Secretary to the Commission 
State of New Mexico Department of Game & Fish 
1 Wildlife Way 
P.O. Box 25112 
Santa Fe, NM 87504 
 
New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 
Ms. Katherine Slick, Director 
NM Historic Preservation Division  
New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 
Bataan Memorial Building 
407 Galisteo Street, Suite 236 
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
 
New Mexico Environment Department 
Ron Curry 
Cabinet Secretary 
New Mexico Environment Department 
P.O. Box 5469 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87502-5469 
 
New Mexico Environment Department  
Carlo Romera, Division Director  
Environmental Health Division 
New Mexico Environment Department 
P.O. Box 5469 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87502-5469 
 
New Mexico Environment Department  
Jim Norton, Division Director 
Environmental Protection Division 
New Mexico Environment Department 
P.O. Box 5469 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87502-5469 
 
New Mexico Environment Department 
Marcy Leavitt, Division Director 
Water and Waste Management Division 
New Mexico Environment Department 
P.O. Box 5469 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87502-5469 
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New Mexico Environment Department  
Karen Gallegos, Division Director 
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Development Division 
New Mexico Environment Department 
P.O. Box 5469 
Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87502-5469 
 
New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Division 
Bill Brancard, Division Director 
New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Division 
1220 South St. Francis Drive 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505 
 
New Mexico Office of the State Engineer 
John D’Antonio. P.E. 
New Mexico State Engineer/Secretary, Interstate Stream Commission 
130 South Capitol Street 
Concha Ortiz y Pino Building 
P.O. Box 25102 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-5102 
 
New Mexico State Land Office 
Patrick H. Lyons, Commissioner of Public Lands 
New Mexico State Land Office 
310 Old Santa Fe Trail 
P.O. Box 1148 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1148 
 
New Mexico Attorney General 
Gary King, New Mexico Attorney General 
408 Galisteo Street 
Villagra Building 
P.O. Drawer 1508 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504-1508 
 
Texas Department of State Health Services Radiation Control 
Richard A Ratlif, P. E., Radiation Control Program Director 
Texas Department of State Health Services 
P. O. Box 149347 
Austin, Texas 78714-6688  
 
New Mexico Department of Transportation 
Edward Rios, P.S., Division Manager 
Office of Infrastructure Divisions 
604 W. San Mateo 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87504 
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New Mexico Office of the Governor 
Bill Richardson,  
Office of the Governor 
490 Old Santa Fe Trail 
Room 400  
Santa Fe, NM 87501 
 
B-4: U.S. Officials Consultation List of Addressees 
 
United States Department of the Interior U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service  
Ms. Joy Nicholopoulous, Ecological Services Field Supervisor 
United States Department of the Interior 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service  
New Mexico Ecological Services Field Office  
2105 Osuna Road NE  
Albuquerque, NM 87113-1001 
 
United States EPA Region 6 Office of Environmental Justice and Tribal Affairs 
Deborah C. Ponder, Acting Director 
Region 6 Office of Environmental Justice and Tribal Affairs 
1445 Ross Avenue, Suite 1200 
Dallas, Texas 75202 
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Steve Lamn 
I'resident & CEO 
Inlemaliolial lsolopcs, lnc. 
4137 Comm~ Circle 
Idaho Falls, I[) 83401 

MA YOR 'S OFFICE 

Re: Internslional lsolopes. Inc. 

Dear Mr Lanin: 

On behalf oflhc Cil), oHlobbs, I would hl.:e \0 eJlpress approval ;n Supp0r110 the proposal to 
locale the Uranium Enrichment and Fluorine EXlractiOIl faciliTY in Lea Counly. The ell ), of 
lIobbs supports the Economic Development CorporaIKIIl of ~ Coullty's proposal to help bring 
di\'er:siIY 10 our oXOnomy and \0 create jobs in the area. 

The CitYQf Hobbs will offer any assistance possible to Ihe EDC of Lea Count)' or Ihe IN IS 
PI'OJl'Clltarn in this endeavor. 

Smcerely. 

Jt7 /G,,/fft" 
Gary Don Reagan 
Mayor 

SIt\C Llfho 
I'u:s,dml A. ("[0 
IUlt'mllliQIlIII IiOIOpe5. Inc. 
41 ]7 ('omrnm:e (" trde 
Id~ho FolI~. II) 8]401 

MA YOR 'S OFFICE 

Roe; intemlIIOIllIISQIOPCS, Inc 

Dear Mr Lailin. 

On bchalr of 1M flly or llobbs, I would hLe 10 upras :appov.l.o S;UP1"1l11 10 the prupouilO 
locate the \ IB/llum Fnndunenl and Fluorme EXII''lCtlon J'Klhty In Lea ("OUlU)' The CII), of 
Ilobbs ,uppoos the EOOI)OOllC Ot-\'dupmml C'O!'J'OBUOIl of lea County', rroposllllO help !:Inng 
d.ymlly luour economy and \0 CR'mejt>bl1n tl~.rea 

The Cit} ofllobbs .... '11 om" Clny IISS I5UUll-e possible 10 Ihe EIX of I.e a COUII\), III th ~ INIS 
project 1C811llll tlus t:ndelll'OI 

&mU't('ly. 

Jty)J ,,R(;r" 
Gary Dun Ke.Jtllo 
MI>or 
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I.<~ c...~ ... &.otd 0( eo.. ...... iutv .. 
100 NOJIh M,un, S.,,, ~ 
LIn"""", N .... M<>:,", 882M 

SIC"" L.non 
President & CEO 
Im.., ... toon.l lwtopa. h .... 
41J7 ComrnerceCiodc 
Idabo r . lli, JD 83401 

l)e~, Mf Lanon: 

~(575)]968602 
F.... ISH) ]962093 

F,om ,1M: ,,,1<'"1181I0Il ",'en 10 me, ,I P"'" "'" ~ p'--c on ;"f"ron yt>" "fmy urun, support 
rt'gUd,ng 11M: poend'''IIproposal 10 .,Ie Ihe Irn~II""al I""opel, h .... lJ.an,u,,, Entimment and 
Fluormc E~IUCI"'~ r..,,101y ,n)..,.. rounW "'s I Gmnnogs,onef fWIll Lea Coo,~y, I liso wanl 10 
".Ieowl 1'1 you, and Ihe d.v.lop(n of Ihi . projox., 11M: services "r my offi« and offer any 
_ iSla""e I can pos!I'bly ",,,viole .hoogh 11M: Lt. ('ou"'y Conun''''OOII. 

I sn..::m.Jy beI,eve 1M! Ih,~ project fi •• "..,11 ''',0 11M: S{)t' .. I '«<.>rJOoI1'c ClW,mflnlenl of l.eI CO.IIMy 
and C.II~ f{)f~ o"Y 1'rohl",,, "',110 obl.,nlng.nd m."'IKinin& rom"l11""y SU11()Ol1 I .1'1(\ fcd 
1100' rhis ""I I rompl"""nl lhe ""I"bli.h.d <>il and 1tI~ induslry, e5J'CC,all y w,lh", lhe area of 
professional <kvclopmc,u 

-n.c C""'''''!oSIOO ..., bo:co, ,_ ",,,, • ..,..d ,n hpnIPn& d,,'muy 10 00' «o .... "y by ""rJ,;'''g ",,10 
.Imn& COInf'lln,es h~r INIS 1'''''' t'OInnn,,1IlI\t1'$ IctId ,n Sttunnlll",lolical sul'J1IlI1 ro" Our new 
$45 "HIIo<1n corrt'<:l ional r""iloly, ~<""ur,-d • I., al!alcI1ICn1 pach!!c for I ES, .nd g"'nt.1 "l'I,.o,,,,1 
f(lt I prt>j>tl1y la. ""mlpliOfI "I"",, Ten"" plan .... -d. ,"ull",,;II,on doll..- ""Jl'IIIlS'OO llocse .. c 
(\Illy lhe I"~I e. ... ples of 1M ('",nmlUOOII', 00I",,,IIn ... llI0 pari"'''''8 ",.th P'" ~f bU!ll'IfU, 

The l""'iI,b,hly 'If crnuIfl8 'leW JOb< a'kt opJ1IlI1ul\'I,a; fo.- the ~,hts ur 1.elI ('""nly by b"n!:",!! 
Ille (T",,,,,,,n ~nricbmcnl ~'kt Fh.",mc hltact,on 1'"",101), w,1I carry. high pr,orily ",;d, Ihe I.CH 
C,,~oly U.,..rd "f C"",m,ssioners WIleI""', I NIS ,ICed. intlusn;ll fel"""" hond. '" propmy IU 
"" .... ""0 ... "Ino$c K"C lOS an OJIPOf,un,ly 10 help 

S",ca.lr, 

~!?JI!-
(] ,. ''''*11 
I."" oun'y Co",,,,,ss,o,,,,,, ('1vI;nnan 

,..." (;0.0 .. " """~l '" '"""' ........... " 
100 No..~ MhO", ,\. ," 4 
I~N .... M~oIl8160 

Sltvc: l"nm 
1'~,MI1I .'1: CEO 
hnrlll.II!OJ\111 I"",opn. In. 
41 J7 tl)fnlllnU ClItlc 
Idaho, hUI;, 10 83401 

Ik~, M, I ~ llID 

11. .. " U7}) J!I6UOJ 
f;,1> U15139fi.W93 

f,om I"" ,,,r''"'''''01111 11" -"" 10 l1l<I, " 1" '" ..... JIl"I2I ,,1_t.1O ",(orm }'''~ 0' 'n) IIIT,"'& iUppl>n 
~~"II tl!c pesKl'1lI! PfflIIOSIIIIO ~lIe Ih~ IlIlmlllll(ooaI I:IO'II~ hk. lIran'''''1 blucillllcni and 
rhllJl'!I<' 1:JIlfacn,m .. ao:,lol} III 1,<:11 ('UlIIlI)" .... a ("HlII", ... ,rnJel r"",n I "" (''''''II\', • •• "" .".,Ull 1<> 
""~,,,l 10 you, and Ih .. <kld"I""" "f Ih;~ rrt'.i('(1, Hw l)eI"'r .... "I Ill) t,)11i1:~ .,Id .. 1Te. ."Y 
_i~e I o;an ~i~Jy pI.)V,,1c tbout/I lile l.n t'owl1y I.'flInm ........ ' 

J .. ,,,,,,,d), hehe..., (hilt .h,~ (IIOjD..1 11 •• \\~II ,ntO Itw wn.1 "'~~IIlIll'1; fnvJn' .... "'nl "r Lu f'oo'M), 
"lid "'""'~ ro.es.e an), 1' ...... 1"'" \\1111 obu,",ng 11,(1 m~lnl"n",g \"OI1.mllll;l)' .ijl>P<"1 I II~\ led 
Ihol Ihl, ,,-,I! ~"""I'hm"nl Ihe .,.labH.h"" ",I and J!II' ,od"~I ' v_ "'I'",:onlly wnh," I"" ",el "I 
I'rol"",,,',1II1 <k:'c~,I'''''''' 

"'" C'"nIOI>$i<m .... Il0:01 ,...,,;1 "~"""",,,,I In hnnM-W1l!. '101 ..... 11)' Ill ... " C!<:OOOOlIv 10)' , .. "kIn,: ,,1111 
~1'Dt'11 "",n~'''t!l I;~ t IM~ 'n.., t '.~m"", ........... I~tod '" '<ftlU'lflll I~,h",·.l ""r""" t", ,,'" ...... 
S,'~ fllllh"" ~<JIT"':I ,,,"~I r~rih')', ~c"\"od" ,~x ~M'rl!l.:m plKh~(' 1", I I!S. "rod l!~j'lC.l al'll>1"',,1 
rOl • l"'OIk!' ly lA' u .. njllJ()Il when I QIe" I'I",,",-'CI • IIlullunillKHl ... ,n~l """"""i,'" 1I1CSC IIIe 
<)111) ,,,,,,- IAI .... I """'''1'1000 lOr I .... (·.~nn""' .. ",'. ~'OI, ... "t"\CI1i ,,, .... " ... "'11 ,,~Ih PI'I'alf ''''''"Ie<.''' 
11M: "",",'\>lhly III UeI''''8 'M\ jI'b\ .,~I opp!I11U"'I",, h 11..- c.hC'J nl I~ t """ly by 1"1II1}1II11 
lilt 11'."'''111 F"rid"II~"1 " HI fI'K"'U' I,. h~cli,'" r ... ,llIy w,lI '.~r<) ~ I"~h P""'II), wi'h II", lc:o 
(""",I), HOI>'0.1 " I ('"nll"' '''';<>I'oe!S \\'11<'111(1 INIS ,I(~I. jn.l ... mjll l~H"UII bt,»J' ,\( pI"'lI:t1~ I ... , 
~""'prl<1" r~f &,\~ 11'''' (Opf>o)I'~M' " , lIdl> 
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STIVA" PEAIICI _ .. _,,"*"-

----.-__ 00: .... --- $t _ ... _ ... 
--- (OlllITrfifi of U)r llnitrb &tntr9' 

.l,)ollS'r of ll.rprrS'rlllnlLbrS' 
f4h'~lIIgton . 1lC 205lWl02 

SrcY<: l.allin 
l'n'Sidtm &: CEO 
InI(owional l~ Inc 
41l7Coo,~Cin:1c 

Idaho ~ all" II) 8340) 

Do:ar Mr l..ni". 

-.. _-..... _, ---.. -'-"'---'-. ... -,~---- .. -., .. ---.~- ....... ...-

I "'TIC~ Ihi.1c11 ... I<> ,ndlClllC: m} suppon revardins lho Ir~cm;olion.al l .... opcs. Inc proposal 10 
build I Uranium PlOC<.'S5lng and Hoorlllt brr'llClion Faocihly ,n In COUnt)'. Nt'" MnlOO. n,S 
high I«hnology facilily woold be an as~1 I<> I.ea COUIlI) _ A pruittl of Ihis ,,,,I,,n: lruly .,... . ..,"1. 
an tXcilll'lI f,n"n: fl)f Ihe arc~. and J hel ic' c lhor co", ,,,un,ly slIl'pon wi II be m e.whelmin!!)) 
stroni- Co",,,,Unil) suppon plays p ".0011 role in achic~inll I .... IIO"ls <>f a ,,",cc..sfulIJOOj«I 
I'rujcclS such as Waste lsolalion Pilot Planl In C ... lsbod and National Entid~."'nl fa. ilil) 
(I.ES) it. Eunice an: bolh l"ojcclS nD poso,bk " -;Ih SlI'OO8 "","m'''';I) """pon 

My otTK'C """IJ be ,,~)R' than haPf')' 10 pro",,,, tho I""MM'mic n""c\"f'lll"nt ( OI'J"'''''KlI' "I I ca 
(" ow"y ~"J d.e de,--clop'c", "f'his "rujecl '\llh any assisIJ'''''' "'4,,;,,:<110 ,,'.<1"" "II permil,. 
"'1I"br",), iss", .. a,Kl puh,-i<'S ,"': pul ill pl:l<" ~lId foIIOl,(J III !lthie,'~ r'Mnl'lcl,OI' ,.".:ordinIlIO 
do:siml 1",,,,I,,ICS. \\ ~ h'l r"",anI ,I> ""'~'''I! ""h y .... '" Ih" codc~\Or 

S;nc~",Jy • 

~~ 
s n ,VAN "1:.ARll 
M(mMr"rCnn~....., 

SI"", 

... _ .. -.-_ .... ,.., -_ .. .. ... _'" .... 
....... ~, .. -_. 
,- ........ ..... " _ .. ,m. . __ ... - ... ''''''''' .... , .. ,"' .......... " 

"'ft '" -.. ... ----. .. _--- ,.. .~,-.. ------... _ ... "" 

SYlVA" HAllel -.. -.... ~ ... -.. _._ .•. _ .... -----._ ..... ,tj' . 

~ '" .. ,,..,. -_.----- (:OllltTtSS of t~t tlnitrb iiltc1tts 

Slt,'t I ... ni" 
l'...silk"1 &. CEO 
I"!""",,ounal ISI'WpCS. I"" 
4 117 ('0<1"""",,, CilCk: 
Id~M hilt. L!) 83401 

J,JOllft of l1.rprrliflllMlbri 
Itlla!~llIaIO" . III( 20515-.'1102 

-_ .......... --............ _ .. _ . 
... - .. --~-"-. ----,_ . .-... ...... "'.-.. ---... ~ .. ---.-. .... _ _ .0-. __ ,_ 

I ''''I<' Ihi' Ioucr~, ""h,,~'" m)' """,,"'It'\,'lInlinll\ 1110 1'."""1101"'1 1 .. ~,0fI0 lolL pr"I"_1 In 

IKuld • L'ran,um "' '''()SIn" and 1'1""",,,,, r:J(IIk'ioI, FKlIII)' ,,' I.e:> COO,,!)', N"", Mc:(Jco 1111' 
high I«MIIIo!!)' f"",hl~ WQo\IW be anll.l ... 1 W I.n Count) 1\ rrojcc! 011 11,. ."""", lrul)' l""lII',ll' 
Hn ~~ dl "''' f,uu", roo ,he " ,ca. nnd I i>.:lie,( 'hm ("""nu,,;,) ~"!'I"'n " i lin.. OV",,, hc l", i"~I) 
.uun ... ('~",mu";1) wllpo" plnys a .II'''"~ ",Ie in achionnll\ ,he: ~Is "r ~ s""~~ ... t""IIJI'<ljC(' 
1'n.o;IctI, "",II :oJ WIl.,lo 1.01;>1;"" Pil.n 1'1>1011 In C",Ist.d MI'Iil NoIIi.:m.1 l:ru;d."t'lil hll illly 
U.£S) m [WI ... " ...., .... '" I"ujc<:" ""..., 1 ...... 't.Ie ... 'ilh ~ln"'ll.~"''''''~''I~ lolq" ••• 11 

M) ofl;,;. "\lwd '" ''''.,' 111.", 1"'1'11)' U' J'lU¥klt iJ,... LC"'.'IIlOl. 1"'''~1''i'''1,"''' I 'MJI''''''.''' nIl ~~ 
C",mly ~"d th" ,1<,·,'lnl"'" "I' thi~ pNjnl ,,1110 ."Y ~,;!;,I~""" "''I'''''''. "' 011$\"" .11 f'<.'TI""'_ 
'tl!ul ~lnry in .. c:s !nJ 1'"t..iL'> U'" p"l ill I'I,,"~ ;ind full" .. ",1 ,,, Ik'ltievr ~'''''l'kl''H' .",,,,,,,],,," '" 
tIelr\'d "mol""",,- \\ " ~w~ 1"",,,,,11" '"'' Ung .. ilk ,\IoU ,n IllI' ",xl<:~w' 

S"1l:VAN 1'''''lIll 
M","~ «I t ""W"'-' 

,,,_ .. ..... -_ ... .... ' -_ .. ,. 
.~-- .... 

....... ,.,~-_. ..... ~ .. -, -_ ..... 1----
.... ' ... , .. "". ,,, ..... _---. _ .. _-, _.".----

"'10.,_· ------"-""-
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<~' ."., 

ft 
'" 

~P(tl #lHrxiro ~hll c ~l'nulc 
~h"t ((lupilol 

>1111111 ;J:r 
.,-

S£'iA"fOO CARROLL II LlAVEU 
"f.d<O.tb.41 

( 

"'".~" 601>13'13 2(·"'" 
(:<II _l'iO~lO!> r __ fo«,j".,..,""" ,---, 

S<-pItmbn 3, 2008 

Ste,'~ tall", 
Ptcsidm. " CEO 
In.~ ..... a" ()fIIIl liOI<lpfS. Inc 
41)7 CI)<1)II1(I'«' Cird .. 
ldalto Fills, JI) gJ401 

Dea, Mr. 1 .. 11,,, 

I .'" ''tt)' plfual 10 ......, IhM In ....... t""""l I ~"p<$. It\('. ' s COt~KlenIlg Leo Coun.y fo, a 
Unmiu", E".,.,hmml 8"d Iloor1"0 Extraction Facilily '''hr ,i le u""'" OOfls,drnu;on ,1>oI,ld I'tf"\"( 

you well 

fn"' ...... "' .... 1 IStlIopcs. Inc_ ,,,n Ii"" N.,", Me .. co and I eo Coumy '"busIll.'M fi,elldty. - Many of 
110. """'''Ill l"'''graml d."rlopo:<i to ullsfy tM "",L lo,~. J>«ds .. ,r WIPP Incl Ih~ NOllo",,1 
I.morhnlnll "'AC;til~ would II<' "'"Ilable 10 INIS 10 C'>""W • cont",, ",u. '~ ,lIed 1.1>00 pool. I" 
",kli lion, Out ~r1y 18~ rale is one or,,,,, lllOSI ra"",.blt in Ihe nal;on 

I'~ be: ._eof.1M: opp<l,'Ululy to Ii~ ... nh lodU>l,,,,1 R~"m~ Bonds .wIlhe .,Jvanuoge 
1h..-""'llh Ih .. ftw <>Ih..- ... Ies offtr RCSlIS<.,.ed or my IUl'f'I'" on both • i.la.e . "" "",.1 level 

Sinc ...... ly 

. 1" I , 

f.. ' 
~Au $dlItxiro jS.hl lr ~rl1all' 

SPIATOII <::AHROLL I' U.rWUI 
"' ~", " 
"., 0._," 
... !'1M .... , 

_16I~J~J''''''' ,.,. ~ "."~JlII 
.... \1"',. - -.. 

1 ..... '_' _ .... 

s.,., .... bc:o 1, 200~ 

S l('·~ Lath" 
"""idem & ( Hl 
Itlleo'llll""IIIIIS11l1Op:5. Inc 
4 t 11 ('"o)nU'l)(l~f C,,,,k 
hbolK> f.II~, It ) ~.14(1t 

"til. illnp,'''' 
-So/nt lll J r 

.,-

I ;un ,~ " Ir"'i<'d 'II lew" ,h., 1111.,., .. ,"_, Isoo,'f!I'*o. Inc. IS ""'I))llrnnl: \."" I'''~o'~ (,,' • 
l'!1I""U11 I·,vkhmen' .,.lllllo,.,,\c htnKlIl)n I ... ~ hly n ,o .i,<> ur.oko' oon"dmU'(JtI ,1I0"ld :tCI ... ~ 
~ou wdl 

"M~""O"" t"'tllflC!'. tn(" \\111 1;,,01 !lot .. ~k~l(I on4' flO ('WI'IV' "11$'_ fion"") ",I.n, ,,' 

II .. , InII'''''g I"u~.m' d~~~I",>o:d '" .... i«1; tbe ",,~k I"",c n«<ls " I \\ IPP .,," II~ N."", .. t 
I ""<hlll<"' I, .. illt)' ",,,,,Id ..... ,.,I"I'le ", I"'S III .. "."It • WI'11I11UQn, ,k,ll .. 1 I.",,, (II~'I h' 
Plklillo". OU' l'.otl""Y ,.,\ r.,t' I ~ 'MI~"r,11l 1111"1 18"nrnbl~ ,n ,he Il41ion 

,.~ lit ."'''" nf 11M: "i'P'''',nlll )' k. I'alllll"r """ II_lumMI 1l.-.'t1I1Of ~,."h a.nd ,." .. I ...... !!" 
'hnc .. "III~" I(WOIM i l"n"lfe. Ht-q _,,<'d .... ,IlI~ MIf'I-'" on ho~h .'l.re .... "",.1 k\'cl 

S,"e"",ly 

} 

( '''~=-.~-~ 
0 .",,1111 I co"cll 
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;Nrh' Jlfil'xiro ~t<dr ~Cl1ltfl' 
»1:, lr IBnpilol 

SF-'"A1OR GIIY G KEAAAN 
"r ... I •• Roo .... ' 

n.. . H dd\ 4, 
92!1 W _ _ 

'''- _ _ '·'0 
, .... ,_'H1~ 

Cd _)10'_ 
I .. _M ' U I ow ,..._" .. 

Steve laflin 
I"ltiident It. CEO 
Inlcmatioolallsotopn. Inc. 
~ I J 7 Commerce Ci.dc 
Idaho I'ftlls. JD R3401 

Dear Mr lallin; 

,sunlll ;J r 

",....- ....... "" 
5.ut,·C_ 

~"".'-,-
~.c..-.C _ _ ._. 

..... ""_r_r ........ 
T ... , .. ,. 

1lIc SLlI~ of New M~ico is aware of ,he possible dtv~loprnen' of the Untnlum Enri<:Iu"e,w and 
Fluorine EXlraCliOl1 Facllily ill Lea Coonty. We are co"lidem Ihm New Mexic<:J is a vi.ble option 
r,,, this INIS facililY 

We helie>~ thaI the business dm>'cd from il$ dt,·clopmetM would be C<IOI>phmrnwy 10 lhe 
«onomic future of the people of New Muico. This project offers an llf'PO'I.W1ily to lIIih."., 
INIS', vast lechnologJaJ astcI, 10 .. inlUl.", job and personal incomc gnlWlh for Southeastern 
Ncw Me. ieans. 

lk following propofill ,i,·cs IN IS cOIlll""licnsi.·c doc'UlltnLlIIOll penam",,, II> lite e,;, icMI 
dcnICOllI I>C«SSary 10 maLe lhe decision of dt,-clopi"g lhe INIS fac,)oly on l.fa <:oonly. 1*" 
Muiro The """"'''' ,llIeSntlJOn of SOk d>a""eristieS. __ ,tied inf .. "II<fUrt. dt""')j1Drh"''' 
8nd 1i""",,'.1 inc~nli, 'U "ill allow INIS. '",,,,,,ndoos """,,"uni,y for I cUlllnll-edgc f""ih,)' in 
"'" Siale 

We look forward to your po1;ili,·c •• '.1"',1011 10 the prO)lJlll:laI . ruei'i"l addilional i,,{onnalioo, 
.bou1 Ihis cui,ing project. and 10 worli"" lo,,-ards lhe mUI~lIy benef""al goal or • "cll paod 
and h'ghl) produ<:1;"~ ,,'Oft foru '" Ne .... Mf"iro 

, ~thl .:flHexiro ~t:l t r ~Pl1u t (' 
$-11. 1, (/Jnpitul 

sc.-.AH'" CoAY (, i\DIM", ,r. t,. ~"_'_ 
". '.',*<4i 

.. _ """11I!"" 
... _l)P'" 
I .. _ ""I '''-'1 .... ",",,,,,,,,,,,,,,'" 

Ste,'" ... 11111 
I'n:.O«nl Ii CEO 
In~mali<1M115OIopes. Inc 
~ 137 l'll<nn\ClTe Ci~1f 
Idaho 1'~!lI.lD &J401 

Svmln :Jr 

""'''''''1 ' -
""_" ._, -",., . .,. 
~''''''M 1._' .... ..... , 
-~ .... __ .,-
-'-_ ..... -

-f_'--. ............ . 
...... <.-.... r_f,~_ 

t .. .., ... ·• 

The Sutl., "fNew Ml-:.\~o i, ~""'n: of'lI<: Jl(IUible d.~dOI'",cn. of the UranIum I""nd"n.'~ and 
flU<.>ri1lC' !jxl/'I.rt;o(t F~;h1)' [" tea ('OUnl~ W. are conlidc!U 1M! New Mcxk.., is a ,l.bl. Of)1lon 
for Ihi, INIS facili.y 

Wt bd~ \hat lhe> but<_ lkn,.,.j from lIS ~lotlol)e1U "ould toe: c .... nl'hmtnlM) w ,he> 
<.'tIlIM"nic r ... "", of the> prople of Nt ... MtXi • ., Tbil. I""O:ieCI "rren; "" oP"'::"U"'iL~ I() \l1l1i11t 
INIS '. '"l1li !<'Ch"",IoIl"-.I ...... s 10 .. il!lul~1C job Itnd P",),;'MI mCOllle I:'''WI~ rm S.>utloeaslcm 
No ... M~xH:ans 

The r.,I1"","l! pr<'il'1<>o1l K'V"" INIS ""1111""""''''';'. (j,""M"t'"I~I''''' r,,",uln,", 10 Illr cmil:~1 
e~ 1I«0SSIIr~ 10 " .. le .11<" d«lsion of 1k,,,Io,,,,1g Ih .. IN' !:. r.."h,) '" In lOUll',. N,:v. 
Mnioo The pru<k:III ;nl~II"'II00 or "It d .. ".ltrutio: .... _i ...... infrall"Kl"'~.Ikn~ 
~nd filtJn<lal inc~"';'rI ,,, II ~11ow INIS a 'rrl1lel.oo"' I>f'r',nuoj,} f{ll I "u",n~""'a;~ r .... ili') '" 
~UI i'~I" 

\I'e l(lo,k r~ld III YUill pru;i'"'' rVlI'lIIlull1 10 the pro""",I. ""'~iv'''11 o.doUlki,,,,\ j,,(on",I!"~. 
~ tIIi, nwiJ\~ I""l~' .nil 10 won.illl' I()" .. th ~ In~I\l&IJ)' bel1C!fl\'l" JOIII '" D "~II ""III 
IUld h,,,,,)' pmdu<.i .... "\H~ 100.'(' In ~f" Mnioo 
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SIe>-c utlin 
f'f~idcnl .t CEO 
IntrrnalionaJ l$O(OpeI, Inc. 
4 I 3 7 ComrnHCc Circle 
Idaho ralll, II) 8340J 

MAYOR'S OFffeE -------

Re: Inlcrnalionall!Olopes.. Inc. 

Ocar Mr. Llflin: 

em behalf oflhe Cily of Il obbs, I W<luld hke l<I express 'I'ProvaJ in support IQ Ihe proposallQ 
I<>cale Ihe Uranium Enrichmenl and FI""rine ExtraC1ion Facility in Lea CQunly. Th~ Cily ur 
Ilobbs IU)lJlUt1~ Ih~ ECUIlomic J)e,·elopmcni CQrporalion O(LtI Cuunly·, pruposallo hclp bring 
divnsily lQ Qur ewoomy Illd In Creale jobs in Ihc """'. 

The Cilyd Uobbs will ofl .... lny USi$laOCe possible 10 Ihc EOC uf Lei CounlYQf Ihe INJ$ 
proj«llcam In Ihi, end •• vor 

Sloccnol,.. 

SlC'o'C Lath" 
I'RsidmI & CEO 
Intm>llllOllalllOlopel, Inc:. 
41)'C'~Circle 
1<bhD Fall .. I[) ')4(11 

MAYOR'S OFFICE -------

Me Inlm.alionall !OOMpef, Inc:. 

On beh.lf of lllCl ('ny nf lI obb .. I wnuld hKe to express appro".:! in IUpp.l!1 In lhe prlJponl III 
Inc. leI Ihe! Uranium Ennehmenl and Fluorine EXIT8C1j'lh " ftcility in I.ea ('oullty_ llrCl ('ity uf 
II"blls IUpporu the [' .. onomic Devdopmem Corl"lr1tllOn ofl.ee CW,,((. pRIJK')II.1 (0 help rn-;"M 
dlvmity to our_momy .. wi tn crel (c jobs in the """". 

The C'ilyof llob!>t ",ill olfn Iny asslSlance possible 10 (be: EOC ofl.a Coon(ynr the INIS 
pruje£1lf11111 In thi. mdeawor 

)t.!')6 ,;?:p" 
G.yI)onR .... M.,.. 
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Un c-.." 800nd '" C-.,,< " .. 
100"""~ Ma,n, s... ... 1,.,.,_, Now M""ko 88260 

SIeve Laflm 
Pre<idrnl.t CEO 
Inlema1iOl\lIIJOl~ Inc, 
4t17 CommerocCircle 
Idaho 1'.111.10 83401 

.>ear Mr laflin: 

""""" (575) 3%8602 
Fm. (515) 396-209) 

From lhe: infom,.lIon given 10 me,;t &i"cs me weal pleas"'" 10 infonn you of my slrong luppon 
.... 8I"rllllj lhe: pend,,. propo5Il 10 1;lc tile lnlcmationll 1!OIopcS, 1m: .. Uranium Enritl\lmnl and 
Fl""";nc ElcII1lC!;on Facility in l.eo CQIIllI)'_ As. CommilSionft !'rom La> CQUIIIy, I .1", ..... 110 
ex,end 10 )'Ou, and the: de\'dopen: of 'his projttl, the: """',= of my office ,nd offer Bny 
llSSislance I eM possibly provide lhough Ihe Lea County Commi!.Slon, 

]Iincerely believc !hal th;. project fit. "'ell ,nto the IIOciIlIC<.'o"'''"ie environmcm of I. .. COUnl y 
.nd tIMOI fores« any problem wilh oblaming and mallll.;mng oommOlmly support, lilso fe<:] 
lhal thi, will comp]imenl the ctl.blishtd oil and II" industry, espcci~lIy within lhe: area of 
professioBl/ de\'elopment 

The Commission ha. hccn nlOli' inttre:Slod in bnn!!:'ng d,versi,), 10 our """nIlmy by wortmg wllh 
wong compani .. like INIS , The Comm,ssiollCl"!l lead ill securi,,¥ polili<l! ~uppon f<)1' '"'' fie" 

$45 milli<>rl_lional flOCilily, ~. t.u abalcn1mt I*kq. for I.ES. and ga;ncd 11'1' ... " .. 1 
r<lf • propcny tox <:XCn>p\ion ,,-hen Tenoo pi""""" • multimilhon doll., expenlion These ... 
0"/ ), lhe: Inltsl examplts of lhe: Commission's commum.ol10 pannering wilh pnval. bUSiness. 

Thc: possibility or I;fCIllng new jobs and opponwUI,CS for the em .. or l.eo COIInty by brin&ing 
lhe Ul1Imum F.nrichnlcn1 and Fluori M E>clrlC'1ion FlC1lny will carT)" high prioriI)' wilh lhe Lea 
Count)' ]joard ofCommissiont:rJ, Wh~lh~r IN1S nee<ls induslrial r.vC1'uc bond. 01 propc11y Il.I! 
exemptions please &ive us In opportunity to help, 

Sincerely, 

~;;;I 
G chuben 
La> uUOI)' Comm,sstOnef, a..,nnan 

Un c-..., 8o<nJ <t/ c-.',. ..... 
100 No.th MIl, .. s."". 
u..,,,,,,",, Nn.. M_ 88260 

SIeve Laflm 
Pre<idrnl ol CEO 
Inlm11d)(lnal lJ01opc$. Inc:, 
<1137 Cornmcra: Cin::14 
Idabo 1'111',10 83401 

,.,..,., (575) 1968601 
F<u I51S) 396-209J 

I',om lhe: infomlOlion gIven 10 "'., it &1"'"" m~ gre~1 pJ.~~"", 10 infonn you of my !>1JOn~ luppon 
regardIng the: pendl", propo:'IIIl 10 sil. thc: In,,:rnatK)nl/ 1!IOIopU. Inc. Ut&nourn Enrithmrnl a1d 
Fluorille [';If¥lion I'tcll;!)' on I.e!! Counly As. Commlshonn from Lao CQUtII)', I ..., wml lO 
eXlend 10 you, and lhe d ... ,d<.>{1er5 of Ihi' projO<1, the =""'C5 of my oflice and orr ... a n)' 
assiSI81\OO I eM possibly J>TO,id.1hough the ua Count)' CornmiW(Kl, 

lliinccrdy believe: 1hIIlhi. projea fill ... 11 inlO the: .oci.uO<'OllOl'l"~ .... Vlrnrunem of La Coonly 
and CIIt\tlOl fores« 1Ul~ problem wilh obtuming Ind mlmlalmng romm,,";ly suppo!1, 11110 fC(:1 
Ihlll !hi, will romp);m"", the Ulablisho:d oil and ~ induSlry, r:spa:ilIlly wilhin the .,a. of 
profession&! de ... clo"me,n 

Tile: C",nmi",ion h .. b<:en nlO$lltIltre$lcd in bn"g'n~ dl\'t'I'Sily 10 our ec()nOmy by "",",mg wnh 
wooB compani .. like INIS 11M: CommlssiollC1"!l lrad In =u"n~ polnic.1 $UPJIOTt 1m our TIe'" 

$45 milhon comdionll f.cihly, ,"""rod. \.U .1.,.,..,.,1 plM'klqje for LES . ..xl &l'nm oppro .... 1 
r ..... propeny \.U uanplion when T.",8CQ planned. mutnmilh"" doll ... aJllnsi"" l1Jt,sc ... c 
only lhe I.,osl example. "flhe ('omnnSliwn's commnmmllO panncnng v.'l lh pnVltle bUSUltu. 

The ",,",bi"l)' or craung...,... jobs and opponWUI,Q fur thr: 0:01 ... of Lea COWlly by Imn""11 
thc: U,ano"", F.nrid'ln,mllRd Fluorine blt.cuon FlCllny will carry & high pnonly WIth the Lao 
Cllunt)' HOl1rd IIfCommissiomn. \lIhi'ther INIS ot>C:Il~ lnd ... 'lrial r ... ·tIlue bond5 ot propcny IU 
.",emplionJl pi...., &I' e "" an opporIunicy III help 

SillCefCly, 

~R»I 
G thubc:n 
La <)l.II1lyCommissi<:>ntt,('h&,rman 
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STlVAN PUoII(;I ....... -, ... ~ .. -._ ..... ............ ---_ ...... __ot ... --- ---- t:ongrrss of tbr llnitrb j)tllttS' 
,_ ... _.u 

5t"'''' Laflin 
President & CEO 
I"'~mational Isotopes, ItIC. 
4111 Cornman Cin:]c 
Idaho Falls. JD 1IJ401 

Ikar M, l.aflin' 

"ousr of l\rprrStnlnllbrl' 
..... 81'., JK 2051S-3102 

--.... _"".""' .. --------, ---_.-.............. _ .. -. --, ... ".-.. _" ......... _. __ ...... ,-

I " .. rilt this Jcllcr to indicate ,n) suppon rqjardi"i t~ Internaiion.1 lsoll>pts. Inc. propI>SallO 
build. Unn,,,,n Proctssi"i ond ~lwri"" b.lIXtion FKihly io I ...... County. t-.~"" Mexico. l h .. 
hish I«hnolo8)' facility ",wid ~ an IW<'I to Lu COl.O!ly A rwojttt oflhi, ""lilt" lruly ""'''''''5 
an excitinw future for I~ .",a. and I bolicvo Ih.t community suppon wHi be o"e",ho lminWY 
sl<O"II- Community sUPPOrl pia)'. a SltonH rolt in ""hie"ing the: BOIll s of a suc<:<s.ful proj""t 
Projccu such as Wast. Isolation Pilo! Plant in Carlsbed and Nalional ~:"rkhmenl FocililY 
( lES) in [unitt an: ~h ('I<Gje<:1S mad!: poMibl. with strortW <:OmmURlI) ,ul'JlOfl. 

My off"", would be ' ........ ,han happy 10 provido the F.cooomk Devel"pment CO<p<lOIt;on ufl.eo 
County.nd Ihe developers of Ihis projl..,t "ith any assista'",,' requirt'!! 10 insure ali permits. 
rqulator) i&fUM and policic$ an: pul in pI~ and folio"ed to achie", comrl<:1_ ktonlinll to 
lksirt<lll .... I,JlCS. We look ()I";Iaro II) """"'01\& ... ith you in ~Ol$ tnd< ... ,or 

Si ncerely. 

~4-..... 
STEVAN )'MRCf 
Memborof(",,"~<s 

Sf',,, 

",_ .. _._ ...... , _ .. " .. 'M __ _ --_. 
, ......... -." -"''''' ... _"'-

-_._. ,---, ---... ---,,,,.-.u_ ... _ ....... -------.M_ ....... 

.. _, ...... _------_lit ... --- • --- (onartSiS o( Ibt llnitrb iltlllrS' 
' ___ 'M 

Su" ... Loflin 
Prddtnl II: CEO 
InlenwlonlJ I1OI0pcs. Inc: , 
4137 Commm:e Circle 
IIbho Falls. JO 8JM)1 

Ikar Mr I .• fhn: 

:t,Ious:r o{ l\ t prrfftllnllbtf 

Rt..lMt1 •• , J)( 205L~3102 

--, . ... _ ... """ . ...... __ .. ----------
---~ 1 •• ,, __ "_ • 

... _,'-'----

I ""mt Ullt !cue.. 10 ,ndic:lIC m) sUJlPOfI n'prdillj m., InL .... I"uon~II ... lopIS. Inc. p~ I() 
build. U .... ,"'" J>mcc,w~ owl ~lwrine i;xllWLion F.."bl)' in I..c:o Coun'y. t-;cv. Me>.K:o. nO. 
high lcChI'IolOj)' facilil)'...oII1d Ilt' an _ 10 I.u Counw A project orlhi, nat"", truly pre$<1l15 
an ""cil;n~ (",ure ror lhe BreD, 000 I ""lieve ~"l community ,uppon "'HI be ove",holm;nl!l) 
SI"'11¥- Community IUpporl pla)'s a 51(0011 role in ""hi~, in~ ,he goIIli of. S<l<X'"",ful project 
Projccl$ ....,h "" W"". ISQlalioo, Pilo! Planl in CarU.bad ond Nalional 1'.nri.1wnenI F .. ilil)' 
( tES) in F. .... 1tt ~ both pro~1J; m:ocJo:o ~ibk with "'mill! """",,Will) lIIJ'IIOIl. 

M) offIce " ",,1.1 be: '''''''' lluin happy 10 prov,J. the r:COOK:>mic nc,·d"pn1<. .... 1 ('ol'ponnlon uf l.eII 
('oulUyaod Ih., 'I/:vdop<:1'3 of Ihis projl...,! ",!h any assj~!~n"c ,~-qUim.lIO insuR: all p<rmi1~ 
rqublOf) w...., and polki"..~ pu1 in pI:ft and f"I1",,~ III Deb;""" romplchon .:w<~illllO 
Iksin'd umdUles \h 1001. fOl"lOaro 10 " ......... 11& "llh )'0\1 in !his cnd<1I ..... 

Sjoct'",ly, 

~Ii-..... 
sn:VAN PI"ARU' 
M.mber or C'onw"" 

Sf'", 

.,,_ .. _.---, _ ... "" ' •• __ "n --~, , .......... -..... _ .. ."" 

, .. _"'-
-~- "---' ---,,--' _a,_ 

,~- ... - _0-'------,'._.,.-
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;N 'W ~fXi'o ~j"j c ~'mll' 
folnh OlnpitoJ 

SE."IATOR CAJUtOU. U . lEI\VEU. 
MtM,.'_~1 

PU D. .... v 
'" ~ 'n!>:' 

___ )I3:l505O 

Cd __ ~1G!; 
r ... __ :121M 

£ __ .-...-

Sep!cmbed,2008 

Sieve r .. ni" 
President .t. CEO 
fn tmlllional l .... opcS, Inc. 
41 J7 COIt\II1eJ'tt Cirde 
Idaho Fall .. ID 83401 

[)enr Mr. btlin: 

$nnln Jr 

I .... ''''Y pleased 10 INm that InlcmIIKlfIIIr Jsoropa, Inc i. COIIlI,denna l.ca County in • 
Uranium Emichmen • .00 FluoriOC' " •• ..,hon Facjli(~_ ~ Sli. und<:r ~lIon should JtI'\' . 
you_II 

Iment&uC>IIal l<olopeo. II"" ,,-ill find N .... Me.ico o"d Lea County ''bySillCl& fr,.odly." Many of 
,'''' Ir.,n;,,, J>roW'llml da'rlopcd 10 MUStY .he ... 'OII: ("""" neal. of WIPP arid 'M Nali<.>nal 
Enrichment FKility would be ","il~1c 10 IMS 10 emur< I 00<11""'000' I~,II«I labor pool In 
.!dIllon. our property 1M 1101. i. oneofthe mosI favorlble in !he Rlli,",. 

1'1_ be awarc of ille "(IpOI1Wlily I<> fon"""" .. ilh Indu'1n~1 RevOflU<' Bond~ 100 the ach·.mlge 
lhcrewilh I~al few m l>er ~{II"'l ofTer Refl mur«! ofmy support on b<:>1h. $ .... ,. l"d local I."" 

.-;'. ;N,r" ;BiI.xi," ~j"j, ,j!>rnllj, 
,5otntr Olnpilol 

SL"IATOH CARROU. .,. LUt.VU1 
~l<Io,.'_~l 

PO ~_D 
101 11M IiIIl'2 

___ ,":1';50 

Cd __ ~1G!Io 

r.. 1IIfl_ 2'2S4 
l .... M.Hh.G_ 

Sq>I<lnbco 3, 2008 

S,,,,,. I .. nin 
Pnsidm.1< CEO 
InlmllliMallJOl~ I ... , 
4t)7C'0IIUl1(>tt Cin:~ 

Idaho fills, ID 83401 

1>tlIr Mr ..... nill: 

Jijonnh' Jr 

I ... ,~ 1'1<:aso:d 10 It.n tNt Imarlll'OMI I~ Inc is cormdcn", I.e. County lOt • 
Unnium Enrkhmen.iInd fluorinr !::In.'1011 Fae,h'), "Ow: sil"- WIder ClCIIJSI(\nM,,,,, 5hould tom. 
you _II 

l"lI,mall", ... 1 J$lItl'lf'C". III<' "ill fin<! New 1>1':";00 .lId l~. ('nun,y ''b..s.M!!oII fllmdly." Many of 
I)M, l!Jjni"~ prow'''"' d",clopo:d ~l Audy .he wOIk f~ needs of Wt1>P and 1M N.,1Qfll.l 
FJlI,crunent F.ality ""QUid be I\ail.obk: In '''''S 10 msur ... oon!'II\OOU' "',,11ed IabQr pool In 
-.1<1.,11011. WI propc:rty WI"..e;5 ono: of the moos! f.,,,,oblt in 1M 1181"", 

rl_ be ."'are "fllle "I'flommily '0 fl1WlCe ""jlll Indu$1,i.1 R~IK' Bond •• nd the ..J''IlIIag~ 
l~ith l~aI few mlocrl'"'O!i offer. Rl'l'll.Sl!ur«I army suI'!"''' ()!l bolh a ollo'''- ond If)CIllev(1 

Smctnly 
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;Nrfn ~txiro ,;;&i<ltr ';;&,n.l, 
> lnlr (£[np ilpl 

SENA.TOfl GAY O. K£RJI<AN Rc...,l .. _ 
00 •• fMo. 02 

...""..--~ Col _37<11= 
1_ 6OI6I.m lUI 

E ..................... "'" 

Sieve ullio 
Ptnidml It CEO 
Iniemalional l5OlOprl. Inc. 
4137 ComllleR:C Cin:le 
1<18110 falls. ID 83401 

Ikar Mr Laflin: 

.$Ilnlll ',!or 

~~ 

'c.-.. 0....-• .-. 
..... Sckdr_ f_ 

,-~ 

Tk Sta~ Jlf No'" Mexico is .""lIn: of .he possible dt,-clopmenl of tho UI'VIium ~nl and 
Fluorioc Extract;on Focilily in ~a County. We are confident that Nc" Mexiro is I viable opIion 
for Ihi, IN1S fad li ty. 

w. belie.'. lhat the busi",," oit-ri>'ecj from its de'''ciopmenl would be: romplilMnta'Y 10 lhe 
economic flllUft or !he people of No:w Muic:o. This projco;l oITers an opponunilY 10 II lili~.t 
INIS ', VISIlechooloaiaJ aHelS 10 "',mlliite job and ptIlIDnal income """"h for SoutheuIcm 
No:w Mexicans. 

T1lc: following proposal ";ves IN1S comprehensi,". dQc"",.malion penainin~ 10 the criliea! 
ele"\ellIS ''''''essasy 10 II\IIl. the dttision of developing the IN IS facility in l •• Counly. New 
Mexico. The pru<ItnI i",elV"'ioo of site charw:.erislics, "uod .. 1Cd infrasl~. ~ics. 
ancIlinancial incenli,"CS "ill allow INIS • lrm>en<lou! opp>r\lInil) for I ru11lng...Jge facilil) in 
0'" SUlle. 

We look fo ... -ard 10 your positi,'e 'ValUIIlion 10 the prop<)Slll , m;eivi"ll addilional informalion 
about this exciting [II'OJI.'C1. and 10 working I"",ard. lhe mU1UIIlly I>mcf..:i.1 pi of. "''ell paid 
a .. d hiply producti,' ..... on: fom: in N(w MCl<ioo. 

• ," 
;N,m ~txiro ~u", ~mnt' 

~Illtf IJIllpilol 

SENA10R GAY G.. I(£IINAN 
RC .... ' .. _ ."..,. .. f..., " 

9211 \II _"'«I
"_~"'1'~ 
__ J"1~ 

c.o _ :r.tI'llIo 

1 .. _"IlI'.11 (", ... _., ... 
SI~ laflin 
PresiMnl It CEO 
InlmlM,onaI1SOlOprS. Inc. 
4137 Comll1er<:e Cin:k 
l""lm falls. 1083401 

[kat /.1. LaniJl 

$lInlll ~r "-" -.......... ,. 
~ -,..,...., .. -
-~ ~.I-' -,----c-c-..-• .-. 

l'\M<~r-. r_ ,--

TIlt SU~ of Ne .... Muillo is .""'" or the po$Sibie lkvelopncrn or tho U""';um £nriclunen, and 
FIl.on"" 1lx1nlCl;D11 F.cil;(~ In La County. We ~ confide"1 thai Nc" Mcxiro ill .'iable oplion 
for thit INIS radlily 

We bflievf lhal the busil\ClS tkri"~ from ils "",..,Iopmcnt would ~ romplimenwy 10 lhe 
cc«IOII'Iic fut= IIf Iho: people of New Muko. This proj", olTers an opponunily I<> ulih~.., 
INIS', \1ISI techooloslCal assets 10 $limul.tc job and pt~ Income 1!fO"",h r... SoW-oea5tcm 
Now Mexicans. 

TIM: lbllowin!! PfOpo&IOl Wives INIS ro"'rrehensiH OOc:ulllcmalion penainina I<l 11M: crilK:al 
( Inncnl, '''"'=at)' 10 nlllle the dttisioo of oje.'c lopinilihe IN1S facillt)' in I. ... County. Ncw 
MeJcico The ~ il1le~ cof aite clIarw:lcris!ies. _loiN infrtrslno:lW't.~ ... 
and financial ;nc(mi,u ",111 .Uo .... INIS ItTcmm<Iou!I opflOfIunily r", "ru1I1Il/i1~lIe r.,il;l) in 
0\11' WIlt". 

We look f<).ward II.> yl)ll' pos;!;,.., ."",IUIIli<)n 10 the prop<!$lIl . =elvin, ll\IJil;OfIal i"ron"~lion 
about !hl' exciting proJeCI. and IG worid"ll !O\Owds the mUlll&lIy beMr..:,al fOIl of. ",..,11 paid 
and hiJhly prodl.K:li'·. work fOltt in N<w Muico. 
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October 20, 2009 

J Icnry KNlZULa. Chairman of Board 
A"",bc Tribe of Oklahoma 
PORo.1220 
Anadarko. OK 73005·1220 

DearMr. Koru:uta. 

Intomotional lS01ope .. Inc (INIS) is prnposina to cooSltU<:t an integrated Fluorine E>.trao;1i"" Proc<:.sattd 
Depleltd Uranium Dtc;m,'e"ion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 mil .. w.., of Hobbs. New Mexko. The proposed 
f""ility will be C<Hl<tructtd within &<:lion. 26 and 27 orTownship 18S. Range 37E. The IN1S pmject 
will i",vl, .. the oonstlUClion or multiple buildings and an OCttSS mad on the: 6()(I.oc,", sit. 
Approximately 30 ocrcs will be dir<:<tly impacted by <:(Instruction or lite f""jIj,y. 

INIS i. preparing an EnvirtHlJJ'l/:Jl,a1 R<jlOIt (ER) for ,hi. proj«"1. The ER will be submintd to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commi .. i"" (NRC) before the end oflhis year for the:ir uO< in pIq>aring an 
Ilnvironm.·mal Impact SLalomenl (illS). We .... notifyina)"Oll abou, lite project; and NRC will be 
fChedulina. ann<Hut<ing, and <:(>ndU<1in,g • public hearing on this pmj<:<1 in the n ..... fulu .... W. are .. !:ing 
for """""""to cOI>C<:rning the pmpooc:d f""ili,'" as tl!ey relale 1<> .u<:heol"llical. cullural and hi<lorical 
si, .. important 1<> Nal"" American """1". IJ.ued on an inilial environmen,al analysil. ,hi, project i. not 
expected 1<> ...... It in sijlrtif""nl negalive eff«" on the: local environment. 

To f""ili,.", )"OIl' review ••• ite plot of the proposed FEPIDUP f""ilili .. is end<MOl. Your comments will 
be ;ocluded in lho IlR that will be submintd 10 lhe Nuclear Regulatory Commi .. ion (NRC) rOl" ",view. 

w. would appreciate n:ccivin,g )'011' commen" within 30 days. Sbould you have any q .... tion. 0< ...,.,.;l 

addilional informa'ion. picas<: <:(Intact me 01 (208) 524·5300. 

Sil>Ccrcly. 

s,., .. LaAin. Presidenl and CEO 
In'em>tionaIIS01OpeS. Inc. 

Enclosu ... , I'n>po$ed INIS In'ell"'led De-oo!t' ..... ionIFluori .. Ext,.,..,tion Process Facility 

STl·2Q09·10 

OclOber 20. 2009 

H~nry KMZUIJ.. Chainnan of Board 
Apacbe Tribe of Oklahoma 
PORo, 122O 
Anadarko. OK 7.\005·1120 

De., M,. KOOlZUtl, 

Int"""tionool [S01ope .. Inc: (IN[S) i. proposing to const""" an int<V"ted Fluorine Extra<;tioo I'nx<:ssaod 
Depleted Ul'anium Decoo""rsiCMl Plan! (FEPIDUP) 14 mil .. wnt of Hobbs. New M.,i<:o. The ~ 
f""iHly wilt be «I",,,,,.ted within &<:tkln, 26 and 27 ofTow"'~ip 18S. Ralli" 37E. The IN1S project 
will imool, .. ,be construction of multiple buildings and an access mad CMl the 6()0.0 .... ,i, •. 
Approximalely ]0 acres will be di"""ly impacted by «> ... Iruc'''''' of the f",,!Ii'y. 

INIS i. preparing an Envi"""""",.1 Rcpon (ER) for ,hi, proj~ . The ER will be submitted 10 the 
Nuclcar Rcgulota<y Commission (NRC) bofon: the end "fLhi. year for their u« in preparing an 
EnYi""""""tollmpact SUtcmenL (E[S). We .... no!ifying)'Oll .boo, the pn>jc<;t; and NRC will be 
..,hedulins. &ItIlOUJICiog. and condUl;ting • publk hearing on this projcc1 in the near future. We ....... king 
for """"n""" conceming ,he ~ r""ilil'" .. they ... L1te lO a"'heoIoj;i",[. ~ul,ural and hi"nrical 
.i, .. impo","nt 10 Nati, .. American IIfOUpo. Il.ued on an initial ""vimruncnLlI analysi., this proj«t i, no! 
expected lO ...... It In . i",iflOa", ""gII'i .... effccts on the kw;:al onviron,"""l . 

To f""ilila,e your review •• • i,. plOt of,he propoiod FEPIDUP r""iliti .. is enelMed. Your comm,,"" " 'ill 
be inc:ludod in tbc ER ,hat will be submiued to ,he Nuclear Resulatory Commi .. ion (NRC) ror ",view. 

We would .pp ... dale """,;ving )'OIl' «Immen" within 30 day •. Sboold)'Oll hllve any q .... lion. or need 
additional informa,ion. pic&$<: «Intac, me II (208) 524·5300. 

s,., .. Lani", Prniden' and CEO 
Intcma'ionollS01opes. Inc. 

STl·2OO9·1O 
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OctC>bcr 20. 20()11 

Wallaoc Coffey. TribolCbairman 
Comanche NOlion of Oklahoma Tribe: 
584 NW Bingo Road 
HC 32 llox 1720 
PO. Box 908 
Lowt"". Oklahoma 73507 

Dear Mr. Coffey. 

Inlema1ionallOOlopo •• I"" (INIS) is propooinlllO con"ruc' "n i.'<gIlIIN Fl"";ne E>:trac1ion Process..od 
D<p1e!N Uranium Decon .. ersi<m PllnI (FEPIDUP) 14 miles "'cst of Hobbs. New Me.ie<>. The proposed 
facility will be: eonSlruetN wilhin Scctioons 26 and 27 ofTown.hip 18S. Ra~e 37E. The INIS proj«t 
will in",l"" the COII1trU<.1ion of multiple buildings ond .n aoc= road on .be: 6O()..ac", .ile. 
Approxima.ely 3() oc"" will be: direc.ly impactN by """ .. ruction oftbo facili.y. 

INIS is preparing an Envir<>nIn<fl.al Roporl (lOR) for Ihis proj«!. The ER will be submittN 10 the 
Nuc:I .... Regulatory Commission (NRC) before the end of this )Ut for thcir OUC in pupann, an 
Environmentallmpoc' Statement (EIS). We on: noIifying you about thc proj«t; and NRC ... ill be: 
ochedu.Iinll. mnou""inll. and condt><ti"3 1 public h .. ri~ CHI this proj«! in the r.car futuro . W. ore •• king 
for commont. concemi~ the propos«l f .. ilili ..... iIcy relote to ... heologk:al, cult"",1 .nd hiSlOrical 
. it" imp<mant to N.ti"" American iffiUPS. Based on an ini.i.lcnvi"",,,,,,,,tala .. lysi •• this proj«! is no! 
cxpoo!ed to ""ult in significant neptive .ff""" on the local o .. ,ironment. 

To facilitate your revi ....... site pI« ofthc prop<><od FEPIDUP facilities i. endooed. You, comment. will 
be indude<! in tile Ell. tha. will be: submitted 10 .he Nt><I .. r Regulal<>ry Commission (NRC) for review. 

We would appm:iate =ivi~ your com""",,, within 30 days. Should you ""Vi' any <llleSlion. or n«d 
odditional inronn .. ion. plta.\e """tact me ., (208) 524·5300. 

Sir><=ly. 

s •• , .. Loni .. P .... ident and CEO 
In,,,,,,.tio ... lIOOIopo •• ir><. 

Encloiure; Proposed INIS intcgnl,ed O''''''''' ..... iOlVFluorine l;'trac1ion Process Facility 

cc: Jimmy M<rl>erry. NAGPRA Di=,<>< 

STl~2009·11 

OctC>bcr 20. 20(19 

Wall..,..CofTcy. Tribol Chairman 
COIJl.11>che Nali"" of OkWloma Tribe: 
584 NW Bingo Road 
HC 32 nox I no 
PO. Bo. \lO8 
1..0"'100. Oklahoma 73507 

Ocor Mr. ColTey. 

Inl<malionallootopo .. Inc (INIS) i. proposin\: LO COIt$lTU<I In in'<"",ro ~1""""" E>:.lraclion Pro<esuod 
DepIetro Uranium D«o,wcrsio<l PI.." (FEPIDUP) 14 miles ... """rHobbs, N .... M""ICO. The proposed 
r.dlily ... ilI be: conslructed within ScctKmo 26 and 27 of Township 185. Ran8e 37E. The INIS project 
will in""lv.: the c""'lrUclion of multiple buildings "nd .n oc=s road on the 600-acrc silo. 
Appm><imatcly 30 "'res will be difC'Clly impactro by """""""ion "fthe facility. 

INIS i. preparing an l'.nvironIllCfltl l Ropon (ER) r"" ,hi. proj«1. The ER will be submiuro 10 the 
Nuclear RCl(IlLa,<>ry Commission (NRC) befon: Ike end oflhi. year r"" their .... in pKparinll an 
Environmcnt.tJ Impact Stalomon, (EIS). We.", notifying you about the prnjo;:t; and NRC will be 
""beduJini. announcing •• 00 Cond\>Clintl l public ""arinll on this prnj«1 in thc ncar rutu",. W • .,.. O$killll 
for commen .. ~intl ,he JlI"Il'O'C'l r""ilities OS they ",I ... to archcolOJlic&l. culturat ond hisLOrical 
. i,es imp<manl LO Naliv.: A"""",an iffiUPS. B.uod on an ini,i.l on";"""",,,,tal .".I}~i •• ,hi. project i. no! 
OXpce!ro 10 .... ull in .i"'ir,.ant ... g."i...., . !'T.,., .. on tile local on';ronment. 

To r",ilitalo YOU' "'vi ...... I .ite plo< of the propo«d FI:PIDUP f..,ililies i. mclooN. Your com"""," will 
be included in 1"" Ell. lbat "'ill be: oubminod to tile r-.'u<l .. r Rogulo,OfY Commi"ioD (NRC) for review. 

w. "'"QUId oppn:<i"o =ivinll y<>Uf com ...... " within J.O dol". Sbould you ba...., .... y questions or nero 
additional informal ion. plcuc ronlllCl me 0, (208) S24·s)OO. 

Si~ly. 

Stc,·. 1..oni". I' .... idcnl.oo CEO 
In'omalionalI5Ol0p0" Inc. 

"." Jimmy Ar1c-rbmy. NAGPRA Dir<:<tor 

STL-2009·ll 
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Don (Dorulic) Tofpi. Tribal Chairman 
Kio,... Tribe of Oklahoma 
1'0. !k>. 369 
Comcgi •• Oklahoma 73015-0369 

[)ear Mr. Tofpi. 

Inte""'ti"""l lOOlopes. I"" (lNIS) i. proposini 10 oorutnIcltII int<lIJ'Itcd Fluori.., Ulraclion Pro<:ess and 
Depicted Uno.ium Deoonversion Planl (FEPIDUI') 14 mil .. wC$! ofHobbo. New Mexico. The propos«! 
f""ilily will be conSlNCtC<i wilrun S • .:bon. 26 and 27 ofTownohip 18S. Range 37£. The INIS proj«t 
will involve the e<>rutruction of multiple buildini' ond an ""'e" road on the 6QO.-ac", sile. 
Approximalely 30 ..,res will be diroclly impoclcd by con."".,ion oflhe f..,ilily. 

INIS i. prcpari"ll tIl rovirorunmtal Rcpon (ER) for this proj«1. The Ell. will be ",bminC<i 10 the 
Nuclear R.gulatory Commi .. ion (NRC) before llIe end oflhi. year for their "sc in preparina an 
EnvironmcntallmpKI Stalement (illS). W ..... "",;fying yoo It>oulllle projc<1; and NRC will be 
schcduh"ll. announcing. and conductillJlI publk bearins on Ihi< project in lbe I><al' f",u",. W. are .. king 
for commma ~i"g the proposed facililies •• lbey re1al. 10 an:b«>logical, ruililllll and hi>l(lrical 
,i<c. imp<>rUnIIO N"i, .. Am<1ican groups. B.uod on ill\ initiol environmental anIIlrsi., Ihi. proi«' i. r><>I 
cxpe<:1C<i 10 .... ult in "gnificill\t ""gali"" .rrc<:l1 on the local environm<nl. 

To (..,iliu<c )'Q\Ir revi.w, •• ;1. plol of the J'I'O!IO"'d FEPIDUP faciliti", i. enclO$Cd. Your o;:<>mmOtI" will 
be included in lbe ER thai will be SIIbminC<i 10 IIIe N",,\car Regulalory Commi .. ion (NRC) for review 

w. would oW"'''; ... roceiving your comments wiillin 30 days. Should you have any qUC$!ion. or noaI 
addili"",,1 information. pl .... conlOCl me ., (208) 524·5300. 

Sinc=ly. 

Ste,,, LaAin, """idcntond CEO 
!nlemationalliOlOpC •• Inc 

Eo<lo.u",: Proposed INIS lnlegtalcd Dc-<:onversionll'luori ... ""'~tion I'roccs. F""ility 

STt.·2009·12 

Oc,ober 20. 2009 

Don (Donnie) Tofpi. Tribo.l Chairman 
Kio", ... TribeofOkWloma 
1'.0. 110,369 
Camctie. Oklahom.o 7301 S.o369 

o.a,. Mr. Tofpi. 

Intem>'i"""llsotopes. I!IC (I"'IS) is proposini 10 ."""""ct an io'"",,'ed F1l1Orine E.>:.!ra<1ion I'r<l<:eso and 
Depicted Uranium Deconversion Planl (FEl'fDUP) 14 mile< we<! of I!obbo. New M.~ico. The proposod 
f.dli,y will be """"NC1cd willlin Se.:bon. 26 aod 27 ofT"",·ndlip 18S. lUnge 37E. The INIS proje<1 
will invol,., 1!It construCtion of mul,iple buildinll' .ed on '"" .. road "" lhe 600--..,,,, .i'e. 
Appro~im'ldy .10 ..,res will be dircc~y imPKled by conmuc,ion of,he facili'Y. 

lNIS i. prepari"i an Eovir(lruIlenlOi Report (ER) for 'hIS proje<l. The lOR will be subm,ncd '0 !he 
Nuclear Regulatory CQf1lIIIi .. ion (NRC) before ,he end of,hi. year f'" ,beir uSC in proparinl ... 
EnviroruncnlOl lmpo<1 SLlI<menl (liIS). We .... OQIifying you abou"he projec1: and NRC will be 
scltcduh"ll. _!ICing. and oondUC1i"i a publk hearina on ,bi< projccl in ,be Il<llr [ulurr. Yl. arc .. 'ing 
for commml> ~ing lhe proposed f"dli,ies .. lbey ",Ia'. 10 an:b<Ologkal. rnilur.o.l and hi""",,.1 
,i le< impo<Unll0 Na'i .... American JrOIIps. Basc<l on an inilial <"<1vir(HlI1\CTlLlIm>lysi$, ,hi> prop:1 is "'" 
""pcc1ed 10 resul1 in .i.goifi • .." ""&ali .... rra:u "" lhe local rnvir<>nI1l<"<1'-

To f""i!illlte your ",view •• ,i,e pi", of,he ~ FEI'IDUI' f""ilib .. is eno;looed. Your """men" will 
be i!ICludcd in lbe ER dill wIll be ... hmitlod 10 lhe N",,1ear Regulatory C""lmilOkm (NRC) for ",view. 

w. would appn:><iOle receiving your commen,s wi,hin 30 doys. Sbould you h • .., uy question. or r><ed 
addi,ion • .! informa'i"". pl ..... <>11'1001.,.., (208) 524_53011 

Since.-.ly. 

SIC>"<' LaAin, l'rnidem..,d CEO 
In,em.ttiolulllOlOpe'. I"" 

Enclosu"" I'roposed INIS Inle""led Dc..:onversionIHIIOri .. F.>etraclion!'rocess Focili,y 

STL.-2009·12 
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October 20. 2009 

M.rI: Chino. Presidenl 
Me..,.lero Apache Tribe 
P.O. Box 227 
Me..,.lero. N~ Mexieo 88340 

Dear Mr. Chi"" 

Inlernational b",<>pe$. IDC (INIS) i. proposi"llIO cC>I\SIR>CI an integ"ned Fluorine Exlraction i'T<><ess and 
Depleted Ur.lJlilUll De<:onvenion PI.nl (FEP/DUP) 14 miles W$ of I!<>bbo. Now 1>1oxieo. The pr<>poo<d 
facilily will be oonSU\lelcd wilhin Sec1ion. 26 and 27 ofTOWTUhip 18S. Range nE. The INIS project 
will im ... lve lhe COI\Sll\lClion of ",.),ipl. buildi"ll' and an acC<'S' ""'" on lhe 6OO-ao", .ile. 
Approximately 30 acres .... ill be di=lIy impacloo by oonstro<:1ion oflhe facility. 

INIS i. pnoparing an Er",i"",mcnlal Report (ER) for lhi, proje<;1. Thc ER will be submitted 10 lbe 
Nudoar ReiulalOry Conuni .. ion (NRC) before the end of lhi' year for lheir .,.., in preparina In 
Envi"",mentallmpaoct StalO1l'll:Jlt (lOIS). W • .,.. OOIifyirt.il you .boollbe projecl; and NRC will be 
solleduling. a""""neif1jj. and condu<ling a public bearing on Ihi' project in Iho near fururr. W. ore: ><king 
for commc:nts conoc:ming ,he proposed f""ilitie, as lhey ",1110 10 ."'l>c<>logical. culltulll and historical 
.iles import.nl to Nalive Ammo .. groups. Hued OIl OIl inilial environmental ... Iysio, ,hi. projccI i, "'" 
eXpcc1rolo r<$Uh in .ignifo •• nlncgati .... errects on ,he 1C>Cl1 environmenL 

To f""ilila« your ",view .• ,it. plot oftbe propoood FEPIDUP faciliti<$ ii .ndosed. y"", =u will 
be included in Ibc: lOR lhal will be ,ubminrol0 lbe N""lo", ROi"I01ory Commission (I'RC) for ",vi ..... 

W. wOllld appreei.,. """,iving your .omments within 30 days. Should you ha .... any qUO$li,.", or need 
Iddili"",,1 informa'i"", pi ..... ""Iac1 me.l (208) 524·5300. 

Sinc=ly. 

Sl ..... Laflin, Presiden, and CF'(} 
In,emalionall$O!Op<$, Inc. 

Enclosure; I'roposod lNIS 10to&""00 De-<:<mvenk'lIlFluorinc Exlraction Process Facility 

STL·2009·13 

Marl: Chino. Presided, 
Mescalero Ap!lCbe Tribe 
P.O. Box 227 
Mescalero, N~ Me~ico 88340 

Dear Mr. Chi"". 

International I"" ....... I"" {INIS) i. proposi"lltO con"""" an inlCi""ro Fl""';nc F.)[Ira<1ion ~ and 
Depleted Uranium l>eoonvenion Pllnt (FEP/DUP) 14 miles ""C$I of I!<>bbs. New Moxie<>_ Tho proposed 
f""ilily ... ill be """sLruet«l ,,-i,hin Sec1ion. 26 and 27 ofT"""Tl$hip 18S. Range 37E. The INIS projecl 
will i.,"OI"" the OOIIStNClioo of muhiple boildilllJl' and an ao:~ss I"OfId on the 600--a<", .ite. 
Appro~irnalCly 30 Im$ will be dim;lIy impacled by const""""'" of the f""ilily. 

INIS i. ~ng an E.wironmcnlal Repon (ER) fortlri. proje<:l. Tho lOR will be .ubmitlCd to Ille 
Nuclwc RciuIIlOl}' Conuni .. ion (NRC) b<f"", tlle end ofthi, year fOf their.,.., in ~nB In 
Environmental Impact Slal""""'t (EIS). W. arc "",ifyilijJ you 01>00, tlle project; and NRC will be 
schcdulini- annouI>Cing. and oondtJ<ting I public hearing on mi, project in Ibc: ncar futu",. We Ire oAing 
for commenll concerning tlle pr<>pOo<l<! fao:ilitic. as lhey ",llIe 10 Ircheoiogicll. oultor.ll and h410rical 
.iles important to Nati"" American grouJlI. II.ucd "" an initial e"",ir"Olln>cnt.1 an.ol)'$it, thil project i, no! 
""pec1ed to .-.:suI, in ,ignifocant ""gati'" effects on the local "Wironm<nl. 

To f""iti .. ", )"<I' ",view . • ,it. plot oftlle proposed fEPIDUp raeiliti .. ;. enclO$Od. Your """"""",. will 
be included in Ibc: ER thot will be ,ubmiltro 10 the N""Ie.v ROiulOiOry Commission (NRC) for "'vie .... 

W. WOIlld appn:c-i ... m:eivi.g your tom"""'" ... ithin 30 do)'$. Should you ha, .. lily qtlO$li"", or nc-c<l 
arIdili"",,] informal""" please contoct me.' (lOS) ~24·SJ(X}. 

Sinc=ly. 

St""" Laflin, Presiden, and CEO 
Intemalionall$O!<>pco., Inc. 

STL·2009·13 
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October 20. 2009 

Frank Poi>., Gov<:mQ< 
Yllru dd Sur PucbloTri~ 
1'0 110. 17579 - Yslet. Station 
1'.1 P.so. TX 79917 

Dcar Mr. Poi", 

Int<m&1ionall""ope&. IIIC (lNIS);, prop<>sing to C<>lISIrII<t In inlegraled F'..,ri.., Ext""'lion Prooeo.s and 
Depleted lJ~ium Do<:ooversion 1'1'"1 (FEPIDlJP) 14 mil.,. we.! of 1lC>bbs. N<w Mo.ico, TIx: pn>pOO«I 
facility will ~ constructed wilhin !>«lion. 26 Ind 27 ofT"",,,,hip ISS. Rang< HE. lllc INIS projo:t 
will inllOl .... lhe con'lnIClioo of muhiple buildings and &/I ocee .. ~ on the 6(l()..aore ,ile. 
AP\1ro.imat.ly J.O oc.--.. will be d; ...... ly impacted by oonstruction of tile foci lily. 

INIS i. ]>t'<'Paring In Environm.ntal Report (lOR) ["" this proj=. lllc lOR will ~ ... l>mitted I<> the 
Nuclear R~latCH)' Commission (NRC) be:{<>r< the rod ofthi, )'Car f", their UK in ]>t'<'Paring an 
Envirot\l1lenllllmplCl Stat.ment (lOIS). We"", ""'ifying you .bout the project; ond NRC will ~ 
scheduling, lnnOUocing, aNI oond""'ing I publi<: heanng on Ihi. projo;:t in lhe near [UIUre. W. Ire •• king 
f"" com""",,, oOll«mins the proposed facilities .. lhey relate 10 onoheol<>gicol, ,.IILII'II and historie.1 
. iles importililt to Nati, .. Ameri,an group •. Based on on inili.1 <1lvironrnenlol .nalysi •• lhi. proj""l i. not 

expocted to resuh in signiflC.nl ..,gali ..... rr""" on lhe local <1lvirorunc:nl. 

To facili"". your review ••• ite plot of tile proposed fEPIDUP facilities i •• nclosed. y"", comments will 
be: illCluded in the Ell. thai will ~ ..,bmil1ed 10 Ihe NClClcar RegulllCH)' Commission (NRC) r"" review. 

W. would "P!"I"'ille «<eiving your ."",menl, within J.O days. Should you ha"e any question. '" nec.i 
additional information, pI",..., conlact me 01 (208) 524·5)00. 

Sincen:ly. 

St ..... Lani •• I'rdidcnt and CEO 
Inlcm.ationallJOIopeo. IIIC. 

Franl: Poi>., Govcm<l< 
YslcLI dd Sur Pueblo Tri~ 
1'0 Ik>~ 17S79 - y,leIl Slllioo 
EI P.so. TX 79917 

n,,"r Mr. Pli .. 

In!<mII1"""'ll"",opes.. Jnc (lNIS) i, propooing 10 C<>lISInI<IIIl inlCl"'lod floorine Ex,,..,tion I'roc:e>.s and 
[)q>1ct<d Uranium lk<:ooversiool'tant (FI:PiUUP) 14 mila ..-es:< of llobbs, New Mo. "", lbo prt>pOK<I 
facili'y will ~ consl1uctod ... ilhin S«tion. 26 Ind 27 ofTown;hip I as. Ran,e HE. The [NIS projC¢l 
... ill invol, .. the construction of multiple buildings and an ",,,,,, .. road on the 6O(lo.ac,.. ,it •. 
Approximately J.O II<'JeS will be di=tly Unpactod by """"ruction of'he [."'lily. 

INIS is preparing In EnvirotlttlCnlll Ropon JER) for WI proj<d. The ER will ~ ",bmiuod to ,Il<: 
Nuclear R"iU1atOl)' Commi .. ion (NRC) before til<: rod ,,(,hi, year for 'heir UK in Pl"<l"'rinllfJt 
Environmentllimpact Stotem .. , (EIS). W ..... ""'if yin II )'00 OMI Ihe projec\; and NRC ... iII ~ 
",hod"lin&. lru"' .. ,,,cinl\. and COIId"",inll" Pl'blk he"';ng on this pro;.ct in lile near futu .... We .... askIng 
for <:OIMIal" conc<min~ the ~ r.dlilies .. liley ... Iate 10 anoheolocioll, <ulill/'li and historical .i, .. importan, to Nati ... Ameno"" llroup •. Bosed on .n in'li.1 cnvironrnentol analysi •• tlli. proj<d i. not 

""I',,<"od to result in ';lIIIi f1<.nl nega!' .... eIT«ts on thc 1oo.lcnvirorunent. 

To f.dli""e )'00' .. vi .... · ••• ite plot orthe propooc<I FEPiUUP foc,I'ti .. is enclosed. You, commenlS will 
be irx:ludOO in lile F.R tha' will ~ ,ubmiltO<l to lbe Nuclear Ro~ul.tOl)' Commi .. ion (NRC) for revj""" 

We would "pp"""ate """,ivioll )'00' comments within JO days. Should)'OO III". any questions or .,..d 
additional informalio". pleue contlCl me at (208) S24·5300, 

S'=I)'. 

St ..... Lan'n. Prdidcnt and CEO 
Intcm.tti"""llJOIopes. Inc. 

Encl.,.. ... : I'mposoo:l lNIS Integrated IJe..:onvenionff[uQrinc F.,'''''''ion I'roc:e>.s FociJj,y 
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(k,<>ber 20. 2Q09 

J<>hnnie "Mot!" White, Mayor 
CityofEunk~ 

Box 494 
E"nk~. New Moxico Unl 

Pear Mayor White. 

In'Oma1ionallsotopes. Z"" (IN IS) is J"'OI'OSin& '0 consIruct an inl<gr1ltcd Fluorine E"'''''''ion ~ and 
J.>e.pleted Uranium Deeon...."..ion Pion, (FEPfDUP) 14 mile. WC>l of H<>bbs. N .... ~kxico. lbe p""",sed 
f.dlity ... ilI be """""",ted ... ithin Stdiola 26 and 27 of Township 18S. Range 37E. lbe INIS proie<:l 
will in""lve ,he con.trueli,", of multiple buildings and an oeceo. ""'" on a 600--acre .ite. Approximately 
.l() acres ",ill be dirtttly impacted by con>!""'tio" of the facility. 

lN1S i. preparina an J:nviIDr'lln<lllal R<pon (ER) fO!"lhi. proie<:l, lbe ER will be . ubmitted to the 
Nuole .. Regulatory Commission (l'>'RC) before ,be end ofthi. year ror their"", in Preparinll an 
Environmerual lml*"' Sl3t~ ..... , (EIS). W. a ... notifyill$)IOO . boot the project; and NRC ... il1 be 
schedulini. annour.dl\l. and condu<tinlll publio bearing on Ibi. proie<:l in the near futu .... W ..... asking 
f.". commento coneeming the proposed facilities as they ... Iate to "",i<>«"""",;o impact iuueo "" other 
iss,.,. important to)lOO. BuccI on an initial ""vironmental analysi., ,hi. projc<"t i. not . xpected to fdUl, 
in .illftifl •• nt negati ..... n-eel. on the local ""virorunc:m. 

To r .. ilitate )IOOr ... view. a .;te plot of the proposed fEPfDUP facili,i .. io"1i<) melO$<:d. Yow- comments 
will be i""luded in the ER ,ha, ... ill be subrnilled tOthe Nuclcat R<gul .. oryCommi$$ion(NRC) for 
... ,jew, 

W~ woold .ppreci .. ~ receivina )100' eomm<nll within 30 days. Sboold)lOO !Ia, .. IrQ' qll<sti<HU"" need 
odditiorutl information. pl ..... """tact me at (20S) 524·5300 

Si"".,..ly. 

S, .... Lonin, I'rnklent and CEO 
In'omatio .... l Isotopes. I..,. 

E",,'osu,," I'ropo;Icd INIS Fluorine E>:,""eli,", Process ond Deplelcd Uranium De~n"."'ion Plan' 

STL-2009--16 

Oc,ober 20, 2009 

l<>hnnie "MOle While, Mayor 
CityofEunke 
Box 494 
Eunk~. New Me.;"" 8SHl 

Dear Mayor While, 

lntemall ...... 11SOlopes.! .... (lNIS)i.pr<>fl<IOin&IOC<>fISItUCtaninlCgrlIl«!Fh.....; .... F..xtra<:ti<>n1.ro<=o and 
[kp1C1ed Uranium [)e(:oo""rsion Plan, (fEPIDUP) 14 mile. WCOl of Hobbs. New Mexic<>. lbe proposed 
facility will be conrutlClcd within Soction> 26 and 27 of Township 18S, lUnge HE. lbe INIS projo<;t 
will in",I,,, IIIe con'lnIction of multiple buildings and an 00CCe0$ rood 00 • 600--00:", ,ite, Approximately 
3()..,,..,. will be di"""ly imparted by .oo'''''''t;'''' of the f""Hily. 

INIS i. preparing an Hnvin>rlfl'l<mLl.I Repot1 (ER) for tbi. proje<:t, lbe ER will be submitted to the 
Nueleat Regulatory C{)mmiosiOft (NRC) befon: the end oflhi. yeat for their use in preparing on 
Environrnc!l1a] Impact Statement (EIS). We .rellOtif)'ingyou . houlthe proje<:t; and NRC will be 
scheduling. annoutlCi"" and condueting a pub!ie hearing on Ihi, projo;:t in the near fulure. We ..... king 
for commen,. conemting IIIe proposed facilities as they ",Ial. 10 sooi<>tCoMmic impact issue< '" orhor 
ios_ importalll 10 you. Based on an ioitial environmenlal analysio. Ihi. project ;. not e' p<Cled to fC1ub 
in .ill"iflOanl negative err"",. Oft the local envirorunclll. 

To focililOle}'>W revicw. a .il. plot of the pr-oposod fEP/DUP facilities i •• lso md o...,J. Your comments 
... ·ill be i.dulled in 11>0 Ell. lhal I"ill be .ubmilled lotbe Nuclear Rtgul .. oryCommi .. ion(NRC) for 
",vicw, 

We "'QUld opprec,OI. te«iving your COrtImrnIS within J() daY'. Should you ha, .. any que"i<HU or need 
oddi, i"",,! informa,ion, please con....,t me . t (208) 524·S)OO. 

Si",,=,y. 

St., .. unlit, Presidenl and CEO 
Intornational J..,..,.... I,..,. 

Eoclosu~ 1'ropo<cd lN1S Fluorine f..xtracli"" P"",cu.nd IXpIC1ed Uranium De-<:on"" .. ion Planl 
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October 20, 2009 

Alton Dunn, Mayor 
CilyofJaI 
621 S.4· SU«1 
Jal, New Mexico. 88252 

Dear Mayor Dunn. 

!nlernatio .... ll $(llopc$. I"" (lNIS) is proposing to conStruCI an inlegr;l1ed Fluorine Exlr;\Clion Proc<:n and 
I)epl<:!ed Uranium Dcconvenion Planl (FEPIDUP) 14 mile, west ofllobbs. New Mexico. The proposed 
facilily will be con$1(UCled within Seclions 26 and 27 ofTown'hip 18S. Rang<: 37E. The INlS project 
will in,-ol", the con'truC1ion of multiple buildings and an ac<:css road on a 600-ac:", .ite. Approximately 
.\(I a.::",. will be direC1ly impacted by connruction of lbe fa.::ility. 

lN1S is preparing an Environmenlal Rcpon (ER) for Ihi' project. The ER will be submiued (0 the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) before the end of this year for their use in preparing an 
Environmental Impacl Stat."",nt (E1S). We are notifying you about lhe projttl; and NRC will be 
scheduling. announcing, and conducling a public hearing on thi' projecl in lhe near rUlu",. We are asking 
for comment, concerning the proposed facilitit;$ as they ",late to sociooconomic irnpacl i.sut;$ or other 
issues importanlto you. B...oo on an inilial environm<:lltalanaly$i'.lhi. project i. not e'J>«ted 10 resull 
in .ignif1CaJl1 negali,,,, effect. on lhe local <:II";",,,menl 

To facilitate your ",view. a site plot of the proposed FIOP/OUP facililies is also <ntlosed. Your comments 
will he included in Ihe EK lhal will be $ubmilled 10 the Nuclear Regul.tofyComminion (NRC) for 
review. 

We would appreciale "",eiving your common .. within .\(I da)'$_ Should you haY(: any queslion. Or need 
addilional infonn.alion. plea$( contacl me.! (208) S24·S300, 

Sinc=ly. 

Stcve Laflin, President.nd CEO 
lntemalion.all$Olopes. In<:, 

Enclosure; Proposed INIS Fluorine Extraction Proc .... and DeplC1cd Uranium D<xon, ..... ion Plant 

STL-2009·17 

Oc1ober 20. 2009 

Allon Dunn, Mayor 
Cilyo[JaI 
621 S. 4· SIn:<:1 
Jal, New Mexico. 88252 

Ikar Mayor Dunn. 

IntemaliOlUlllSOlO!)CS. Inc (IN!S) iJ proposing to "onstm<::tan integrated f !UO\'inc Extraclion~" and 
Ikpleta:l Uranium Deconvenion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 miles west of I lobbs. New Mexico. Tho proposed 
faeility will be constructed within Sections 26 Ind 27 ofTownship 18S. Rang<: HE. 1'bc INIS projec, 
will in,"OI,,, the coru;truetion or muttiple buildings and an ac<:css road on a 6O().ac.., .itc. Approxim"cly 
30 acres will be directly impacted by con1truction o[ the facility. 

INIS is preparing an Environmental Rcpon (ER) forthi. project. Tho ER will be submitted '0 the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (1\.'RC) before the end of tills year for their use in preparing an 
Environmenlo l Impact Statement (E1S). We an:: notifying you about thc project; and NRC will be 
scheduling. announcing. and ""nducting I public hearing on Ihi. project in the near futu..,. We"", asking 
for ""mmO.IS C<lI1C<:ming the pr<)!lOsed facilities as they ",lale to socie><>:onomic impact inues or ()!her 
i •• UCi importanl to you. Ba<oo<I on an inilialcn,ironmen!.1 anal)'$i$, this pruject is nOi up<>eted to resull 
in .il(!tiflCall! negati'" effects on lhe local Crt';romncnl 

To facilitate your review. a sile 1'101. of the proposed PHPIDUP faeilili", is also enclosed. Your comments 
will be i""laded in 'he Ell. !hat will be submiued 10 the Nuclear Rcgulatory Commission (,,'RC) for 
",vicw. 

Wc would "Pf'I"Ciatc receiving your ""mmentS within 30 days. Should you haw any questions Or need 
additional information. pl~ contact me 3' (208) 524·5300. 

Sincertly, 

SICve laflin, President and CEO 
Intemational l$OlOpts. In<:. 

Enclow..,: Proposed INIS Fluorine Extnc1ion Process and Depleled Uranium Ik-<:ou,,, .. ion Plant 

STL-2009·17 
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October 20, 2009 

Roben Zap, M3)'01" 

City of And~s, Tens 
III Lodsdon 
And~$. TX 79714 

Dear M3)'01" Zap, 

Int~m.ationaIIS01OpC$, Inc (lNIS) i. proposing 10 construct an intcgrntoo Fluorine Extraction ~$$ and 
IJcpleted U"'ni~m D<convcnion l'lant (FIlPIDUP) 14 miltS w~SI of Hobbs, New Mexico. The prop<:>S<d 
facility will be conSlructe<l within Sections 26 and 21 ofTown.hip 18S. Range 37E. The INIS projOXt 
wilt invol"" tlte construction of mulliplc building. and an aCCC$$ road on • 6(X)·acre .ite. Approximately 
30 acre. will be directly impacted by conSlruc1ion of the facilily. 

INIS is preparing an Environmental R"Jl'OI1 (ER) for this project. The ER will be submitted 10 tlte 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) before the end Oflhis year for their usc in preparill3 In 
Environmentallmpac1 Statement (EIS). We are OOIifying)l<lu about1he projec\; and NRC will be 
scheduling. announcing, and conducting a pubHc hearing onlhis project in tlte near fUlure. We are asking 
for commenls c""",,ming the proposed facililies as they relale In socioeconomic impacl i .. ..,. or other 
issue. imponanl In)'Oll. Based on an inilialenvironmonlalo""lysis, lhis projoo is no1 oXpcc1ed l<I result 
in .ignificont negative effttls on the local environment. 

Tn facililale )I<Iur review. 3 .ite plot nf lhe proposed FEPIJ)UP facililies is 01", onclnsed. YllIIr cn",menU 
will be included in Ihe ER thaI will be rubmil1ed In Ihe Nucl .. , Regulatory Cnmmi.sion (I .... RC) for 
review. 

W. wnuld appreciate rectiving your cnmmtnlS wilhin 30 days. Should you have any queslin", or need 
addiliOl'lllI information, please conlact mc at (2<18) 524·5300. 

Sincerely. 

SIeve Laflin. President and CEO 
lnt~m.ation.allsntOpC" Inc. 

F..nclosu",: Proposed INIS Flunrine Extraction Pmceuand Depleled Uranium Oc-<:nnversion Plam 

co: Glen E. flackler, City Manager 

STl_2009_18 

October 20, 2009 

Roboen Zap, Mayor 
City of Andrews. Tens 
III lodsdon 
Andrews. TX m 14 

Dear Mayor l.3p. 

In,emolion.tlISOlopes.. In<: (lNIS) is prop:»ing 10 C(lnmUCIIUI intcgnlted Fluorine 8etra<tion 1'roce$llUld 
Depleoed Uranium D<:convcn.ion Plant (FIlP/DUP) 14 mil" weSi of Hobbs. New Mc"iC(l. The prr>pOSed 
facilily will boe C(lnSiNCled .... ithin S«1;ons 26 and 27 ofTOVIm.hip 18S. Range 37E. The IN1S projtcl 
will in,,,I,,,, the construction of multiple building. and an access road on. 6OO·ac~ site. ApproximAtely 
30 acres will be directly impacted by C(ln>truc1ion of !he facility. 

INIS is preparing an Environmental Rcpon (IlR) for this projtcl. The ER will be submitted to !he 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) boef"", the end of this yc.,. for their usc in prqoaring an 
Environmentallmpac1 St.tement (EIS). We an: OOIifying you about !he projec\; and NRC will boe 
ochcduling. announcing, and <XInducting a public !leMing on this proje.:t in the nc ... fUlure. We are asking 
for <XImments c""",,min~ the proposed facilities a. they relate to socioeconomic impact iss"",, or other 
issues imponantto you. B~ on an initial environmental MIIIlysis, this projoo is IIOl expected to result 
in significant ncgali,-e effttls on the localenvi"",men!. 

To facilitate your =iew. a site plot of lhe proposed FEPJ[)UP facililies ;,; also enclosed. Your COIIln"",t • 
.... iII boe included in the lOR that .... ill boesubmitted 10 lhe Nudear Regulatory Conlmission (NRC) for 
review. 

We would app=iatc receiving your comments wilhin 30 days. Should you ha,-e anY'Iuestionsor need 
additional informolion, pk,~cO!1tac1 me 31 (20S) 524·S300. 

Sincen: ly. 

Steve Lallin. I'rt$i(\ent and CEO 
!ntemotional isotopct.. Inc. 

EncloSll~; Proposed INIS Fluorine Extraction I'ro<ess and Depicted Uranium De~nversion Plan! 

cc; Glen E. Hackler. City MMIIIgcr 

STL-2009·18 
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October 20. 2009 

Gary Don Regan. Ma)l<lr 
Cityof!lobbs 
200 E Broadway 
!lobbs. New Mexico 88240 

Dear Mayor Regan. 

ImemationallOOlope<. Inc (lN1S) is proposing to oonstruct an imegnoted Fluorine Extra<:1ion Proces, and 
Depleted Uranium DeC<>nversion Plant (FEPiDUP) 14 mile. west ofllobbs. New Mexico. The proposed 
facility will be coostruC100 within Section. 26 and 27 ofTowDship 18S. Range 37E. The [NIS project 
will i"voh", the construction of multiple buildings and an access road on • 6()t).acre ,ite, Appmximat<ly 
10 acr .. will bedirooly impacted by coo'lruction of the faoility. 

INIS is preparing an Environmental Rcpon (ER) for thi' pmjec1, The ER will be submitted to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Comminion (NRC) before the end ofthi. year for their use in preparing an 
Environmental [mpact Slatoment (E1S). W. are OOIifying you aboot the proj<;<;t: and NRC will be 
se~ulin&, annollllCi!1i. and condllC1ing a J>lIblic hcaring on thi, projo::t in the near future. We are asking 
for commentS co"""ming the proposcd facilities as they relate 10 socioo:onomic impact iuuc> or other 
;ssucs imponantlO you. Based on an initial environmenta1 analysis. thi, pmject i, not expected 10 result 
in lignifICant negali", err..,,, on the local cnviron"",nt. 

To faeilitale )I<lur review. a ,ile plot of the proposed FIiP/OUP fa.iliti .. ;s at$O enclosed. Your comment> 
will be included in the ER that will be submitted to the NllClear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for 
l"eVlew. 

We would a"""""iate receiving yourcommcnt> w;thin 30 days. Should you ha'" any question, or need 
additiooal infonnation. please cont"", me al (208) S24·S300. 

Sinceroly. 

St.v<: lanill, Pre,ide-nt and CEQ 
International [OOIopes. Inc, 

Enclosure: Proposed INIS Fluorine btra<:1;011 Process and DepIcted UflInium Oe--conversion Plant 

"": Eric lIoneyficld. City Manager 

STL-2009-19 

Gary Don Regan, Mayor 
Cilyofllobbs 
200 E Broadway 
Hobbs. New Mexico 88240 

De.r Mly<lr Regan, 

IntcmationallSOlope<. Inc (IN1S) i$ propo$ing to coo.truct an integnoted Fluorine E:urao:1iool'roc .... and 
Depleled Uranium Deconvt'l'$ion PLon, (fEPiDUP) 14 miles wCSl ofllobbs. New Mexia!. The proposed 
facility will be COTI$lJ1Jc'cd within Section. 26 and 27 ofTownship 185. Range 37E. The lN1S project 
will iDVOh", the construction of multiple buildings and an access road on I 600«re sit •. Approximal<ly 
30 acre< will be directly impacted by COI1S1ntction Df the facility. 

INIS is preparing an Enviro:nmental Rcpon (ERJ for thi' project. The ER will hesubmiued to the 
Nuclear RCj!ul.tOfy Commissioo (NRC) before the end ofthi. year for their use in pn:paring an 
l'nvironmeol101 Impact Statement (ElS). Weare ootifying y<lu about the projm: aIld NRC will be 
seheduling, announcing, and conducting a public hearing on thi, proje<:t in the neM future. W. are askina 
for comments concerning the: propo5Cd facilities as they relate to socioc<:ooomic impact inues or Dlher 
issue. imporlllntto you. Based Ott an initial environmental analysis. this project i. OOlexpa:ted to result 
in .iJlllif",ant ncgati'''' e!Tects on the: local environment. 

To facilitate )'OIIl" review, a .ite plot of the: proposed HlP/OUP faeiliti", i •• Iso enclosed. Your comments 
will be included in the ER that will be submitted to the: Nud~r RegUlatory Commi •• ion (NRC) for 
reviCVo·. 

We would al'P=iate receiving your comments wi'hin 30 days. Should y<lU h.,,,, any questions or need 
additional infonnatiOtt, please cont&e:1 me at (208) S24·S300. 

Sine=ly. 

Ste"" LInin. Preside!1t and CEO 
International Isotope<. Inc:, 

Enclosure: Proposed INIS FlllOrinc E>;!ra<:tion p"",.,.. and Depicted Uranium Oc-ccn\"crsioo Plallt 

cc: Erie 1100cyficld, City M31l/1ger 

STL-2009·19 
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Oclober 20. 2009 

Dixie Drummond. Mayor 
Cily of Lovinglon 
214 South love 
Lovington. New M",,;co 8S26() 

Dear Mayor Drummond. 

In'cmA,ional Isotopes. Inc (lNIS) i, proposing to conSiruct an imegrated Floorine utn>CIion Process and 
J)q)1C1ed Uranium Deconvcnion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 mile. WCS1 of Hobbs. New Mexico, The proposed 
facility will be conSlruC1ed within Sections 26 and 27 ofTownship ! 8S. Range 37E. The INIS project 
will involve ,he con"ruc1ion ofmulliple building. and an access road on a 6QO.8Crc ,ile. Approximately 
30 acres will be di=1ly impacted byconSiruction oflhe facility. 

lN1S i. preparing an Environmental Repon (ER) for this project . The ER will be ... bmilled to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commi .. i"" (NRC) bef"", the end oftlli. year rOT their u~ in prtparing an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). We arc notifying you about the projtc1: and NRC will be 
scheduling. ann<luncing. and conducting a public bearing On tlti, projtc1 in tbe ncar future . We are asking 
for com"",nt, conctming the proposed facilities as they relatc '0 $OCioecor.omic impact issuc, or other 
i ..... impof1antlO yOll. Based on an initial envirofll""ntalonalysis. this project is not expected to result 
in significant negati, .. effett. "" the local environment. 

To faciHtIIl< your review. a ,ile plot of the proposed FEPIDUP facilities is also enclosed. Your comments 
will be induded in lhe ER that will be submitted to the Nuclear Rcgul.toryCommi .. ion (NRC) for 
review. 

We would appr«ialc rc«iving your comments "'ithin 30 days. Sbould you ha, .. anyque,tion. or need 
addilional information. please con1act me al (208) 524·5300. 

Sinccrtly. 

Steve LIIAin. President and CEO 
IntcmationallsotOpeS. Inc. 

I:nc!osure: Proposed INIS Fluorine E>:traction Process and J)q)leted Uranium ])c..convenion Plant 

co: Pal Wis<. City Manager 

ST]...2Q09·20 

Dixie Drummond. Mayor 
City ofLovinglon 
214 South l.ove 
LovinglOl1, New Me>:ico 88260 

Dcar Mayor DrumJl1Ol1d. 

Inlemational l$OIopes, Inc (lNIS) is proposinS to C<ln5lrucl an integraled Fluorine ulraction Process and 
Depicted Uranium DeC<lnvcrsion Plant (FEProUP) 14 miles w .... of lIobbs. New Mexico. The proposed 
facility will be C<lnSlruC1ed wilhin SccIions 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S. Range 371'.. The INIS project 
will involvctlK: conslruction of multiple building. and an access road on a 6O(I.ac ... ile. Approximately 
30 acres will be dir=tly impacted by conS/ruction of the facility. 

INIS i. preparing an Environmental Report (ER) for thiJ project. The ER will be $Ubmitted 10 the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) hef"", Ihe end ofthi. year fOT their uSC in preparing an 
Environmenlal lmpact Slal.menl (lOIS). We are notifying you aboUllhe projCCl: and t\'RC win be 
scheduling. announcing. and conducling a public hearing on Ihis projecl in lhe ncar fulure . We are asking 
for commenlS e<>nceming 11K: propo$e(I facilities as they relate to socioeconomic impact issue. or "'her 
iss""" imponanllo you. Based on an initial environmemalanalysis. this profcct iJ nOi . xpcaed to result 
in significanl nogal;\,(: effects on the local en"ironment. 

To facilitale your review. a Sile plot or the proposed FEPIDUP facilities is also """Ioscd. Your rom"",n" 
will be inc1ude<l in lhe ER that will be submilled 10 the Nuclea' Regulat<>ryCommi .. ion (I\'RC) for 
review , 

We would approcialc rt«i"';ng your comments "'ilh in 30 da)'1, Should you 113". any queslioru or IIC.'Cd 
addilional information. please oonlacl me . 1 (2(8) 524·5300. 

Sincerely. 

Sieve LoRin. P,"idcnt and CEO 
In!<:malionallSOlopes.lllC_ 

1:lIClosure; Proposed INIS "Ioorim: F.>:u<lC1ion Process and Deplele<i Uranium Dcx:onvc ... ion Planl 

co: Pal Wi",. CilY Manager 

STL-2009·20 
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Oc1ober 20, 2009 

IkIty C. Riel"""n. Mayo' 
CilyofTatum 
120 West Broadway 
Tatum. New Mexico 88267 

Dear Mayor Rkkm.an. 

International boto""" Inc (lNIS) is proposing to oonstruet an integrated Fluorine Extraction Process and 
Depleled U .... nium Ocwnvcrsion I'lant (FEI'IDUP) 14 miles west ofllobbs. New Mexico. 11Ie proposed 
facility will be constructed within Se<:!ion. 26 and 27 of Township 185. Rall3e 37E. The INIS project 
will involve the construction of multiple buildings and an .ccess road on a 6OO·acre site. Approxim.ately 
30 fl<'te$ will he directly impacted by C(lnstruetion of tlte facility. 

INIS is prc-parill3 an Environmental Report (ER) forthi, projttt. The ER will he submined to the 
Nuclear RegulatoryCommission (NRC) before tlteend oftni. year for their use in preparing an 
Environmcnlallmpact Statement (EI5). We are notifyilli you about the projttt; and NRC will be 
I<hedu]ill3. anoouncing. and conducting a public hearing on this projec1 in the near fUlure. We"", asking 
for C(lmmenlS concerning tho propoStd facilitie. a. thoy rel.te 10 socioeconomic impact issues or other 
iss""s imp<>nantto you. Based on an initial environmental analysis. this project is not upeC1ed to resull 
in signifICant ncgative efT",,!, On tne local environment. 

To facilitate your review, " Sile plot of the proposed FEPIDUP facilities is .1..., encloStd. Your comment. 
will be included in the ER that will be lubmined 10 the Nuelear RegulatoryCommiuion (NRC) for 
review. 

We would appreciate rettiving yourC(lmment. within 30 days. Should you have any questions Or need 
additional infonnation. pita .. C(lntact me at (208) S24·5300. 

Sincerely. 

Steve Lanin. President and CEO 
International Isotopes, III(:. 

End.,.ure; Proposed INIS Fluorine &t .... ctiOll Procc ... nd Depleted Uranium De-convcrsion Plant 

5"1"1..-2009·21 

Oclober 20. 2009 

lklly C. Riel"" .. n, Mayor 
CilyofTalum 
120 Wtsl Broadway 
Talum. New Mexico 88267 

Dear Mayor Ri~krn.tn. 

Inlcmalionall$Olopet. I"" (INIS) i. proposing 10 con"ru<:1 an in legraled fluorine E' lraciion Process olld 
Depleted Uranium Ikconvcnioo Plonl (FEPIDUP) 14 mil ... weSt of Hobbs. New Moxico. The pnlp<>SI<d 
facilily will be COnStrucled wilhin Se<:!ions 26 and 27 of Township 1 gS. Rallie 37E. The INIS projcci 
will ;nV(llve the cooSiruClioo of mulliple building. Md an IC=S road on a 6OO' acre ';Ie. Approximalely 
30.c ..... will be d ireclly impacled byconSlru<:lion ofille facilily. 

INIS i. preparing an Environmenlal Rcpon (lOR) forlhi, proj<:<1. The ER will be subm;lIed 10 lhe 
Nuclear Regulalory Commi .. ioo (NRC) before Ille end oflhis yeN for illei, use in preparing an 
EnviTOflmenlal lmpaci Slalemenl (EIS). We are lIOIifying)'O\l . boullhe projec1; and NRC will be 
scheduling. MooulICing. and condll<'ling a public hearing on Ihis projec1 in Ihe near fUlure. We"", .,.illi 
forcommenlS concerning lilt proposed faeil;li"'.' lhey ",1.le 10 socioeconomic impaCI i ....... orOlher 
issue> imporl&lll 10 you. Based 00 an inilial environmenlal Inolysis. Ihis proj<:<1 is nOi eXpeeled 10 resull 
in ,ignificanl I>Ogalive eITeeI, On Ihe local environmem. 

To facililale you, review, I .ile plOi of Ihe proJ><>K<I FEPIDUP racilil;ts is al", enclosed. You, commenlS 
will be included in Ihe ER lhal will be submitled 10 Ihe Nuelear Regulaln<yCommi .. ion (NRC) for 
",view. 

We would appreciale rtt(:i'ing yourcomment. wilhin 30 days. Should you have any que.tionsor need 
oddili"".1 lnfonnalion. please C(lnlacl me II (208) S24·S300. 

Siru:=ly. 

Sieve LInin. President and CEO 
Inlcmllionai 1<lIIOpC~ Inc. 

End","",; Proposed INIS Fluorine £>;traCliool'roccs.s and Depleled Unmium De-convcrsion Planl 

ST L-2009-21 
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OclOber 20 2009 

Jim Nonon. Division [)jrectOf 

EnvinmmCIltal Prolcction I)ivi,ion 

New Mexi"" EnvifQnmt'Il[ bepanment 
1'.0. Box 54(;9 
Santa Fe. New Mexi"", 87502-5409 

Dear Mr. Nonon. 

Intemational Isotopes. Inc (IN IS) is proposing to COnStruct an imegrated Fioorine Extraction P""", .. and 
bepleled Uranium l>econvcrsion Plam (FEP/DUr) 14 mile. wOS! ofUobbs, New Mexico. The proposed 
facility will be constructtd within Sections 26 and 27 orTownship 18S, Range 37E. The INIS project 
will involve the ""nstlU<.'lioo of multiple buildings and an acc .... road on tbe 6O().ac", sitc. 
App('().\Iim.tely 30 ac",. will be directly impacted by construction oftbe facility. 

I:-IIS is pre~ns an Environmental Rcpon (ER) for this project. The roR will be submitted to the 
Nud""r Regulatory Commi"ion (NRC) before the end ofthi. y= for thoirus<: in preparing an 
Environmentallm""ct Statement (EIS). We a", nOlifying you .bout the project; and NRC will be 
s<:hoduling. announcing. and conducting a public hearing on this project in the ~r futu", . W. arc asking 
for comments and information concerning the proposod fac;lilies as they relate to Ih""'tCTIed and 
endangered species. critical habitats, other wildlife. ""dland" and any other natural resource Of w.ste 
managem""t concern •. [lased on an ;nilialenviroomemal analysis, this project is not expected to result in 
signific.nt ""gati"e effect. on th.e loxa[ ."viro"",,,,,!. 

To facilitate your review. a site plot ofth.e proposed FEP/DUP racilities i •• Iso enclosed. Yourcommen13 
will be included in the ER thaI will be submiued to tbe Nuclear RegUlatory Commission (/'.'RC) for 
review. 

W. ""ould appreciate receiving your ""mmCIlt. within 30 days. Should you have any question. or need 
additional information. plCUCC<lmaCl meat (208) 524-5300. 

Sincerely. 

S! .... Laflin. President and CEO 
Intemationallsotope$, Inc. 

Enclosure; Proposed INIS Fluorine EXlmction Proce .. and Depleted Uranium lJc..convenion Plan! 

cc: Auralie Ashley·Ma .... Solid Waste Burta" 
Mary Uhi. Air Quality Bu"",u 
Butch Tongate. Occupational H •• llh an<! Safdy 

STJ-.2009·31 

Oct""'r 20 2009 

Jim Nonon. Divi,;on Director 

Environm",,!al ProlCClion Division 

New MexiC<l Environmen! Depanmen! 
P.O. Box 54(.9 
Santa Fe. New M,,~ieo, 87502·54(,9 

Dear Mr. Norton. 

International Isotopes. Inc (IN IS ) is proposing to IXInStruct an integrate<! Fluorine Extract;on P"""" .. and 
Depleted Uranium Dttonversion Plam (FEP/DUP) 14 miles "'os! ofl!obbs, New Mexico. 'The proposed 
f.dlity will be con,u"eted within Sections 26 and 27 orTownsltip 18S, Range 37E. The IN[S project 
will involv. the eonsINClioo of multiple buildings .nd an access road 00 the 6OO",c", .ite. 
Appm>limalely 30 ',:1," will be directly impacted by COIlSI""'I;OO of the f""ility. 

I:-I[S i, preparing an F.nvironmental Repon (ER) for !hi, project. The ER will be submilled to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commis."'" (NRC) befo", the end ofthi. y= for (heirU$t in prtparing an 
Envimnmenlallmpacl Statemenl (EIS). We"", notifying you about Ihe projc(1; and NRC will be 
scheduling. announcing, aoo oonducling' public hearing 00 this proj<C! in the I\CIIr future , We"", asking 
for commenl, and informalioD concerning Ihe proposod fa<:ilities as they ",laIC 10 throatcned .nd 
endangered species. critical habitats, OI~ wildlife. wetlands. And any ocher n"tural rewum: or wlSle 
management concern •. lIased on an initial environ menIal .""Iysis, this projro i. not expected to result in 
significant ""galive effect' 00 the local environm""l , 

To facilitate your ",view. a site plot of the pmpo$Cd FEP/I)UP r.eililies i. also endosed. Your C<lmmenlJ 
will be induded in the lOR that will be submitted 10 the Nuclear Rcgulalory Commi .. ion (/'.'RC) for 
",,,iew. 

W. would appreciate receiving your C<lmmOflts within 30 <1.1)'1. Should you have any 'lue$lion, or need 
additional information. plea$C contact me at (208) 524·5300. 

Sinccn:ly. 

St ....... Laflin. i>=ident And CEO 
Intcmat;onallsotopei, Inc. 

Enclosure, I'ropooed [NIS Fluorine I'.>:.trac\ion p"""""" and Depl"'ed Uranium O¢-C<Invenioo Plant 

.e: Auralie Ashley·M.rx. Solid Waste BUft'3u 
Mary Ubi. Air Quality Bureau 
Bu!eh Tonga!e. OcCIJpational Health and Saf",y 

STL·2009· 31 
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Ocmber 20 2009 

Marcy leavitt, [)ivi.ion [)irector 
Watcrarui Waste Management Division 
New Mex ico Envi"""""nt Ikpartment 
P.O. Box 5469 
Santa Fe, New Mexico. 87502·5469 

De.r M, . Leavitt, 

~uemotionol lsot""",. Inc (INIS) is propOSing m ConStruct an integrated Fluorine Extraction Process and 
Depleted Uranium Deconvenion Plaot (FEP/OUP) 14 miles "'est ofllobbs. New Mexico. The proposed 
facility witt be conSlructed within Sec1ion, 26 and 27 of Township 18S. Range HE. The INIS proje<:l 
will invol'", the co<l$lruclion of mulliple buildings and an access rood OIl the 6OO"",re site. 
Awroximately 30 ""re, will be directly impacled by conslruction oflh. f""i1ily. 

IN1S is preparing an E"vil'Ol1mental Report (ER) for Ihi. project The ER will be .ubmilled 10 the 
Nuclear Regulawy Commi .. iOll (NRC) before lbe end ofWs year for their u"" in preparing an 
Environment.l Impact Statement (EIS). We.re l\OIifying you aboullbe proje<:l; and NRC witt be 
sdcduling. announcing. and conducting a public hearing on \hi. proje.:t in the near fulure. W. are as~ing 
for commen1s and information concerning the I'f"PO'od f""ilit ies .s lhey "'late to threatene<1 and 
endangered .pecies. critical habitats. other wildlife. wetland$. aod any other natural rtSOUr« 0.- waste 
management concerns. Baoed on an initial environmental analysi •. this proje<:t is not expected 10 ",sull in 
significant negative cIT""ts on tbe local cnvin:>nmcnt 

To facilitate your review. a site plO1 orlh. proposed I'EP/oUP facilities is .Iso ""dosed. Your comment. 
will be indllde<1 in ,he ER that will be SUbmilled 10 Ihe Nuckar Regulatory Commission (NRC) f", 
review. 

We would appreciate receiving yourcommenlS within 30 days. Should you have any questions or IICCd 
.ddit;"".1 infonnation. pte ... contact me al (208) 524·5300. 

SillCCl'Cly. 

Sleve Lafi in. President and CEO 
ln1crnationallS01ope<, Inc. 

Enclosure, Proposed INIS I'luori ... &',,,,,,,ion I'ro.:: .... and Depleted Umniwn De-com'Crsion Planl 

cc ; Jame! Bea"'i. Hazardous Wasle B~reau 
Bill Olson. Groundwater Quality Bure.u 
Vacant. Surface Watct' QWllity Bureau 

STL-2009·32 

October 20 2009 

Marcy l.eavin. [)ivi.iOll [)iredor 
Water and Waste Management Division 
Ne ... Mexico Envirorunc:nt Depanmcnt 
P.O. Box 5469 
Santa Fe, New ),!c..ico. 87S02·5469 

Dear M .. wvin. 

hnem.tional Isotopes. lno (lN1S) i. proposing to constn.K:t an inlCllflIted FluorillC ht""'tioo Process and 
Depleted Uranium Deconversion Plant (FEP/DUP) 14 miln ,,·es! of Hobbs. New Mexico. The: propo.cd 
facility witt be constructed within Sooion. 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S. Range 3710. The INIS project 
will invol ... lhe co<lS'ruction of mul,iple buildings and an access road on the 600-0.", . ite. 
Approxim .. ".ly 30 "" ... " will be directly impacted by construction of the facility. 

INIS i. preparing an Environmental Rcpon (ER) for 'his proj«!. The ER ... itt be submitted to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commis.i"" (NRC) before the end of this year for their usc in preparing an 
Environmental [mpac! Statement (EIS). We an: notifying you about the proj~t; and NRC witt be 
scheduling. announcing. and conducting. public hearing on this pmj~t in ,he near futlln:. W. an:: asking 
for commom. and information concerning the pmposed facililiC$ IS they ",Iatc to threat""ed and 
endangered species. critical h.3bital •• other wi ldlife. "'<llanel$. and any ",he. natura] rcsour« or w ... . 
managenl""t COn<:emJ. Bailed on an initial environmental analysi •. this proj~t is not expected to ", ... 11 in 
significant ne8"tive crr""ts on the local environment. 

To facilitate your revie .... & site plO! of the pl'QpOscd fIlP/DUI' facilities is also enclO5<d. Your comm(fltS 
witt be included in the lOR that will be submiucd to the Nuclear RCgIIlatory Commission {NRC} for 
",vicw. 

We would .pprec;ale "",dving you.comm""l. w; ,h;n 30 days. Should you have any questions or need 
add;t;onal ;nfonnat;on. pl.,uo contact m. at (208) 524-5300. 

Sincerely. 

Steve Laflin. Presidenl and CEO 
lntcmat;onall$Olope1, Inc. 

Ern;lo""re, Proposed INIS I~uori"" u tmction Process ond Ikplct«l Urnnium ])e-l;O","I'$;Oo PLon, 

c<:' James Beani. Hazardou. Waste BIlrtau 
Bill Olson. GroundwllcrQualily Bureau 
Vocant. Surface WatcrQWllity Bu",.u 

STL-21)09.32 
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October 20 2009 

Karen G811~gO$. Division Oirttt« 
W8t~r and Wastewater Infrastructure Dcvelopm~nt Division 
New M~x ico Environment [)cpartment 
P.O, Sox S469 
Sant. Fe. New M~xico. 87502·5469 

Dear Ms, Gall.gos. 

Intcmational lSOlopcs. Inc (INIS) i. proposing to COIIS!ruct an int~grated Floorine Extraction Process Ind 
I)eplcl«J Unmi"m DetOlwersion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 mHo; west of Hobbs, New Mexico. The proposed 
facility " 'ill be consuucted within Sections 26 and 27 of Township 18S. Range 37E. The INIS projoot 
will invol,"C the cOImruction of multiple buHdinl\$ and an =ss road on the 6O().lcre ,ite, 
Approximately 30 acres will be directly impacted by construC1ion of the facility. 

IN IS is preparing an Environmental Report (ER) for this proj«t . The ER will be .u!.>mined to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) bef"", the end of this year for their use in preparing an 
Environmental Impact Statcment (EIS). W. are notifying you about the projc<t; and NRC will be 
""heduling.lIIIllO<Incinl\. and conducting a public hearing on Ihis projoot in the near fulure. We.re asking 
for comment. and information cone<:ming lhe: proposed facilit ies as IOOy relate to threalened and 
endangered $~ies. critical habilats. other ,,'ildlife. wetland .. and any moor nalural"""",,,,. or waSi. 
management COnc<:Ill$. Based on an inil;.1 environmental Inalysis. this project is not .xpected to resull in 
significant negative effect. on 100 local ...,vironmcnt. 

To facilitate your review. a .ite plot o f the proposed FEPIDUP facilities is liso enclosed , Yourconuncnl1 
will be included in the ER lhat will be submitted 10 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for 
re"iew. 

We would appreciale r«eiving your comment. within 3{) days. Should you ha,'. any question. or need 
additional information. pl .... contact me at (208) S24·S300. 

Sincerely. 

Steve Laflin, President and CEO 
Inlemational Isotopes. Inc. 

Enclosure: Proposed IN IS Fluorinc Extraction Proe<:s. and Depleted Uranium De-conve:rlitm Plant 

Cc: Richard Rase. Cons~ion Programs Burea" 
Vacant, DTinking Wator Bure.au 

October 20 2009 

Karen Gall~gO$. Division Dirtttor 
Water and Wastewater I~fra'tructure Development Division 
New M~~ico J:~vimnmc:nt D<-partment 
1'.0.60, 5469 
San .. Fe. New Me~ico. 87502·5469 

I)w- Ms. Galles .... 

int<mationall>Olopcs. Inc (INIS) i. proposing lO construct an integrated Fluorine 8ctraction /'rocc .... Ind 
Depleted Uranium [)eco"'-crsion Plant (FEPIDUI') 14 miles weSi of Hobbs, New Mexico. The proposed 
facility will be COIlsUUcted within Se<:tions 26 and 27 ofTow1l$hip 18S. Range 37E. The INIS proj~t 
" 'ill involve the consuuction of multiple buildings and an = .... mad on the 6OO·I.re site. 
Approximately 30 acres will be dire<:tly impaCled by CO!lSlruC11on of the facility. 

INIS i, preparing an Environmen",1 Report (lOR) forthi, proj~t. The])R will be $ubmiUed to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commi .... ion (NRC) before the end ofthi, yea. forth.i. usc in ~ngan 
Environmen",llmpacL Statement (E IS). We are notifying you about the projctt; and NRC will be 
scheduling. announcing. and conducting a public hearing OIltlti, proj~t in the """. future. We.re asking 
ror comment< and inform'''ion con«mi~g the proposed facilities as th<:y relate to threatened .nd 
endangered spocies. rotical habitats. other ",·ildlife. wC1bnd .. and any other natural rcsoorcc or waste 
management concems. Based on an initi.1 environmental analysis. this projCC1 is not e~pected to result in 
significant negati," effects on the loc.1 environment. 

To facilitate your review. a .ite plot of the proposed FEI'IDUP facilities is liso enclosed . Your commen" 
will be: included in the ER that will be 5I!bmitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Commi .. iOll (NRC) for 
review. 

We would apprttiate r<:«iving your commen" within 30 days. Should you have any question. Of need 
ad<iili""al infonnalion. pleaoc contact me at {20S) S24.5JO(). 

Sincncly. 

Stove Laflin, President and CEO 
Intcmatio"al IsolOp<">. Inc. 

Enclosure: /'mpostd lNtS Fluorine "'umotion Pnx<: .. and Depicted Uranium De-conversio<t Plant 

co: Richard Rase. Construction Programs B~rea" 
Vacant, Drinking Watl.T Bureau 
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Oc1obcr 20 2(l()9 

Bill Brancard, Divi.ion Director 
New Mexico Energy. M in(nlls and NalUral Re$()UT'CCS Divi,ion 
1220 Soulh SI. Francis Drive 
Sonlo Fe, New Mexico 81SO~ 

Dear Mr. Brancard, 

Internalionall$Ol<>pCS, Inc (IN!S) i. Propooinll 10 conmucl an integrllied Fluorine E.>!tnIClwn Procc ... and 
Depleted Uranium I.>e<xInvenion Planl (FEPmUP) 14 mil .... wesl ofllobbs. New Mexico. Th" proposed 
facililY will be conSII\lCIW within Section. 26 and 27 ofTo""n.hip 18S, Range 37E. l1!e INIS project 
will involve II>c conslNC1ion of mulliple buildings and an access road on the 6OO·oc", ,ile, 
Approximalely 30 ac"" will be din::c1ly impac1w by con.<truClion nf Ihe facility. 

[N[S is pIep.1ring an Environmema[ Ropo" (lOR) for this project. ll!e lOR will be submillw to the 
N..ckar Regulat"')' Commission (NRC) before the end oflhis year for their u.., in preparin~ an 
Environmemal Impact Stalemenl (E[S). We an:: ""'ifying you aboullhe project: ond NRC will be 
scheduling, aruIOUllcing. and condUC1in~ a public hearing on Ihis project in lhe near fulure. We are ... king 
for oomment. and informalion concerning the proposed faci[iliO$ as Ihey relale 10 liuulcneJ ond 
endanl:ered .pedes. crilical habilats. other wi[dlife. wetlands, and any Oll>cr nalura[ fl:$()U~ or waste 
management concern" Hosed on on in;lial environmental analysis, ,hi, project i. 001 expecled 10 resuit in 
significant negali,' •• fTeel$ on Ihe local environmenl. 

To faci[ilate your ",view. I ,ite plot of In.: proposed FEP/DUP flcih(i« i. also enclosed, Your COm"",nlS 
will be included in (he lOR lhal will be submitted 10 the N<lCh:., Regula(Ory Commi ... iOll (l'o'RC) f", 
review. 

W. would app=ia,e receiving your comments within 30 days. Should you have any qu .... lions or n«d 
addiliona[ informal ion. plea.., contacl me at (20S) S24·S300. 

Sincerely. 

Ste,'. Laflin. Presidenl ond CEQ 
Intemalionallsotopes. Inc, 

Endo,ure: Proposed [NIS F[uorine Extract;on Process and Ikplcted Uranium Ik-ronv .... ion Plonl 

ce: John T. Romero, P.E. Oin::c1O<' W",,,r Rewu~. Allocation Program 

STL·2009·)4 

Oc1ober 20 2009 

Bill Bran<ard. Division Di=lor 
New Mexico E""fJi:Y. Mina1lll and Nalural RO$O\II'CCS Divi.ion 
1220 Soulh SI. FratlCi, Dri\'(! 
Sanlo Fe. New Mexico 81SO~ 

Dear Mr. Brancard, 

Inlornolionall$OI<>p<'$. Inc (IN!S) i. propOoin, to eoo.lruel an ;olo,,,UOO Fluorioe EJmaclioo Process and 
Depicted Uranium IXc<lnvcnion Plan! (FEPIDUP) 14 mile. we>! of llobbs. New Mexico. The proposed 
facility will be ConslJ\lCled withio Smion. 2~ and 27 of Township 18S. Range 37E. The INIS proje<;1 
will in,..,lve the construction of multiple buildings ond an access road on the 600-aere sile . 
Approximately 30 ac"" will be din::ctly impacted by constnu:tion of the facililY. 

[NIS is preparing an Environmental Rcpon (ER) for thi. project . '1lIe lOR will be submitted 10 the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) before the end oflhi. year for their u"" in preparing an 
Environmcntallmpact Statement (EIS). W. an:: noIifyinK you about the project: and NRC will be 
ochcduling. announcing. and conducting a public bearing on Ihi. project in the ncar fulure, W. an:: asking 
for oomment. and informatiOIl concerning the pmposed f""iliti .. as they ,..Iole 10 th ..... tcned ond 
endangered .ped ... critical habitats. «her wildlife. ""el landS. and any OIber natural "'SOU~ or .... ast. 
man'g."",nt concern" Bas<:<l on on initial cnvironmcnlal 'fUlly.is. this project i, 001 expected to result in 
.ignmcant ncgal;", elTeets 00 the local cnvio)Omcnl. 

To facilitate your review, 0 site plot of the prolX'sed FEP/OUP facilities is al$O enc[osed., Your comment. 
will be included in Ihe ER that will be rubmilted to the Nuclear Regul.tory Commi .. i,," (l'o'RC) for 
review. 

W. wOllld appreciate """'iving )IO\Ir commentS ... ·ithin 30 days. ShOll!d)'O" have any qu .. tions or Ottd 
additional information. pitas< C<lJltact me a1(208) 524·S300. 

Sinc ..... tY. 

Ste"c I.aflin. I'n:sident and CEO 
Imernational lSOlopcS. [!\C, 

Enctorure: Proposed INIS Fluorine Extraction Process ond Depicted Uranium De-c:onv.,..ion Plont 

0<: : John T . Romero. P,E. Din:cto< Woter Rewu=. Allocation Program 

STL·2009·)4 
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Edward Rios. P,S .. Divi.ion Manager 
Office of Infrastructure Divisions 
604 W. San Mateo 
Santa Fe. New M~xico 87S04 

Dcar Mr. Rios. 

IntcmationallsOiopes, Inc (lNIS) i. proposing to an integrated Fluorine Extraction Process and lJcpleled 
Unmium Decr.nversion Plant (FEP/DUP) 14 miles west ofllobbs. New Mexico. The p~ facility 
will be constructed within Sections 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S. Range 3710. The lN1S proje<:t will 
involve the cO<I$t1UCtion of multiple buildings and an acc .... road on the 6OO·acre site. Approximately 3(l 
acres will be directly impacted by construction of the facility. 

IN1S i. preparing an Environmental Rcpon (ER) for this proje<:l. The ER will be submitted 10 the 
Nuclear Regul.toryCommi .. ion (}.'RC) before tbeend ofthi. year roo- their u>Ie in preparing an 
Environmentallmpllct Stalement (EIS). We are notifying)'O" aboul the proje<:t; aod NRC will be 
schMoling. announcing. and conducting. public bearing On this proje<:l in the ncar future. We are asking 
for commentS and i.ronnation conccming the p~ f.cililies as they ",late 10 transportation (II" land 
management rc$OU",. concern., B • ...J on an initial environment.1 analY'is, this projecl is not expcclcd to 
result in significanl negative effe<:ts on the loxal environment. 

To facilitate your ",view .•• il. plot oflhe proposc<I FEP/DUP facihties is Ilso enclosed. Your .ommen .. 
will be included in the ER thot will be submiued tothe Nuclear Regulatory Commi .. ion (NRC) for 
rev,ew. 

We would appreciate receiving )'Our comments within 30 daY', Should you h.ve .ny questions or need 
additional information. plea>le contact me.t (2<18) S24·S300, 

Sincerely, 

$t.,'. Laflin, President and CEO 
International 1001"""., Inc. 

F-'lclosure: !'ropo$ed INIS Fluorine Extraction ~S$ and Depicted Uranium Dc-conversion Plam 

STl~2009-38 

Ed",'ard Rios. P,S .. Divi.ion Manager 
Office of Infrastructure Divi$ions 
604 w. San Mateo 
Santa Fe. Ne ... Me~ico 87Si)4 

De.r Mr. Rios. 

Intemationallsolopc .. tnc (lNIS) ;.proposing to an integrated Fluorine Ext"""tion ProcC$$ and Depleted 
Uranium D<=nvef'$ion Plant (fEPIDUP) 14 miles ... ""t of l lobbs, New Me. ico. The proposed facility 
will be COIl.<lnlcted ... ithin Sections 26 .0027 ofTown.hip 18S. Range H E. Th< INIS projeel will 
involve the oOfl$tl'\lCtion of multiple building, Ind an acc .... road on t~ 6OO'80re ,ilC. Awro~ imatc1y 30 
acres will be directly impacted by construction of the facility. 

INIS is preparing an Environmental Rcpon (ER) forthis project. The lOR will be wbmiued 10 the 
Nuclear RegulatOfy Commi .. ion (}.'RC) before the end ofthi. year for their use in preparing an 
Envirorunentll lmplOot Statement (E1S). We.,.., notifying you about the project; and NRC will be 
scheduling. announcing. aDd oondUC1ing a public hearing On this proje<:l in the near future, We are asking 
for comment. and information concerning the propos<xl facilities 1$ they relate to tf1lnsportalion or land 
managemem re$CUree concern., Based on In initial environmental Malysi •. this project is 001 c~pcc!cd to 
result in .ignificant negative orreel$ on the loxal environment. 

To facilitate your review. I .ite plot of the proposed f'EPIDUP facilities i •• Iso enclosed. Your oommen1$ 
will be ;nclu<k<J in the ER that will be Wbmilled tothe Nuclear RegulltOfy CommilJion (NRC) for 
rev,ew, 

W. would 'pprecilte receiving )'Our comments within 30 days, Should you have any que'tions or need 
additional information. pie"", o<HItact me at (2<18) S24·5300. 

Sincerely, 

Stc". Laflin. President and CEQ 
IntemalionallSOlopcS, tno. 

S"t1~2009-38 
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Oc!ober 20, 2009 

PI!lick II. Lyons. Commiuioncr of Public Lands 
New Mexico Stlte l.aod OlrlCC 
310 Old Santa Fe T .. il 
P.O. Box 1148 
Santa Fe. New Muico 81$04-1148 

Dear CommiJSioncr L)'OIl$. 

IntcmationallSOl.opc .. I~ (INIS) i, propDOing !n"" in!.gro!od I~uori ... F ... trac!ion I'mccs. and Dcplctod 
Uranium DccQn'''rsin" Plan! (F!;PIDUP) 14 mile5 W'5t ofllOOb .. New Mexico. The proposed facil ity 
will ~ conSl!'\l~!od within S«1iOll$ 26 and 27 nf Tnwnship 18S. Ran~ 311:. 'The: INIS p.nje.:! will 
invol, .. !~ construction of multiple b\l.ildings . nd an ac<~ r<*i on tM 6OO·acrc li!e. Approximately 30 
"''''' will be dil'C<1ly impattN b)' ronst!'\lction of!he facility. 

INIS is ~na ... Ilnviroounenlll R<pO<1 (U ) forthis projea. The I:R wiU be subl'nil1N!o tht 
Nuodw' R<-zul.atory Commission (NRC) before tM end of this year for tboir use In prq>arin, "" 
F.n,iromnemal 11111*'1 Statement (EIS). We.rc lIOI'f)'inK you about the proj«1: Ind NRC will bo: 
acbedulinc- IMOIIncinl- and o:onducIi",. public bearinl on !hlS pro;.a in tile near fut""'. We an:' *!ok,,,, 
for """men! • ..t ,ofonnll'OOI «I<ICUnm, the proposed facilities IS they n'll1e 10 II1IMpOmIIlion or land 
management raourcc """"""'". Buod on "" initial envi""""",,!.1 ....:Jysi .. this project i. no! cxpMod 10 
rault in .,,,,meant ncp!i"" effects 011 tht Io:.al environme.\!. 

To facili!ate)'<lUl" rcvfew, •• i.e plot of!he pmposod FEPIDUP f"dlities .. II", end'*"'. Your commenll 
will be included in!he ER lha! will be submiuod IO!M Nuclear RCIIUla!ory CommiJSion (NRC) for 
rc~,.w. 

We would aJIIII'CCi'le m:ei~;nl your rommem. within 30 day". SlIould you ha"" aoy qUC1!ion. or need 
addi!ional information, 1'1._ conlact me II (208) 524·5300. 

SiD<crcly, 

SIeve LaRin. Prcsidenr..t CEO 
In!emMionaIlsotopet, II>C. 

October 20. 2009 

Palrick II. L)"IM. Commissioner of Pllblic lands 
New MWco Stale 1.AOd O""tce 
310 Old SanLl FcTnll 
P.0.8oJ< 1148 
SaoLI F ... New Muico USG4-1148 

Dear Commiuioner L)"IM. 

Inl""""lionallOOlopet. I"" (INIS) i. proposing In an inlegrol'" I~uorine ExI,.,li"" Process and Depicted 
Uraniwn Dccon,....,i"" Planl (H ,PIOUP) 14 miles ~I of l/obI». New Mcxi<:o. Th. proposed facilily 
will be C(Hl$!!l>C!'" wilhin S«1,onl 26 .nd 27 ofTownship ISS. IUniC 371:. 1'h. INIS proj«( will 
invol". the COI'Ist!l>C!ion of m~hlp" b\&ildings and an 11«"' road on lhe 600-•• ", .ile. Appro:cim.olCly 30 
ac"" will bedi""'lly impactfd b)' con5lNClion oflhe facililY. 

INlS ;. prq>arinl an f..ft~il'OllmelUfJ Rcpon (f..R) for Ihi5 pro;..:c. The [It wiU be wbm.itlCd In the 
N ... k2r RcplllOl')' ComrniJ,s;nn (NRC) bef"", lhe cod of this year for tbcir IIJC in ptq)arin, ad 

En>ironmenullmplCl SLllaIIenI (EIS). ",u", lIOIifyinK >-.t.o.n the pnlJ«I: and NRC will be 
Kheduliag. """"""';al- and conduc1inl _ public heariDl on lhuo....,;.a in !he _1U1un:. W • ..., MkI"3 
for tommmlJ .... ,nro.m..tlOn COIICmIm, !he propoICId facililies U lhey ",lat. 10 LmISpOI'IMion or land 
managcmem ~ 00D0CfIIS. 8aKd DIll ad initill cnvironmcnc.tl analysis. lhiJ pRljceL i. no! e:<pMed 10 
"""II ill "gnirlCalll nopl;"" .fI'CC1. (10 the local cnvironmcnL 

To facilitate )'<lUI' review. _ .;Ie pklt ot'lhc JII'OI""I'Cd fEPIDUP facllilie$ i. lllO ... dOKd. Your """'menl' 
will be Included in the I;R thai will be subm.iu ... 10 (he """lear RcplaloryComminion (NRC) for 
",v;cw. 

We .... ould app"",;al. "",."ina yourrommenlS wilhin 30 days. Should you"''''' any queslionsor need 
addilional informalion. plcue CQIIIIoCl me al (208) S24-53OO. 

Sincerely. 

SIc'" Lam ... Prcstdcm and CEQ 
Iniemaliorllllisotopo::t, lne. 
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D<tOOer 20 2009 

Ron Cuny. Cabinet Secl't'1ary 
New Mexico Environment Department 
P.O. IJox 5469 
S..,t. Fe, New Mexico. 87S02-S469 

Dear Secn:lary Cuny 

Intern.tional [SOIOpe$. Inc (lN IS) i. p"'Jl"'5ing to conStruct an integrated Fluorine Elctraction Proces. and 
Depleted Uranium [)cCOn>"<,,,ion Plant (FEPfDUP) 14 miles west ofHOObs. New Mexic<>. The propoxd 
facility will Ix construCted within SMion. 26 and 27 ofTown. hip 18S. Rang<: l7E. The INIS projecl 
will in\'OI,"<, ,he constructi"" of multiple buildin" and In """"ss road on 'he 6OO."cre .ite. 
Approximately 30 acreS will Ix directly impa<:ted by construction of the facility. 

[NIS i. preparing an Environmental Report (ER) forlhi. project , The ER will be submitted to the 
N..ck.r Regulatory Commission ("'RC) before the end of this year for their use in preparing .n 
Environment.l lmpac, Statement (EIS). W. ore notifying you about the project; and NRC will be 
scheduling. announcing. and conducting. public hearing on this projec:1 in lhe near fUlure. We are asking 
for comments aDd informalion concerning lhe proposed facililitS 8$ Ihey relate 10 threatened and 
endangered 'pecies. critical habitats, other wildlife, wetlands. and any other natunl! rtSOUIte or waste 
management C01l«m" aoSC<lon an initial environmental analysis. this project is not . xpocted to ~ult in 
significont negative dfecl$ on the local environment. 

To (acilitate your review, " .ite plot of the proposed I'EP/DUP facilities is also enclosed. Your cornmenlS 
will he included in the ER th.t will be submillro 10 the Nuclear Regulatory Commi .. i,," (NRC) fOf 
review. 

We woold appreciate recei"ing your comments within 30 days. Should)'Ou ha, ... ny question. or ,...,.j 
addition.1 infennation, please contact m. at (2<18) S24-S300. 

Sincerely. 

StC, .. Laflin, Presid<:nt and CEO 
lntem.otionalls.otopes. lnc_ 

Enclosure: Proposed INIS Fluorine Extraction Pro<e .. and Depleted Urani~m De-conversion Plant 
cc: Jon GoldStein. lXpuly S«retary 
Tracy Hughes. Office ofGon ..... 1 Counsel 
Carlo Rom ...... Divisi"" Direc10r 
lim Nonon. Divi,ion [)ireclor 
Man::y lA'avil1. Division Director 
Karetl Gallegos. Division Direc!or 

D<tobcr 20 2009 

Ron Cuny, Cabinet Secretary 
New Mexico Envif'l>t\Il\<nt Department 
P.O. Ilox 5469 
S.nto Fe. New Mexico, 87502-5469 

Dear Secn:lary Curry 

Intern.tional [SOIOPCS. Inc ([N1S) i, proposing to coo.tl\lct an integrated Fluorine Elct~ion I'roces, and 
Depleted Uranium DeconV(!,.,ion Plant (l'EPf(}UP) 14 mile, west of!lobbs. New MexK:o. The: propoocd 
facility will b< COTUItUCted within SMion. 26 and 27 ofTown'hip ISS. Rang<: l7E. The: IN!S proje<:t 
will invoh-e the rollSt~i"" of multiple buildin", and an accc .. road on the 6OO"",re site. 
Approximately 30 acre. will b< directly impa<:ted by COIl'truction of the facility. 

[NIS i. preparing an Environmental Report (ER) for this project. The: ER will b< submitted 10 the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commi .. iOll (/I.'RC) b<fore tb< end of this year for their use in preparing an 
Environn",nt.! Impact Statement (EIS). W. ore noIifying you aboutlb< project; and NRC will b< 
scheduling. alll\OulICing. and ronducting I public hearing on thi, project in lhe ncar fUlUre. We ore .... king 
for comments and infonnalion conoeming Ihe proposed f""ilili .... Ihey relate to thr<;atent"d and 
endangered species. orili •• l habilats. Dlher wildlife. wetland" and any O1h<:r natural r<SOUree I)( w"'te 
management concern •. !lased on an initiol en,·iro,unentai analysi,. Ihi' project isllOl Upec10010 result in 
significant negative elT""ts on Ihe ]OCIIlenvironmcnt. 

To facilitate your review. " .ile plot oftne proposed FEPIDUP r""iliti .. iulso rnclosed. Y 0\1, romments 
will b< included in Ihe ER that will be submitted 10 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for 
review. 

w. would appreciate n:<ei,"ing yourcommrni' within 30 days. Should you h,,"C anyqucstioo,or!lCfll 
additional infomtation, plcase contac:t me at (2<18) 524·5300. 

Sincerely. 

St., .. Laflin. Presid<:JIt and CEO 
lnternationallSOlopes. In<:. 

Enclosure: Proposed lN1S Fluorine Ext~ioo Proceso and Depleted Urani~m Ik-eonvcrsion Plant 
ce: Jon Goldstein. Depuly S<:<:rctary 
Tracy Hughes. Office ofGcncra! Counsel 
Carlo Rom ....... Divi. ioo Din:<lo< 
Jim Norton, Division [)ircclor 
Marey t eavill, [)ivi,ioo Director 
Karen Gallegos. Divi. i"" ])j""'tl)( 
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October 20 2009 

Too Slo:"enlOll. Din:clor and Sec"'tary to the Commission 
Slale of New Mex;co Department ofG""", & Fish 
I Wildlife Way 
P,O. Box 25112 
Santa Fe. NM 87504 

Dcar Mr. Stevenson. 

Imemal;onallsotopes. Inc (IN!S) is proposing to con$11\1<1 an 'nlegr.ued Fluorinc EXll'llC1ion Process and 
Depicted Uranium t:.lt=DYcn;on Planl (FEPIDUP) 14 miles wesl of l lobbs. New Mexico. The proposed 
facilily will I>< oon$11\1ClOO within Seaions 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S. Range 37E. The INIS projecl 
will inV<lI,'e the constn>ction of multiple buildings and an access road on the 6OQ..ac", .;te. 
Appro, imately 30 acres w;ll I>< din:ctly impacted by construction of the facilily. 

INIS i$ preparing an Environmental Rcpon (ER) for this project . 'The ER will I>< submitted to the 
Nuclear RegulaloryComminion (NRC) I><fo", the endofthis year for their usc in preparing on 
Envif'<)ruJ'l(:ntallmpact Slatement (E1S). We a", nOlifying you aboul the project; and NRC will I>< 
scheduling. anllOur.cill3. and conducting a public heorill3 on this project in the near futu",. We "'" asking 
for COmments and infonnation concerning the proposed facilities as they relate to truulcnro and 
""dangt'red specie •• critical habitats. Olher wildlife, wetlands, and any other Mlural re$OUree or wasle 
management concerns, Based on an ;nitial envif'<)ruJ'l(:nlal analysis, this proje<:l is !lOt e' ptt"xlto result in 
significant negative dfe<:ts on the 1""01 e"vif'<)ruJ'l(:nl. 

To facililale your ",view, a site plot of the proposed FEPmup facilities is alS<) enclOS<X!. Your commentS 
will be indLldcd in the ER thaI will I>< submiued 10the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for 
",view. 

We wO\>ld "1'I'=;.to receiving your comments within)(l days. Should you haw: anyq..eS1ionsor noed 
additional infonnati<>n, please contact me at (2<18) 524·5300. 

Since",ly. 

Stcv" Lafl;n. Presidcntand CEO 
Intemationall.rotopes, Inc. 

Endosu",' I'ropo$cd IN1S Fluorine fum'ction Process and Depleted Uranium Dc«>nversion Plant 

co : Man Wunder. COII$Cl"V3.tion Services Division Ch;~f 
Roy Hayes, SE Area Operalions Chief, NMGF;1912 W. Second Stroct; Roswell, N~1 88201 
Alexa Sandov.l, AdminiSlrative Services Division ChicfNMGF 
Vacant, Wildlife Managemenl Divi.ion Chief. NMGF 

STL-2009·28 

Oclober 20 2009 

Too Slevenson. Director and Secn:tary to the Commission 
St.te or New Mexico Department ofG.,.,. & Fish 
1 Wildlife Way 
1',0. Box 251 12 
S.nta Fe. NM 87504 

Dear Mr. Ste=o. 

Intemationallsotopes, Inc (INIS) i. proposing to eon$l",ct In imcgnuod Fluorine Extraction Process and 
Depleted Uranium [)ec{)oyorsion Plant (FI;P/DUP) 14 miles west ofllobb>. New Mexico. The proposed 
f""ility wi!! beoonst"'<:100 within Smions 26 and 27 of Township ISS. Range 37E. The INIS projcct 
will inV<lh .. til< conStr'\lClion of multiple buildill3' and In access road on til< 6OO""c", .ite. 
Appro, imately 30 aem will be directly impacted byeonstruetion oflhe facility. 

INIS i$ preparing an Environmental Rcporl (ER) for this project. The ER will be submitted 10 the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commiuion (l\'RC) befo", til< end of tbis year for their use in pn:paring an 
Environment.llmpaet Statemem (EIS). We are notifying you about the project; and NRC wi!! be 
schedulill3. anoouncing. and condllCling a public hearill3 on this project in the near future. We arc asking 
for COmmcms and informatiOll concerning the proposed facHiIi"" as they ",I.te to t~atcned and 
endangered ,peei"". crilical habitat .. other wildlife, wetlands. and any other natufa! resource or waste 
management concerns, Based 011 an inilial eovi=ntalan.alysi .. 'his projIXt is not "xptttoo to mull in 
significam negalive c!Tectson the local envi=nt, 

To facilitate your review, a site plot of the proposed FEPIDUP facilities i •• IS<) enclosed. Y 0<1' commentS 
wi1! be included in the ER that will be .... bmitted to the Nutl .. , Regulalory Commission (NRC) for 
",,,,ew. 

We would ftPl"""'iatcreceivingyou,commentswithin30days. Should)'O" hA, .. any '1uc$lion$ 0' r.t<:d 
additional information. pIC8$<: contact me at (2<18) 524·5300. 

Since",ly. 

Slew Lanin. President and CEO 
IntematiOllallsotopcs. Inc. 

Enclos:un:, PmpO$C<llNIS f luorine Exlr3<:1ion Process and Depleted Uranium De-.con' ...... ion Planl 

ce: M.lI Wunder, Conservation Services Division Chief 
Roy Hayes, SE Area Optrations Chief. NMGF;1912 W. Second Str«!; Roswdl. N~1 88201 
Alexa Sando, ... I. Administrati .... Services Divi.ion ChidNMGF 
Vacanl, Wildlife Management Divi.ion Chief. NMGF 

STL-2009·28 
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Oc1ober :W, 2009 

Honorabl. Bill RichardMm, 
om"" oflhe Governor 
490 Old Srulla Fe Trail 

,,,""""" 
Sanl. Fe, NM S7S01 

Dear Governor Richardson, 

Inlcrna.lionailSOlOp<:$. Inc (lNlS) is proposing 10 conSlru<:1 In inlcgralc<i Fluorine Ex1raC\ion Process and 
Depltled Uranium Dc<:onversion Plan! (FEPfDUP) 14 miles wes1 ofHobb$. New Mex;co, The proposed 
facilily will be conSlruc1ed "';Ihin Sc<:lions 26 and 27 of Township 18S, Range 37E_ The INIS projecl 
will involve lhe conSlru<:1ion of mulliple building. and an access road on • 6OO.ocre sile. Approximale\y 
30 acres will be dire<:1ly impac1ed by con51""'I;on oflhe (toeility_ 

IN1S is prq>aringan En,,;roomenla] Repon (ER) forthis proj«1_ The I,R wiU be submi!led 10 lhe 
Nuclear Regulalory Commission (NRC) befon:: lhe end of this )'t'''' for th.ir uSC in preparing an 
Environmental Impact Slalement (ElS). W. are notifying)'O\l aboulthe project: and NRC will be 
scheduling, announcing, and conduc:ting a public hearing on this proj"'" in the nell, fUM... W •• ", asking 
for commenl. concerning the proposed f""iiilies as lhey relat. to socioeconomic impact issues or other 
issues imponant 10 you. Based on an initial e:nvironmemal analysis, this project is nOi expected 10 result 
in significant neg>live .ffects on the local envi",nm.,,1. 

To facililale your review. a sile plot of the proposed FEPfDUP faei1;li", is also enclosed. Your comments 
will be included in the ER thai win be .ubmilloo tothe Nuclear RegulatoryCommission (NRC) for 
review. 

We would apprecille rettiving your comments within 30 days, Should)'O\l h""e any queSlions or need 
additional infonnalion, pleast cont""t me at (208) S24·SJOO, 

Sincen:ly, 

Sieve lallin, Presidenl and CEO 
Inlemalional Isotopes. Inc. 

Endow"" Proposed IN!S Fluorine Extraction I'rocess and Depl",ed Uranium l)e.co~,=io~ Planl 

cc; Dian~ De~is.h; lieutenant Governor 

STL.2009·27 

Oc1ober 20. 2009 

Hononoble BHI RichAr<hon, 
Offiuofthe Governor 
490 Old Santa FcTrail 
,~"" 
Sant. Fe. NM SHOI 

International Isotope$. Inc (INIS) i. Pl'O!""Sing to conS!ruc1 In integrated Fluorine Extraction Process and 
Depltled Uranium iXconvenion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 miles ",cst ofllobbs, New Mexico. The proposed 
facility wili beconS!NCtcd within Sections 26 and 27 ofTownsltip 18S, Range 37E. The IN1S project 
wili involve the conS!ruetion of multiple building. and an accc$S road on a 6OQ-.ere .ite_ Approxirnatcty 
30 acres will be din:c!ly impacted by eonS!ruction of the facility_ 

JNIS i. preparing"n Environmental Repon (ER) forthi. proj<C1. The ER will be submitted 10 lhe 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) before lhe end of this )'t'M fo< their use in preparing an 
En";ronment.llmpact Statement (EIS). We are notifying)'O\l .boullhe project and NRC ,..ill be 
scheduling. announcing. and conducting a public hearing on Ihi, project in the near {Ulu.... We.re a.king 
for comment. concerning the proposed facililies as they ",1.le to socioeconomic impact issues 0< oth.". 
issues imponant to you. Based on In initial Cflvironmenlal IfIIll)"i •. this projecl i.1I01 expected 10 resu~ 
in signifIcant ncgalive effe.cts on Ihe local environment. 

To facilitate your review •• ,ile plot of the proposed FEPIDUr facililies i. al.., enclosed. Yoor comment. 
wHi be included in the IlR thaI will be submiued !Othc Nuclear Regul31oryCommi"ion (NRC) for 
""";ew. 

We would appreciate """,;";ng yourcommcnl. within)O da)". Should)'O\l have any questions or need 
additional information. plea$< OOnlact me at (208) 524·5300. 

Sincerely. 

Ste"" Laflin. President and CEO 
Intemationall$Olopes. Inc. 

Enclow",: Proposed IN!S Fluorine Extraclion I'm:tSund Depleted Uranium De.;;on'"CY$;on rlant 

cc: J);an~ Denisb: Lieutenant Governor 

STL-2009·27 
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October 20. 2009 

BoO fOrTe$I. Mayor 
CilyofCarlobad. NM 
101 N llalagucno 
Culsbad. New M""ico 88221 

Dear MayorF"""iiI. 

lmcmationallOOIopes. In<: (lNIS) i. propo$ing 10 construCt an intcgratOO fluorine ""traclion Process and 
DcpIe100 Uranium Deconve"';on Plont (FEPIDUP) 14 miles w(S1 ofllobbs. New Muico. The: proposed 
facility will be coniil",e1e<i within s«rions 26 Imd 27 ofTowns.hip 18S. Range 37E. The IN1S project 
will involve rhe cOIlStlUClion of multiple building> and 1m access road on a 6OO,"cre ,ite. Approximately 
)0 acres will be di~ly impacted by coniillUClion of tbe facility. 

lN1S i. preparing"" Environ"",nlAl R<:pOr'l (ER) for Ihis project. The ER will be submillod to the 
Nuclear Rcgulot"'Y Commission (NRC) befon: the end of Ihis ye"' for rheir usc: in preparing an 
F.,nvironmenlAl Impac' Slalem""l (EIS). We are noIifying you aboul the proj""'; an<! NRC will be 
schoduling. announcing. and conducting a public hearing on this project in the ncar fu,ure. We are asking 
for com"",nl, concerning lhe proposed facilities a, ,hey relate 10 socioeconomic impact issu,," or OIhor 
issue, important to }'OU. Based on an initiol environmenlal analysis. Ihi. project i, no! e;tpoctod 10 result 
in .ill'lifica01 ncgative eff"",. On the local """ironment. 

To facilitate your review •• ,ile 1'101 of the proposed FEPIDUP facililies i. II", enclosed. Y oor commen" 
will be incl..ded in the ER that will be submilloo 10 the Nuclear R,,!!ulaloryCommission (NRC) for 
review. 

We would appmciate =<:iving yourcomm""" within)O days. Should you have any queslionsor need 
additional infonoation. please conloot me ot (208) 524·5)00. 

Sincerely. 

SIeve Laflin. Presidem and CEO 
Imemalionall>Olopes. Inc. 

[nclosure: Proposod lN1S fluorine ""tractio:n Proc,,", and Depletoo Uranium Oc<env<:"io:n Plant 

STL-2009_26 

October 20. 2009 

Bob forrest, Mayor 
Ci'yofClrlibad. I'M 
101 I' Ualagucno 
CarliMd. New Mexico 88221 

DcarM.y .... Fom:iil. 

Imcmationallsotopes. In<: (INIS) i, proposing '0 cOTl$lruCl an intcgratod Fluorine £";'n>Ctioo Process and 
DeplCloo Uranium Deconversion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 miles west of llobbs. New Me..ico. The: pl'OpOStd 
facility will be constructed within ~t;ons 26 ""d 27 ofTownshlp IS S, Range 3710. The: INIS projCCl 
will involve tbeconstl'UC1ion ormulti!>l. buildingo and an access road on a 6OO-<lCre ,it •. Approximately 
)0"""" will be di~ly impact<:<! by coniill'UC1ion of tbe facility. 

INIS io preparing an [nvil"OnIl1(:nUlJ Rcpot1 (ER) for thio proj«1. The ER will be .... bmilled to the: 
Nuclear RegulatOty CommiSiion (NRC) bcfOf<: the end oftbi. year for thdr ox in prq!aIing In 
Environmental Impact SUltement (E IS). We are notifying you about the proj«1; an<! NRC will be 
<chedulinK. anDOU""ing. _rod cooducting a public bearing on this proj«1 ;n the near future. We are asking 
for comments concerning the!>ropoK<i facilities a, they relate to st>Cioeconomie impact i .. ues or other 
il$""o imporlant 10 you. Based on III initi.1 environmental analysio, thi' pmj«1 i, not expocted to result 
in .ignificam ""gati"" eff""," on the local environment. 

To ra.ililat. your review. I l it. plot of the proposed FEPIDUP radlit;", i. al", enclosed . Y oor commenl$ 
will be incl.med in the ER that will be .... bmilled to the Nuclear RcgulatoryCommil$ion(NRC) for 
review. 

We would appro;iatc receiving your comments within )0 daYi. Should you have any question. or nttd 
additional information. please contact me.t (208) 524·5.lOO. 

Si""ere ly. 

St.ve Laflin. President and CEO 
International lSOlopes. Inc. 

Enclosure: I'ropo<ed IN IS fluorine Extraction Proc:css.nd Depleted Uranium Oc-.:onvers;oo Plant 

STL.2009_26 
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Oc1ober 20. 2009 

Tom N. Ke)'es. Goines County Judg.; 
101 Sooth Main. Room 110 
P.O. Box 847 
Seminole. Texas 79360 

Dear Judge Key<:$. 

IntematN>,,"llsotapes. Inc (JN1S) i. proposing to construct an integrated Fluorine ExlJ'8Ction Proces. ond 
Depicted Uranium Decon\'mion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 miles west ofllobbs. New MexiC<:J. The propo<ed 
f""ility will be C<:Jnmucled within Section. 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S. Range 37E. The lN1S project 
will in'-olve the C<:J1lSIruc\ion of multiple bl!Hdings ond an ""cess roM on a 600·""", site. AI'PfO,imatcly 
30 ;\C",' will be directly impacted by C<:Jnstruclion of lhe facility, 

INIS i$ preparing an Environmental Repon (ER) for Ihis projttl. The ER will be submitted to lhe 
Nuclear Regulalory Commission (r-'RC) befort the end of Ihi. year for lheir use in preparing an 
Environmental Impact Stalemenl (EIS). We arc ~ifyi ng)lO<O about Ihe projttl: and NRC will be 
scheduling. anllOllncing. and conducting a public bearing on this project in lhe near fUlure. We Ire asking 
for C<:Jmmcnts concerning the propo:st:d facilities as they relat. 10 socioeconomic impact i ..... es or other 
issue. important to)lO<O. llased on an initial environmental lnalysi,. thi' project i. not expc<:ted 10 result 
in significanl negative effects on the local environmenl. 

To facilitale your review. a site plot of the proposed f EPIDUP facilit ies is also cnclooed, ¥ ourC<:Jmments 
will be included in the E R that will be submincd 10 the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for 
review, 

We would appreciate rettiving youreomment, within 30 day" Should you ha,.., any queslion, or need 
oddit;o,,"l information. please contacl me II (2(18) 524-5300. 

Sincerely. 

Steve Laflin, P"",ident and CEO 
Inlemal;",,"1 IsotOpe$. Inc, 

Iincl"",,,,: Prop<>oed INiS Fluorine ExltllOtion Proce$$ and Depicted Uranium De-conversioo Pllnt 

STL-2009·25 

October 20. 2009 

Tom N. "eyes. Gain .. Counly Judge 
101 Soulh M.in. Room 110 
P.O. Box 847 
Seminole. Texas 79360 

Dear Judge Key<:$, 

Inlel'lllll;o""IISOIOpC1. Inc (iNIS) i. proposing 10 conslrucl an inlcgnl1ed Fluorine Ex1t&Clion I'nx:e<, and 
Depleled Uranium Dt>:<>n,'ertion Plam (FEPffiUP) 14 miles Vies! of Hobbs. New MexiC<). The proposed 
facilily will be COI1S1rUC100 ... ilhin Sc:C1ion. 26 and 27 onownship 18S. Range 37"- The IN1S project 
will in,-ol,... the conS1rucl;on of mul1iplc buildings and an O«C$S roa.d on • 6OO·acre silt_ Appro, imll1dy 
30 acre. will be dircC1ly impaeled by «1I\$I"",'ion of lhe f""ililY. 

INIS il preparing an EnviroamcnloJ Report (ER) for Ihi, project, The ER will be submiUed 10 lhe: 
Nuclear Regulalory Commi .. ion (NRC) befort lhe end ofthi. Y<'ar for lheir u.sc in preparing.n 
En';ronmemallmpacl Slatcmenl (£IS). W. ~ OOIifying you .boutlh. projecl: and NRC will be 
schedulini. announcing. and con<iucling a public hearing on Ihis project in lbe near fUlure. We ~ asking 
fOlcommcnls concerning Ihc propo$Ctl facilili .. as tMy relalo 10 aoci<>OlXmOmic impacl i .. uos orOlhcr 
i ...... importanllO)'Oll. Ilased on an inilial cnvironmenlal ,,,,,Iysis.lhi, project i. no! CXpeeled 10 "",ull 
in ,ignificaol negalive effocts on Ihe local ""vironmcnl. 

To faeili",'o your revicw, a .ilo plOl of the propo$ed fEP/Dur facililies is al"" enclosed, Your common" 
will be included in lhe ER iha! will be submitted 10 lhe: Nuclear Regulalory Commission (NRC) for 
review. 

We would appreciate rcceivin& )'Oureommcnii "'i,hin 30 day., Should)'Ou ha,'e .oy queslion. or need 
addil;"""l inf""""iion, please oonlac, ""'"' (208) 524-5300, 

Sincerely. 

Sle,... Laflin. Presidenl and CEO 
Inle-maI;"""llsotopes. Inc, 

Enclosure: Proposed lN1S Fluorine E"lra<tion PmcC$S ""d Deple1ed Uranium Dc-ronversion Plam 

STL-2009·25 
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O<t<>bcr 20. 2009 

Richard fl . DollI<'ncr. And", .... County JudII<' 
201 N. Main. Rm 104 
Andrew .. To ... 79714 

[)car Judge Dolg.n<:<. 

Intern.tion.1 Isotopes. Inc (INIS) i. PTOi><'Sing to constn.>C1 .n integrated l~uori"" Extraction Process Ind 
D<:pl .. ed Uranium Deconversion PI.nt (FEPIDUP) 14 milO$ We$! offlobbs. New Mc~iro. The proposed 
fa.cilitywill beconst""'tcd within Sc<tiOO$ 26 and 27 of Township 18S. Range l7E. The INIS project 
will involve tbe """"U"etion of multiple buildini;s and In ac<:e<s rQaod on a (j()()..ac", $ite_ Approximately 
30 acres will be dil'<dly imj>&Ctcd by const""'tion of the: facility. 

INIS il ~ng In Environmental Repon (ER) for thi' proj.c<:t. The ER will be submitted to the: 
Nuclear Regulatory Commi"ion (NRC) bef"", the end of this year r", their .... in preparing an 
Envi"",mentallmpact Statement (lOIS). We.", 1IOIify;ng you about the project: and 1'>'RC will be 
.. heduling, Innou""ing. and conductiDj! a public hearing <>It this project in the near futu",. We"", cliDj! 
f",- comment. concerning the proposed f"",litiO$ IS they ",4to to lOCioeeor.omic impact iosues '" «her 
issue. important to you. Based on an initial ""vironment.lanalysi .. this project is 1IOIexpccted to l'C$ult 
in significant negati .... effects on the 1",,"1 environment. 

To f""ilitate yow- ",view. a .ite plot of the proposed FEPIDUP f""il\tiO$ i. II.." endosed. Your comments 
will be irICluck<! in the ER that will be submitted to the Nuclear RegulltoryComm ission (NRC) for 
review. 

We ""ould apprecilte n:ctiviDj! your ""mm""t, within 30 <lays. Should you ha'" any queslions '" need 
additional infonnation. please ""ntact me It (208) S24·5300. 

Sincerely. 

St ..... laflin. rn,si<!<nt and CEO 
lntemationallsotopes. Inc. 

[rlClosu",: Proposed INIS Fluorine Extraction Process and D<:pleted Uranium Dc ... onversi,," Plant 

o.:t<>bcr 20. 2009 

Richard II . Ool~"cr. Andre,... County Jud~ 
201 N. Ma,l1, Rm 104 
Andr<w .. To ... 79714 

0.: .. JOO," Dolgc"",. 

Intc:mational 1501..".... Inc (IN IS) i. pJ1)pO$ing to C<>nsII\K"t an inl<:gratod Fluorinc IOxtrac:tiOll J>mc:ess and 
Depltlc<i Uranium De<on,""";on Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 miles "'os! of Hobbs. New Mexico. "The proposed 
f",ility will be conSiIUtlCd within Scction$ 26 and 27 ofTo"'n.nip 18S. Rana. HE. "The INIS projOOt 
will involve tbe cor\SlnICtion of multiple building. and an access roa.d on 2 (\(){)..acre ,i,.. Approximately 
30 "''''' will be diredly imJ>l'<'l<'<I by oonSiruction of the facility. 

INIS is PfCParing In Envimrunental Report (ER) for tIIi, proj«1. "Thc ER will be submitted to the 
Nuclear ReBuI.tory Commi.$iQo (NRC) her"", the end of this year for the:ir ..., in preparing an 
1l.,ironmentallmpac1 Statement (EIS). W. are n(ltifying you .bout the: project; and f','RC will be 
ochc:dulmg. announcing. ond conduC'ling a public he:arln¥ 00 tIIi. project in the: near futun::. W. are cli"ll 
for conlIncnt. concerning the J>1"OllO'ed f""ilit~ OS tbey .. late to oociocconomk impac1 i ...... or 0Ihc:r 
issues important to you. Based on an initi.l environmenl.3llnalysi •• this project is not expected to result 
in .ignificant negative effects on the local envimllm<:'llt. 

To facilitat. yQ\U ",vicw ••• it. plOl orthe proposed PEPIDUP facilities i. also <:n<losed. Your COmment. 
will be included in the IlR that will be submitted to the Nuclear Rcgul.toryCommi .. iOll (NRC) for 
",view. 

We ""ould aw"",i .. e "",.iving your ""mment. within 30 days. Should you ha,,, ""Y ques1ions or need 
additional infomtation. pleaserontact .... It (20S) S24·S)OO. 

Sinc=ly, 

St.", laflin. I'r<-sident and CEO 
International Isotopes. III<. 

Enclosure: I'ropo<ed INIS I~uorine r"'tra<tioo Process and Depleted Uraniunt De..,.",,,, .. ion Plant 
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October 20. 2009 

Wayne Mixon. May<.>r 
City of Seminole. Te~'$ 
302 South Main 
Seminole. Tc..as 79360 

Dear May<.>r Mixon. 

Intemationall$O!OpC'S. Jnc (JNJS) i. proposing to con,U'Uct an integrated Fluorine Ext""'tion Process aDd 
Depleted Uranium IXronvcrsion Plam (FEPfDUP) 14 miles west of Hobbs. New Mexico. The pr<>p<>Sed 
facility will be constructed within Section. 26 and 27 ofTown,hip 18S, Range 37E. The INIS project 
will in>l)lve the: conmuClion of multiple building, and on """"" road on a 6OIHte!l: site. ApprOximately 
30 ""'" wit! be direC1ly impac1ed by C01I$!nICt;oo oftbe facility. 

INIS i. preparing an Environmental Repon (ER) forthi' project. The Eit will be submined to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) befon:: tilt end of this year fo< their use in preparing an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Weare no!ifying you about lhe proj""t; and NRC will be 
scheduhll3. announcing. and conducting" public hearing On this projecl in the ncar future, We are aski ll3 
for comment, concerning the p~ facilities 8$ they ",1M. to socioeconomic impact i ....... orOlher 
issues imponanl to you. nased on an initial environmcutal.f\IIlysi •. thi. project i. nol expoctcd to resull 
in ,ignificant negali, .. etT""ts on the local environment. 

To facilitat. your review. a site plO( of the proposed FEPfDUP facilities is al.., enclosed. Your comments 
will be included in the ER lhal will be submitted to the Nuclear Regulat<><yCommi .. ion (N RC) for 
review. 

W. would app .... iate .... eiving your comment, within 30 days. Should you have any questions or need 
additional infonnation, please 0001""1 mc at (208) S24·SJOO. 

Sincerely. 

SI.' .. Lamn. President ond CI:O 
Internationa] I..,t<>pe$, Inc, 

Enclosure: Proposed IN1S Flnori"" EXlractioo PI'OCC$$ and Dcpklc<l Uranium Dc..,o", .. ",;on Plant 

STL·2009·22 

October 2(1. 2009 

Wayne Mixon. Mayor 
City of Seminole. T<~as 
302 South Main 
Seminolt. Te, .s 79360 

Dear Mayor Mixon. 

IntemalionallS01opc$. Inc (INIS) is proposing to rons!nJcl In int<grated Fluorine E~t""'lion Process and 
Depleted Uranium DttonvCl"Sion Plam (FIlPIDUP) 14 miles wcsl of Hobbs. New Mexico. The pf'OllO$ed 
fadlity will be coJ\S!l\Icted within s..otionJ 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S, Range 3710. The INIS project 
will i"\'(Ilve too conmuction of multiple buildings and on access road on a 6I:\IHICIl: sile_ Approximately 
30 &CTt$ will be dim;1ly impacted by cotUIruc:tion oflhe facility. 

INIS is preparing an Environmental Repon (ER) forthi. project. The ER will be submilted 10 the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commissioo (NRC) befon: lhe end of this year fo< their uS(: in prq>aring an 
Environment.llm!"'cl Statement (EI S). Wean: notifying)'O<l aboulthc proj<:<:l; and NRC will be 
schedutill3. announcing, and conduoting. publio hearing on this project in the near future. We arc a,xill3 
for roml1lC1llS conccmill3 the ~ facilities asthcy ",lale to socioeconomic im!",ct '.suesorother 
issues important to )'0<1. Based on an initial """ironmt'lltal.,.,1ysi •. this projC<."l is not . ' poc1ed 10 rcsuh 
in signillcant negati'''' effcas on the local environment 

To facilitate)'O<lr ",view. a site plot ofthc ~ FEPfl)UP facilities is aloo enclosed You,comment. 
will be included in the ER that will be submiued 10 the Nuc1ea, Rcgulato<yCommi .. ion (NRC) for 
",view. 

W. """Id appreciate receiving your commenl, within 30 da)". Should you ha'", anY'lucstions or need 
addition,1 infonn.ation. ple.w: contact me at (20S) 524·5300. 

Sincerely. 

St., .. Lamn. President and CEO 
International botopes, Inc. 

Enclosu",: Proposed INIS Fluorine Extract;on p~ and Depicted Uranium De""on, .. raion Plant 

sn.-2009-22 
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Oc!ober 20. 2Q09 

Deborah C. Ponder. AC!ing Dire<:lOr 
Region 6 OfficeofEnvironm",,!al J~,'ic<: and Tribal AiTail'$ 
1445 Ross A'",nue. SUil' 1200 
DaJlas. Te"", 75W2 

Dear Ms. Por.der. 

!mcrnalionall<Ol".,... Inc (INIS) i, proposing to construct OIl in!<Knl1ed ~luorioe ~:Xlraclion Process and 
Depleted Uranium Deeon""l'$ion Planl (FEPIDUP) 14 milts west of Hobbs. New Me. ico. The proposed 
fadlilY will be oon"",oled wilhin 5<xtions 26 an<l27 ofTown,hip 185. !bng<: 37E. Tho IN(S projt>C( 
will i">'OI,,,, (he cons(",Clion of mUltiple building. and an access road on the 6OO-acre .ite. 
Approxima(ciy 30 a.:"" will be dire<tly impacted by con""'C1ion of the faci li ty. 

INIS i$ prq,ating an Environmental Report (ER) for this proj«:l. The ER will be submittc<i to the 
N""lear Regulatory Commission (NRC) before the end of this year for their "SoC in preparing an 
Environment.l lmpact St.tement (EIS). We are ""'ifying you about the projt>Ct: and NRC will be 
scheduling. announcing. and conducting a public hearing on thi. project in the ncar future. We are asking 
for comments coDCeming 1M proposed facilities a. they relale to areh«llogi""l. cult"",1 and hiSlori",,1 
sile' irnponanllO Nali .... Ameri",," groups. Based on an initial environmental analysi •. this project is no! 

expected to resul1 in signifICant negeli"" eiT""" on lhe local environment_ 

To f.cili181C your review, I .i1< plOl of the proposed FEPIDUP facililies is endosed. Your comments will 
be included in lhe ER that will be submilled 10 the Nudear RegnlatoryCommission (NRC) for revicw. 

We would owred". receiving your oommen" within 30 days. Should you have any questions or .--l 
additional informalion. please conl""t rrw: at (208) 524·5300. 

Sincerely. 

SIC'''' Laflin. President and CEO 
Intemalional Isotopes. Inc 

Enclosure' I'roposcd INIS Imegnl1ed De..:on""l'$ionlFluorine fuln1C1ion Process Foeilily 

cc: Shirley Augurson, Associale bire<tor Environmenlal Justice Tnm 
Randy Got:. Associate \)ir<;<:tor Tribal Team 
Mark Allen. Tribal Ombudsman 
Jay Harris. GAP Project Officer and Tribal Liaison 
Curti.l l iob. GAP Project Officer and Tribal Liaison 

STlr2009-15 

October 20. 2009 

Deborah C. Ponder. Acting DiredO!' 
Region 6 OffioeofEnvirorunC'l1tal Justice and Tribal Alfain 
1445 RossAven"e, Suit. 1200 
Dallas. Texas 75M2 

Dear Ms. Ponder. 

Imemationall$Ol0pe5. Inc (INIS) i. propo6ingto oon$lru<:\ an inlegrlued ~'uorine ""'l1l<:tion I'rnce$$ and 
Depleted Uraniwn Deconversion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 miles west of Hobbs. New M .. ioo. The prt>pO$«l 
facility will be constnICted within Secti<,"s 26 and 21 ofTowlIShip 18S. Range 37E. The INIS projecl 
will involv. tho oonslructioo of muhiple building' and an aece>s road on lhe 6OO-aore .it •. 
Approximately 30 ac",s will be directly impacted by eon.truetion of the facility. 

INIS i. preparing an Erlvironmcntal Rcpon (ER) for thi. proJec\. The: ER will be ... bmitted to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Cornmi$$;oo (NRC) before the end of litis year for their usc in P"'parins an 
f!nvirnnmcnt.l lmpact Statement (EIS). W. a", notifying you about the proJe<l: and NRC will be 
ocheduling. a"""uneing. and conducling a public bearing"" thi. project in the ncar fUlure. W. are asking 
for oontments coDOeming the proposed faci1il~ .... they relate: 10 an:hcoiogical .• ullu ... 1 and historical 
.ite:"mportantlo Nalive American groups. Based 011 an iniliol ""vironmental analysi •. this project i. not 

expecled to result in .ignir",.nt negali", eITeclS on the local environm",,\. 

To facililale your ",view. I sil' plot of the proposed FJ,P/DUP racilitiC$ is ""dosed. Your oommenlS will 
be included in lhe ER lhal will be submilled to the Nuclear RegulatOl)'Commission (NRC) for "'view. 

We would a~iote rectiving your comments within 30 da)'1. Should you have Iny 'I""stionoOf nood 
additional information. please conlll<:1 rrw: at (208) 524·5300. 

Sincc",)y. 

Steve Lallin. President and CEO 
Inlemalionall$01opes. Inc 

Enclosure' ~ IN1S lmegnoted De-coove",ionlFluorine futr3C!ion l'rocess Facility 

c.: Shirley Augurson, A$$<Xiate Oi,-,,:tor Erlv;ronrrw:ntll Just<cc Team 
RAndy 0«, Associate Oin:c!or Tribal Team 
Mark Allen. Tribal Ombudsman 
Jay Hams. GAP Project Omcer and Tribal Liaison 
Cuni. 1 l i<:l, •. GAP Project Officer and Triballi.ison 
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October 2<1. 2009 

Michael f.!.everly, Lea County Manager 
100 N. Main 
Lovington. New Mexico 88260 

o.ar Mr. Heverly. 

lntemational [SOI~. Inc ([NIS) is proposing to comtNct an integrated fluorine Emlletion Proces, and 
o.plet.cd Uruium Deconvcrsion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 miles we$l "fHobb,. New MexiC<). The proposed 
facility will be con .. ructed within S<:dions 26 and 27 ofTown,hip [8S. Range 37E. The [NIS project 
will invoh.., the construction of multip[e buildings and an access road on a 6OO-acre site. Approximately 
30 acres will be directly impacted by conStruction of the facility. 

INIS is prq>aring an Envirorun""tal Repon (ER) for this project. The ER will be submiued to the 
Nuclear RCiulalOry Commission (NRC) before the end orthis )'ear for their use in p",paring an 
Environmental Impact Statement (£IS). W. are IKMifying you about the project: and NRC will be 
scheduling, announcing, and ronducting a public hearing on this project in the near futu",. We are asking 
for commC1l1< concerning the proposed faciliti., as they ",laiC to socioo:conomic impact Issues or other 
iss .... important to you. Based on an initial environmental analrsi$, this project Is not expected to ","ult 
in ,ignif1Cllnt negativ" effects OIl the local environment. 

To facilitate your review, a site plOl of the proposed FEPIDUP facilities i. als<> ""closed. Your oommem. 
will be included in the ER that will be submitted to the Nuclear Regulatory Comm;ssiOll (NRC) for 
",view. 

We would "ppr«iat. receiving your comments within 30 day •. Should you hav.: any question, or need 
additional information. pica", contact me at (20$) 524-5300. 

Sinu",ly. 

Ste,.., Laflin, PresidcntlUld CEO 
Intemati<lnallSOlopcs. Inc. 

Enclosure: Proposed INIS ~luorioe Extracti"" Process and Depleted Uranium De-conv.:rsion Plant 

October 2(1, 2009 

Michael aev~rly,laI Coomy Manager 
100 N. Main 
Lovington, New Mexico 88260 

Dear Mr. aeV<'rly. 

!nto-mational lSOIOp<:S. Inc (IN!S) i. proposing to """,truct "" integ"ued FlllOrine ExtractiOll Process and 
Depleted Uranium Decoo......"ion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 mile, wcst ofHobb •. New Mexic<l. The proposed 
facility wi!! be COnstNcted within S<:ctiOll$ 26 and 27 of Township ISS. Range 37E. The INIS project 
will involve tile constructiOll of multiple buildings and an acceSS road 011 • 6OO-acre .ite. Approximately 
30 acres will be directly impaoted by constNc]ion of tile facility. 

INIS is preparing an Environmctltal Report (ER) forthi. project. The ER will be submitted to the 
Nudear Rejlulatory Commi"iOll (NRC) before the end of this year for their use in preparing an 
Environmentallmp.1Ol Slat~ment (EIS). We are notifying Y"" about the projtc:1: and NRC ",·ill be 
scheduling, announcing, and condl>Cting a public hearing on !hi. project in t1l< near future. We arc asking 
for ""mmctlt. ronecming the proposed facilities IS they relate to socioeconomic impaot issues or 0I1ter 

issues imponrull to you, Based 011 an inilialcnviroruuentala""lysis, this proj<x1 i. nO! eXp«:!ed 10 rosuh 
in signif!all1t negative ,,(f<X1S Wlt1l< local environment. 

To facilitate )'OUl" review, a ,ite plot of the: proposed FEPIDUP facilitit$ i, also enclosed, Your comment> 
will be included in the ER thaI will be submitted 10 t1l< Nuclear Regulatory CommissiOll (NRC) for 
,",view. 

We would apprttiatc rttciving yourcommcnr. wi!hin 30day •. Should you hase any qucstions or need 
additional i"fomlluion. pic"", <""tact me at (208) 524-5300, 

Sinc;crdy, 

Steve Lanin, Presidcotand CEO 
International 1soIopc$. Inc. 

Enclosure, Proposed [N[S ~luorine E><1~iOll Process and Depleted Umnium D<:-«mve .... ion Plant 
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Carlo Rorncra. Divi'ion Director 

Environmenl.1lllealth Divi.ion 

New Me, ico Environmenl Dcpanmcnl 
P.O. Bo, 5469 
Santa fe. New Mexico. 87502-5469 

Dcar Mr. Romera. 

International lOO1<>pe'. Inc (INIS) is proposing 10 corulnlC! an integraled fluorine Exlraclion Process and 
DeplC!ed Uranium Dcconversion Planl (FEPIDUP) 14 mil .. WC$l ofllobbs, New Mexico. The proposed 
faeility will be: construcled within Section. 26 and 27 of Township 18S. Range 37E. The IN1S pmjec1 
will in""lve lile construelion of multiple building, and an access road on Ihe 6QO-a(:", site. 
Approximalely 30 oorcs will be: dirttdy impacled by COnstruction of lhe facilily. 

INIS is preparing on Environmental Report (ER) for this projec1. The lOR will be: submitted 10 lhe 
Nuelear Regulatory Commission (NRC) before lhe end of this year fortheirusc: in preparing an 
EnvironmentallmpaC! Statement (ElS). We an: lIOIifying you about the proje<t; and NRC will be: 
scheduling. announcing, and conducting . public lIcaring On this projec1 in the ncar future. We an: as.\:;inll 
for con>mcnls and information cooC<'minll the p~ f.eililiesas they relate to threatened and 
endangered species. critical habil.1ts. other wildlife. wC!lands. and any other nalural """un:<: or "',,-,Ie 
management COncerns. Based on an inilialenvironmenl.11 analysis. Ihis proJect is not expttted to resull in 
significant negative effect. OIIlhc local env;roruncnl. 

To facilil.1le your review. a .ite plot of the proposed FEPIDUP facililies is also enclosed. Your commc:nts 
will be included in the ER that will be: submiued tothe Nuclear RegulaloryCommis';DII (NRC) for 
review. 

W. would app«>eiate rtteiving your comment. within 30 days. Should you have any questions or need 
addilional inf=nation. please COIIl.1Ct me It (208) 524·5300. 

Sincerdy. 

Steve laOin. President and CEO 
rnl~m;ltio""llsotopcs. Inc. 

Enclo.,.n:: Proposed INIS Fluorine Extraction Process Ind [)"pl~ted Urnnium De-convcrsion Plant 

ce: John Parker. Radi.tiDII CDlltrol Bureau 
Ken Smith. E' lVironment He.lth Bure.u 
Glry Beauy. DistriC! IV 

STL-2009·30 

Ck:l0m 20 2009 

Carlo ROOI<!I1l. Division Oire<o1or 
EnviroruncnUllllealth Oi,i.ion 

New Mcxico Enviro""",nl Depanmcnl 
P_O_ Rox 5469 
Santa Fe. New MeJlico. 87502·5469 

Dear Mr. Romera. 

Imrnlluional lSOlope •• IIIC (INIS) is proposing 10 corulnlct In integrated Fluorine Extract;on Process aDd 
Depleted Uranium Do:convcrsion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 mil .. west ofllobbs, New Mexico. The proposed 
f:tcility will be constructed within Seaion. 26 and 27 of Township 18S, Range HE. The INIS projec! 
will in""I,.., tile construction of multiple building. and an access road on tho 600«1'<: sile. 
Approximately 30 acres will be dirut1y impacted byconstruction ofth. facility. 

INIS is preparing on l:nvi .. ;II1In .... tol Report (ER) for this projec!. The liR will be submiued to tho 
Nuclear RegulatOl)' Commission (NRC) bcfOl'<: tile """ orthis )'<:ar for their usc: in preparing an 
Enviroruncntal lmpac1 Statement (illS). W. an: notifying)'QU .boutthc proje<t: and NRC will be 
scheduling, llMOu",",ing. and cond""til1Jl • public hearing On Ibis projO>C1 in tile ncar futUff:. W. arc asking 
for com",.,nt. and information concnning the proposed facilities os tlley ,..,Iat. to threatened and 
endangel'Cd .pecic" critical habitat" other wildlife. wetlands. and any otlter natunl resoun;c or waste 
management OOllCems. Based on an initialenvironmcnUll analy.is. this project i. not cxpttted to result in 
significam negati ..... !TectS on tile local environment. 

To faciiiUlI. your review. a sjle plot oftb. proposed FEPIDUP f"diilies is also enclosed. Your comments 
will be illClu<icd in the ER that will be submitted to the Nuclear Regu!atoryCommwion (NRC) for 
I'<:vicw. 

W. would 8ppr«i.te rueiving your comments within 30 days. Should you have ""yquestionsor need 
addilional infonnation. plcascconlact me It (208) 524.5300. 

S,.,.., Lanin. President and CEO 
InlerNltionallSOlopcs. Inc. 

El>Closu"" Proposed INIS Fluorine E"tm<:tion I'r«ess and Depleted Uranium lJe.con ....... ion Plant 

cc: loon Par1<er. Radi.tion Control Bul'<:'u 
Ken Smith. Environment Health Bul'<:'u 
Gary Ileauy. Di<1riC! IV 

STl.2(109·30 
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Oclober :W. 20()9 

Ms, Kalherine Slick. Dirt<;lor 
NM lIisloric I'rtscrv.tion Division 
New Mexico Departmenl ofCtlltural Affairs 
BaIa3n Memorial Buildi"3 
407 Gali$l(:(l St=l. Suite 236 
Santa 1' •. NM 87501 

Dear Ms. Slick. 

International IsotOpeS. Inc (lNIS) is Proposin8tO an inlegmted ~'uorinc F-"tnt<tion Process and Depleted 
Uranium Oe<:on""rsion Plant (I'EPIDUP) 14 miles wesl ofllobbs. New Mexico. The proposed facility 
will be oonslNeted wilhin Sections 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S. Range 37 E. The INIS projed will 
invol"e lhe cotl.tNction of multiple buildings .nd ~n acceM road on the 6(10 •• "", site. Approximatciy 30 
acres will be dirt<;tly impacted by <XIn$lNC1ion of lhe facility. 

fN1S is preparing an Environmental Report (ER) for thi ' project. The ER will be submitted to the 
Nuelear Regulalory CommiS$ion (NRC) before the end of this year for their usc in preparing an 
Environmental Impact Slatement (EIS). We are nolifying)lOO aboul the project; and NRC win be 
scheduling. announcing, and conducting a public hearing on this project in the near fulure, We arc asking 
for comments and infonnation concerning the proposed facilit ies "'they relate to hiSlorical.nd cultural 
rcsoIIrce <XIncem,. Based on an initial environmental anal)'$i •. Ihis project i. nOi expected 10 result in 
.igniflCant ncgati"" effect. on the local environment. 

To facilitate )lOOt review. a site plot of Ihe proposed FEPIDUP foci lilies ;. also enclosed. YOUt cornmen" 
will be included in the ER th.t will be submitted 10 lhe Nuclear Regul.toryCommi .. ion (NRC) fot 
review. 

We would appreciate re«iving your cOmmenlO within 30 da)'$. Should you have any questions or need 
additional infann"tion. please contact me at (208) 524-5300 

Sincerely, 

Sle''e Laflin. Pre$id/:nl and CEO 
InlernalionaIISOlO"" ... Inc, 

Enclo."re, Proposed INIS Fluorine E.traction Process and Deplete<! Uranium Dc.convt:r$ion Planl 

e<:' Ms. Jan Biella. Deputy Stale Il istoric Preservation Officer 
Li .. Meyer. I'rtscrvalion Planning Manager 
Michell. Ensey. State Archaeological Permits 

STI __ 2009·39 

October 2{1. 2()09 

Ms. Katnerine Slick. Di"X'tor 
NM lIi.looc Pn:sc'vatiOl1 Divi,ion 
New Mexico Department of Cultural Affairs 
Bataan Memorial Building 
407 Gali$l~ St"X't. Suite 236 
Santa fe. N~1 87501 

International IsotOpeS. Inc (l1"[S) i, proposing to an integrated ~1uorine f.xtmoliOl1 Process and Depleted 
Uranium Do.:onvc .. ion PI."t (fEPmuP) 14 miles west of Hobbs. New Mexico. The proposed facililY 
will bot COOIr..ructed within Section.< 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S. Range: l7 E. The IN IS project will 
involve the COIl5lruction of multiple buildings and ~n IC<= road on the 6OO.a= ,ile. Appmximotcly 30 
ac<cs ... ill bot directly impacled by con$ll\lCtiOll of the faci lity. 

IN1S is preparing an Environmental Report (ER) for this project . The ER will bot submiued to the 
Nudear Regulatory CommiS$ioo (NRC) bofon: Ille end oflhis year for their usc in prqwing an 
Environmcntal lmpac! Statement (£IS). We arc notifying yoo about the project: and NRC w ill be 
s<heduling, IlIlIOUncing, and conducting a public hearing on this project in the near future. We arc .. king 
for comment< and information concerning !he proposed f.cilities .. they r<:lale 10 historical alld cultuml 
resource concerns. BASed on an inilial environmenlal ""o.l)'$i •. Ihis project i. nOi exl"'ClCd 10 result in 
.igni f,cant ""gali"" effcot. On the local environmc-nl. 

To facilitate }'OUr review. a .il<: plol of Ihe proposed FEPmu p faci lilies i. also """Iosed. Your comments 
will be included in II><: ER th.t will be su!>miued to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (I'o'RC) for 
review. 

We would appreciate receiving )'Our COmrnc-nU within 30 day.. Should roo have any question. or need 
additional information. please conlact meat (208) 524-5300. 

Sincc-rely, 

SIC' ''' Laftin. Prcsi(\enland CEO 
In lel'll3lio .... llsolOpcS, Inc. 

Enclosure: Proposed IN!S I'luorine c.traetion Process and Depleted Uranium o...,onvrnion Planl 

cc: M • . Jan Biella. Deputy Slale Il istoric I'rcscrvaliotl O fficer 
Lisa Meyer. Prcsc""'lion Planning Manager 
Michelle Ensey. State Areharologia ) Permit< 

STI __ 2009_39 
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Oclober 20, 2009 

J<>hn D'Antonio, PoE. 
New Mexico State Engineer/Secretary, Inlerstale Siream Commi$$ion 
1).0 South Capitol SIrec\ 
Concha Oni~ y Pino Building 
P.O Box 2S I02 
Sanlll Fe, New Mexico 87504-S102 

Dca, Mr. O'Antooio: 

International 1$(}I0pe'S, Inc (lNIS) i. proposing to construct an intcgnued noori"e ExIl1lChon l'roc .. , and 
Depicted Uranium Deconvcrsion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 miles w~ ofllobbs, New Mexico. The proposed 
facility will be constructed wilhin Seclion. 26Md 27 ofTownship 18S, Range 37E. The INIS project 
will in'-ol"" the construction of multiple building. and an access road on Ihe 6OO·a= .ile . 
Approximately 30 ""re. will be di1't(:lly imp""ted by con.tnmion oflhe racility. 

INIS i. preparing an Environmental R.-pon (ER) for this project. The ER will be subn!il1ed to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commi$$ion (NRC) bef"", the end of thi. )'C<lI" for their u'"' in preparing an 
Environmental Impact Statemen, (ElS). We.re notifying you about the project: and NRC will be 
s<heduling. llI1IIouncing, and conducting" public hearing on this project in tbe near fulure. W. are asking 
for commcnl$ 000 infonn.tion cooC<'m ing th. proposed r""ililies a. they I'(:late to waler rc-soun:e 
COOC<'ntS. Based on an initi.l environmental analysi •• this project i$ not expected 10 r<:Sult in signiftcant 
negative effect, On lhe local environment. 

To r""ilitale your ",'i ew. a ';te map oftb<: project an:a ha. been included. Additionally •• ,ito plot of lh. 
proposed FEP/I)UP f""ilit;es i •• 1 ... enclosed. Your comment. will be inelude<! in Ih. ER th., will be 
submiuoo to the NuclCllr Regulatory Commi .. ion (NRC) for n:vicw. 

W. would app,«i.IC rc«iving your comments within 30 da)'$. Sh(l\lld you ha"" any questions or ncc-d 
additional information. please: conlact me al (208) 524-5300. 

Si""e"dy. 

Steve I .. Hin. President aod CEO 
Int=ationll Isotopes, Inc . 

Enclo."l'(:: Prn~ IN IS Floori .... Extraction PI"OCCS!I and Depleted Uranium De..:on""rsion Plant 

OI:!ober 20, 2009 

John D' Anlonio. I'.E. 
New Me~ i(o Siale EnginefflSe<:r<:1ary. Interstate SII""m Commi$$ion 
130 South Capilol Slm:I 
Conoh.a Oni~ y Piow Building 
1'_0_ Box 2Sto2 
s..nlll Fe. New Mexico 87SQ4·SI02 

Dcar Mr, D'Amooio: 

InlernationAI ISOIopn. Inc (lNIS) i. prop<>Sing to construct an intcgnu"'" fluorine hl""'t,,,n Proces. and 
{)q>I<1w Uranium Deoon>"Ct"Sion 1'1.,,1 (FEJ'IOUP) 14 miles w<$I of Hobbs, Ne'" Mexico. The proposed 
facility will be comlructw w;lhin Sc.:lion. 26 and 27 ofTown.hip 18S, Ra"3e 37E. The INIS projecl 
will i"yolve the construction of multiple building. and an access road on Ihe 600 .. "", ';Ie . 
Approximllely 30 acres will be dirt<:lly impacted by con>lNction oflhe facililY. 

INIS i. p"'paring an Enyiroruncntal Rcpon (ER) for thi. projecl . The ER will be sub!nil1w to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commis.ion (NRC) bef"", the end of thi. )'eM ror their us< in preparing an 
EnY il"Ollnt<1ltallmpacl Statement (EIS). We are notifying yoo about the proje<:l: and ~'RC will be 
scheduling. announcing, and condl>Cling I public hearing on this project in the ncar rut""'. We are .uking 
for comments and information concerning the pro;><>sed racililies a. they relate 10 wa,er res<>urec 
"""""m •. Bas«! on an ini,i.l cn",ronrnental analysi .. this project is nOl e' pected to ""nit in signif,c.nl 
negative effects on the local en"'ronmen!. 

To facilitate your re>i cw., .ile map of the projecl ""'. has been included. Additionally . • sile plOl of the 
pro;><>sed FEPIDUI' facililies i. al"" enclosed Your comment.< will be indudcd in Ihe ER IhBl ",ill be 
submiued lothe Nuclear Regulalory Comm; .. ion (NRC) for review. 

We "'O\Ild oppre<:iate ",ccivinl! yoor comments w;lhin 30 da)'ll. Should you 1llIY<: . ny questions Or need 
additional infonnation. plc"", contact me al (208) 524-5300. 

S;ncerely. 

SIeY<: L"flin, Presidc:nl and CEO 
Int=ationall50topes, Inc. 

Enclosure: Propost:d tNIS fluorinc EXlraction Process "nd Deptelod Uranium [)"..,,,,wersion Planl 

STL-2009.40 
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October:W.2009 

Rkhard A Ratlif, p , E" Radiation Control Program [)irtttor 
Texll$ Department ofStllte Ilealth Servicc. 
P.O. Box 149347 
Austin, Texa, 78714-6688 

Dear Mr. Ratlif; 

International [SOIOpeS. Inc (lNIS) is proposing to construct an integrated Fluorine E.1!ll1I<01ion Process and 
t:kpl('led Uranium lkconvenioo Plant (FEP/DUP) 14 miles west ofllobbs. New Mexico. The proposed 
facility will be construclCd within SffiioRS 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S, Range HE. The [NIS project 
will invol ..... the construction ofmulliple building, and an access road on the 600-8ore site. 
Approximately 30 acres will be dirtttly imp""ted by o"""truction of the facility. 

INIS is preparing an EfwiroruneTllal Report (ER) for this project. The ER will be sumnilled to the 
Nuclear Rogulatory Commission (NRC) before the end of this year for their use in preparing an 
Environmontallmpact S13tement (E[S). We are nOlifying you about the proj~t; and NRC will be 
scheduling, announcing. and conducting. public heating on this project in the near future. We an:: askinlj: 
for comments and infonnation concerning the proposed faeiiitie. as they relate to pt01«:ting the people of 
TeXAS from unnecessary radiation exposure. Sased On an initial environmental anaiysis. Ihis projCCt i,lIOI 
cxpocted to result in signifIcant negati'"e effect. 00 lhe local cnvironmc:nl. 

To facilit.te you. review, a site plot of the proposed FEPIDUP facilili .. i. also encl<>SCd. You. 
C(lmments ,,;11 be includ«! in the ER that will be submitled to the Nudear RegulatoryCommi"ioo 
(NRC) for review. 

We would app=iate =eivinlj: your comments within 3{) days. Should you have any Guest ions or Deed 
additional information. please contact me at (208) 524-5300. 

Sinc"",iy. 

Steve Lanin. President and CEO 
International Isotopes. Inc. 

Endosure: Proposod INIS Fluorine E.1!u8ction PnxcS$ and Depicted Uranium l)c~onver$ion Plant 

STL-2009-42 

Rkhard A Ratlif. P. E.. Radiation Control Program DirtttQr 
T""IIS Ikpartment of Slate llealth Servie.:. 
P.O, Box 149341 
A~Stin. T • ••• 7&714-6688 

Dear Mr. R..o.llif; 

[nlernalional [sctopcs. Inc (IN[S) is proposing 10 conStNcl an imcgnolcd F[uorine ExIJaC1ion Process and 
t>q,[(1ed Unonium D<:conven.ion Plant (FEPIDUP) [4 miles we>! ofllobbs. New Mcxico. The proposed 
facility will be conStNcicd wilhin Section. 26 and 27 ofTownship ISS. Range HE. The [N[S project 
will involve lhc oonStNC!;on of mullip[e building, and an access road on the 6O(I •• ere ,ite. 
Approximately 30 acres will be direct[y impacted by corutNet;oD of the facility. 

[NIS i. pn::parins an Environmenta[ Ropon (ER) for this project. The ER wi[[ be submitted to lhc 
Nuclear ResulatOf)' Commission (NRC) before the end of this year for lhcir use in preparing an 
EnvironmcnLal lmpac1 SLatomeDt (E[S). We are tIOIifying you about !he project: and NRC will be 
scheduling. announcing .• n<! oondncting a public hearing on (his project in the near future. We arc .sking 
for oommenl$ and information concerning Ihe proposod facilitit'$ as they relate to prQ10ctins th. people of 
Tex ... from unne<:t'$&al)' radiation uposure. Based on an initial environmemalanalysi •. Ihis project is tIOI 
cxpocte(\ to result in .ignificam negati'"e effect. on the local cnvironmem. 

To facilit.te your review. a ,it. plot ofth. f'I'JIl'OSCd FEPIDUP facilities i. also enclosed. Your 
e<>mmcnt$ will be included in the ER thaI will be submiUcd to the Nuclear RcsulatoryCommi .. ion 
(NRC) for revicw, 

We would appm:iat. =eivinll youroommenl5 within 30 days. Should you have anYllucstion. or DCCd 
additional information. l'lcuc conlact me ot (208) 524-5300, 

Sinc..--.ly. 

Stc"" Loflin. President and CEO 
Intml31ionallsot0pc5. Inc. 

Enclosure: Proposed INIS Fluorine Exlra(1i"" l'rocc<.S and DcpI~led Unonium Ik-<:on'"ellion Plant 

STL-2009-42 
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October 2() 2009 

Ms, Joy Nichol<lpOUlous, f-cologicai Services f ield Supervisor 
United Stat", IXpartmcn! of too [mrnor 
U,S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
New Me:.ico FMllogical Services Field Office 
2[05 Osuna Road NE 
AlbuquOfque, NM 87113·1001 

Dear Ms. Niobolopoulou •. 

IntemationallsolOpO., loe (IN[S) i. proposing to construct on intcgrattd Fluorine Extraction Proceu and 
Depleted U~nium Deconversion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 mil", wCSt of Hobbs. New Mexico. l1Ic ~ 
facility will be conslNCltd within Sections 26 and 27 ofTownship 18S, Range 371:. l1Ic INIS projCC1 
will invol"e the COII5tNClion of multiple buildings and an ""cess road on the 600-a<:re .ile. 
Approximately 30 ""res will be dir«tly impacted byconstru<:tion of the r..,ihty. 

INIS i. preparing an Environmental Report (ER) forthis projCC1. l1Ic ER will be submitted to the 
Nuclear Re8ulatory Commission (NRC) before the end of thi. year for tbcir use in preparing In 
Environmcntallmpact Statement (EIS). We an: lIOIi fying you about the project; and NRC will be 
scheduling, aMouncing. and conducting a public OOwg on Ihis project in 100 ncar future. We an: asking 
for comments and information concemill3 the proposed r..,ilit;", as thty relate to threatened and 
endangered speci"" critioal habitat., 0Ihc-r wildlife, wetlands. and any otOO,natural ~e or WflSte 
management concerns, Based on an initial environmenlal anal)"is, this project is IlOl expected to reoult in 
significant negali'''' effect. on Ihe local environment. 

To f""ilitate)'<:l\l' review, a .il. plot oflOO ~ FEPIDUP focilit i", is also <nelost<i. You, cOmments 
will be included in the ER Ihat will be submitted 10 Ihe Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for 
review. 

We would appreciate receiving your comment. within 30 da)'1 Should you ha, .. anyquostionsor oocd 
odditional information. please contaCl me.t (20S) 524_5300. 

Sin«rely, 

Steve LaOin, President and CEO 
lntemationallsotopes, Inc. 

I:nol",w-e: I'roposod INIS Fluorine ExtraC1ion Process and Depleted Uranium De-oonversion Plant 

ceo Susan MacMullin. Field Supervisor 

STl-2009-35 

October 2() 2009 

Ms. Joy NkholopouIO\l'. f.cological Servi= Field Supc-rvi= 
Uniled Slales [kpartmen! of the [melior 
U,S . Fi.h & Wik!life Service 
New Me:cioo Erological Scm= Field Office 
2[05 O.una Road NE 
Albuquo:rquc. NM 81113 ·1001 

Dur M5. Nicholopoulou .. 

Intern.lion.ll$OlOpc$. Joe (IN[S) i. proposing 10 oonstruct on inlegrated Fluorine Ihtraction rro.:cs, and 
DepIcted Uranium Dcconversion Planl (FEPIDUP) 14 miles wCSt of Hobbs, New Mexico, The J>I'lI'OKd 
facility will be constructed wilrun Sections 26 and 27 orTown,hip 18S. Range 371:. The: [NIS project 
will invol,". the con<truction of mulliple building< and an access road on the 6O()..ac", ,ile. 
Approximately 30 acre. will be dirttliy impacted by construction ofll\c facility. 

INJS i. preparing an Environmenlal Report (ER) for this project. The: I,R will be submilled to the 
Nuclear Rcgulalory Commission (NRC) before the end of this year for their use ill preparing an 
Environmental [mpacl St.tc"","t (EIS). We Ire nolifyin!! you aboul the projecl; and NRC wiU be 
.d~uling, announcing, and eondtlCling. public hcaJin!l on Ihi. projecl in lbe ncar future, We are asking 
for oommcnl.< and inforIllalion concerning the proposed r""ilil;"" as they ",laIC 10 Ihrealened and 
endangered species. critical habilal •. other wildlife. wetlands. and any other nalural ttSQurce or waste 
manage,""nl concernS. Based on In inilill environmental anal)"is. this proje<:1 i$ not expe<1cd 10 result in 
significant ftCg.tiy" effects on Ihe local environment. 

To facilitate yoor =ie .... I .ite plot ofthe proposed FEPIDUP f.cililies is also ""'Closed. You,commcnt$ 
... ill be included in the ER Ihat will be .ubmilled 10 Ihe Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for 
review. 

We would appm;i3lc receiving your comment, within )(I da)". Should you ha,-e .~y question. or IIC<:'<I 
additional i~fonnation. plea"" cont8C1 me.t (208) S24·S:J.OO. 

Sin<:efely. 

Steve Lani", Presi<knt and CEO 
!nlcm~tionallSOlopes. Inc. 

[ncl=: Proposed !NIS Fluorine IhtnlClion Process and Depleted Uranium De-con"""ion Plant 

ceo SU<IIn Ma<Mullin. Field Supervisor 

STl-2009·35 
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Oct<lber 20. 2009 

Mr. Ed Rob<:rson. Roswell Field Office Manager 
Bllteau of Land Management 
2909 W. Second 
Roswell. NM 88201 

Dear Mr. Robcnon. 

International Isotopes. Inc (IN1S) is proposing to an integrllled Huonne Extrac1ioa I'rocco.s and Depleted 
U",nium Decon'"ersion Plant (FEP/DUP) 14 miles wCSt ofl[obOs. New Mexico. The proposed facilily 
will be constructed within Sections 26 and 27 of Township 18S. Ralli" 37E. The INIS project wili 
invoh"e the construction of mulliple buildings Ind In access road OIl the 6OO.-acre .ite. Approximately 30 
acres wili be directly impacted by oonstl\lCtiOll of tile facility. 

[NIS i, preparing an Environmental Report (IiR) forthi. project. The ER wili be submitted to the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) bef"", the end of this year for their use in preparing an 
Enviroruncnt.llmp.u:t St.tement (E[S) . We are no\ifying you .boot the project; and NRC will be 
sche<luling, announcing, and oond..c1ing a public hearing onthi. project in tile near future. We are askilli 
for comments and informAtion concerning the proposed faciliti .. as they relat. to t",nspOrt.tion or land 
management reSOll"" concern •. Bax<! on an initial environmental .... I)'$i •. this project i. not . xpocted to 
result in significant negative effects on tile I""al environment. 

To facilitate you, review, a .ite plot of the proposed FEPIDUP facilities is also roclosed. Your comments 
wili be ineluded in the ER that wili be submitted to the Nuelear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for 
",view. 

We would appreciate rcceivilli )lOUr commenl< within 30 days. Should)'<lu ha'"e any questions or need 
additional infonnation. please contact me at (208) 524·5300. 

Sir>eerely. 

Steve Lan;n, President and CEO 
Internation.1 Isotopes, Inc. 

Enclosure: Proposed INIS Fluorine Extrac!ioa Process and Depleted Uranium De-com"eflion Plant 

STL-2009·36 

OcIober 20. 2009 

Mr. Ed Roberson. Roswell Field Office Manager 
BllJ'CAu of Land Managcmem 
2909 W. Second 
Roswell. NM 88201 

Dear Mr. Roberson. 

lnterrUllionall""topes. Inc (lN1S) is P"'PO'ing to an integntcd Fi..oonc Exuaclioa I'roc .... and Dc-pleted 
Uranium Decon,..,,,ion Plant (FEPIDUP) 14 miles WCli' ofllobOo. New Mexico. The pr<>p<><ed f""ilily 
will bcconSiructcd within S«tions 26 and 27 ofTowmhip 185. RaIlF 37E. The INIS project will 
in,·o]..., the construction ofmulliple buildi",. and an access ro.>d on the 6OO-acre site. Approximately 30 
acre> ,,·iII be directly impacted by conSllUC1ion of the radlily. 

INIS i. preparing an En vironmental Repor1 (IlR) for this projoo. The Ell. will he submitted to the: 
Nuclear Regulatoty Cnmmi .. ioa (NRC) bef"", the C1ld of this year for their use in preparing an 
Environmentallmp.act St.tcm<;nt (EIS) . We are noIi fying)'Oll aboutlhe project; and NRC will be 
""heduling. announcing. and conductinll" public hearing oa thi. project in the ncar future. We are asking 
for oomments and information coa<eming the propooed f""iliti .. as they ",late to transpOf1ation or land 
management re«IUre .. concerns. Based oa an initial environmental analysis. this projCCl is no! "" p""'ted to 
re.ult in signir.cant negative effects on the local environment. 

To f""ilit.te your "",iew .•• ite plo! of the pr~ FEPIDUP [""ilities i, .Iso cfl/:losed. Your comments 
will he ineluded in the IlR that will he submitted to the Nuelear IkgulatOl)' Commission (NRC) for 
",view. 

We wOllld appreciate receiving YOIIr comment.< within 30 days. Should you hI'"" any questions or need 
additional inforrn:.tion. please con!""t me at (208) 524·5300. 

SifI/:Cfcly, 

Steve Lanin. f>=idcnl and CEO 
InttnUltioaal I""",pes. loc. 

Encl"""",: Proposed INIS Fluorine Extl1lClion Process and Dc-pleted Uranium ~on"trsiO!1 Plam 

STl.-2009·36 
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Internationullsotopes Inc. 
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ror """" .... " and InfumIarlon <on ... ·.min' .... ~ r.<iTi, ..... th.'y .. 1"'010 Ihroaltn«l .... 
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Intel'nationallsotopes Inc. 

M&. Joy N'~ .. £.oIosic.oI Son;"" Flrid ~Ioot 
tJlIi .. d Sma D<pIII1II'It"" o' .... '.wb 
\I.s. ftolo.a: Wildlife s.vIc< 
s-_~s...xar ..... Ofr .... 
2!OS 0. .... koood "'E 
AI~. NM 11111· 1001 

DearM<.Nie ............... 

I-.GII , _lINl Hli 

RECEIVED 
OCT U ·. 

USf\':!:: N\1!"SFO 

, ........... ' ............ 1lIC (lNlS) u ~., C_ OIl ", .. .,.,ttl ~haino E>:<nctiooI rr_u 0li<l 
~ v,_ Da: ...... ..,. I'\aoI (fE'/DUP) 14 ........ ...,. of III· .. 1'1..- Me:doo. no. f"IIOO<d 
&o:ility .. ilI bo "P • .....,.... .. idIo.a Socrionl ~60,od 21 ofT""rnlup liS Ita<Ip lIE. TlIt IHIli pcojen 
... 11 involv ...... ...-ualoa of m ••• pl. builcll ... mel .. II/IttU rood c" III< ~ n. 
"'~l.I' :I\I....,. .. 11I11oditr<dy_* b,. ~!Ioacrrlo, rocilt1y. 

r.-lLS I. _110& on "" __ Dto! R.poI. (£~ r"" thiJ pn>j..... no. FR .. milo submll* .. "'" 
N1IOItor ~1oI01)' C_1uion (NIIC) t>cf.,.. "'" ..... ofOlti.}flO" (0< 'I .. ~ ...... Pf"!'UiD'''' 
~ t..,..a s __ (US). w ..... ~,.. """'" Iho prqjoc:c;" NRC .. ill boo 
scbr:IuIinj;. .. ,'''' "4 _~ ... opoblic btaIoa ...... "'*' ...... _"..,.,. We..,..a.a 
far oom ....... """ 1nfomFa';'" ,o ..... .,min.1IIt ~ r .. iIi, ..... tho'1 """0 10 IlFlnlftl«lo"" 
....s...s-CII _in. eri1iu11IMHw .......... lldllfw, wctIu>Ib. lOW! lIlY ",he<..,oraI _0< ..... wa. 
~_ .. e- .... inIrW .. "h .. =MAl-",",l,1IIII!""'ionk ... ~., ...... Ia 
Ii ... l fo: ......... ti'" .rr .... _ ,II< .... 1..,"--. 

To r.ciIicuo_ ......... 0 .... plarof .... """'"'""" fV'1OUP roc;llill<, .. ","""", __ V ..... _, 
.. ill IF. iodlOIW 10 .... £R "'"' <rill too _n...JIO .... N .... & RcPluo.oyC_ ...... (NRC) b 
"",ic,.. 

w< would OWOK;'" .-, ...... ,- _ ... idam 10 <11)"" SIIouI~,.. ha ... _rq<>nliooo; .. ..-l 
odJiMN' inf""""'loa, pIMM """"'" ..... pol) $24·$100. 

A'"1~~ SIt.'C w: ~--:;;c£o 
a..ocm.Ioaal ~ r-

Entlowtr. ,..,..,.,... ~15 ~1""" .. EllI ... 1oa f'tocno.wl Depl<lc;l u ....... o.ca.....-nIoa I'~' 

0<: s.- ),bcMlOllio. f;')d Supon-.... 

sn.·200\F0}, 

" 37 ec.......c. Ckto. _ F-. ICII", f;lAOl 
_~~.ot ho·:· .. ~141' 

_ : OI'WW. __ com 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page B-49 
 

 

'I~IWIIWI 

United Slates Department of the 1 nlerior 

FISH ...... "" WILDLIFE S(kYIC!l. 
Nco< M .. b>i"~ Sa.- F;.wom.c 

l IOSo......I\'li 
AI"'qutf_,Ncw~.ico 1711) 

""'-= (505) M6-l$2$ Fu: ($0'1 J..I6.:!5< I 

101 - 4 DiIiI 

!-Ill '101m, '~II 

Thank )'>\I 1'or)'OW =eM rcqutt.I for infannacio<I 011 Ihrtalelltd ( ·r ~ speciH or 
importw wikllJc hIbo.au thai .... y occur ill )'OW prajecllfQ. TIM: New Mexico &oIo&ical 
Scm .... field orr",. bu posted lists oflb.l:ndani~ !h.ru'e ... J. prop<ISIl<l, eond\dll< and 
IpKleI of<Oncenl O<:aItrinll ill 1I1l'iew M.uC\l COUtU;" 011 1M Inl~. Pl .... ",rer 10 \b.O 
follow.iq wd;> pAF for $pCC1t1 inIOmwiaa In 1M COIW)' "1IcTe )iI'" pre,M occurs: 
hnpJ Iwww.fws.p ...... lbwcstlnINtwM .. i<oISBC_;..ItO.c1.m. 1')'>\1 do "'" III,.., KCa:I ",!be 
)nlnnCl or 110 .... dimeuhy obuLrunj a lis .. pk ... O(IIItKt our om,·. ond we will mall or fa.< )'0'1 • 

'''' IS ...... IS poH-iblc. 

After opmilllP wd> POi'<. filId Ntw M." i>:o Ulled and Sem,'; ... Sp!<'ielUIIS on !be main 
""" and diek 0111111 COIlnt)' of inleml, Your proj.~l .... may • .>I nocemorily incilldo III or filly 
oflZe 1Ip«icI. Tbit iJI/bm>Iuoa &bould W:;SI y"" in 6eocnami", .. b>ch .pecieo 1liiy or ma~ 
..... oceur ",,111m )""'" projea ...... 

Under II\( £Ddln.gned Speeie1 ACI of 1973, IS amended (Act). it •• tb. relponsibilily oft"" 
f~ IC\,,,,, I&m<Y or IU clel>tftAICd repn-ta>Wiv-e 10 dtttmw"' if. proposed ac:<ioa ..... y 
atr<Id" ....... ~ dwalfOC4. or ptopoud ~ or desilllW<~ (mical bablllt, _ if to, 10 
consult with III funhar. Sim,larly," " ,hoi, I"CSj)I>1Uibilil)' lO~",mi~ if.~.rno.. hal 
no .ffecllO eodanptd, IhlulCned, or prop<>$'Od specia, or .x,.il~"'" .ritiuJ babiw. ()q 
Dec:ember l~ 2008, .. ,e pubhobed. l'iIIaI rulo """ccmiq .larifll.lliOalIO HC1i<oo 7 _1"';_ 
""""" die A(\' (7ll'R 76172). 0- ofdooe clariGtlti_ is IbaI .. :"011 7 coouulIaIiorIos ..... 
«<t~omI il'lthou Il'IStance' when tho d,rcoctllld indirfCI "ffeCIS o ~ "" action poll: no .ff"", to 
Jil,ed lpeCios or oriticlll habiW. M I re<\lJ1. "'. do DOt provIde < ..... umnU Mth projOCl 
propoaenI'.-"., elfcct'" deo:nnlDlrionl. 

If )'OW" teflOn,"", b"lIIi",ble l\.Wi"'l for ""Y oflhe$e SpeCies. ,:. rtCODlmend tho, speci ... 
1pCci6c OIIIIW)'I be l:O<Idooed during 1M tkw."Crio& .. ...,.. for pi""'" and It !be appn>prille time 
for wilc!Jifc 10 evaluaIe any pouiblo pro;.a.reb<ed impKtI. PI< .... bq. ill mmd thM 1Ioe fCop: 

or ftde ... l1y IlSled lj>OCi<oI c:ompliat>o" also ~1ucIts filly in.",..IaTtd or inl<.d<peodc:n. JIIf"ica 
_¥joe- (c .... "'I.uipme~t ' '''gin, .... IS, OffIll< borrow llLO,,,rili lieu, 0< u.ilily Teloca.ioru) and 
"'Y uodIr<Iet or tua\IIU",.., .mas. 

IUH,IIIIIII III) IILIW£ 

United Slates Department of the lmerior 

FISH """"''D WlLDLIffl SCRVI(:E 
New Mal<o];~ s.m- F;dd om.c 

lIOSo.-",. 
... lbu"""'''''''.NewMo ..... 1711] 

!'boD<: (505) )oI6.lH' Fa; (~'):J..I6.U< I 

101 .. 4 DiIiI 

I-m ,olllm '-III 
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irnporwII wiklltk bIbomu tbot .... y DCa. ill )'0'" ~ IfQ. T"" N .... Mctico I!a>Io&iaoI 
SC1'Vl .... fi~1d orr ... bu po$Wd Litts orlb. n>dani~ i:hrea1.'U.j. pt<>pOMd. candid.ote and 
sp«IOS or"Olltem OC\'\lnina: ill til tiew MexICO COOIId .. 0II1ho Ipl~ Pl .... reret 10 \h.O 
Jblloo<I.iq wd> .... tor JiPOCItI ia!onna<ion lllihe ~ .. 'IIcre J'01Ir p<e,e<:I occurs: 
Imp:IIwww.m.&OV/tOUlhwattafll/ .... M ... i<6'SBC _~It\I,crm. I ' J'O" do noI 110,.., ICCC:U '" IIIc 
Inltm .. or hi"" dimalhy obII.Lnina: a Ii ... pI .... """,10\ our ollk. one! w.. will mail or I'L< J'O" • 
1101 II ..... II pouible. 

... ft ... openinllhe wd> pa~. IlIId N .... Mni<:o Lilled and s.miti~ Spec;ca tiJlS 011 !be mail! 
poa. and dick 011 thlOOIInl)' of in •• _, Your projtC1 .... may ,.x nocCWIrily inetudc III or Illy 
ot~ ~ Tbit irllbr,.,lIIOli Ibould Utili,.,.. ia defcna .... ", ¥I'h>cb opecicI may cr may 
..... 0tt\Ir ",111m )'OUr proiea ..... 

UDder IIIc EncangeTnl Spot", .... ct of 1973. II amended ( ... eI). il " lb. relpamibility OhM 
fooderallClioa ..... y or III deoiJ:ll8l<d ~V'I: 10 _1<1 if a ptOpOJe<l Xlioa ...... y 
ofI'ect" ........ gcnd. __ OIl, or ptOpOMd "*'"' or desil:lW<~ mlical bIIbot:;lI. and If 10, 10 
Oonlult wilk III funh .... SimilarLy." I' .Mi, ~bllll)' '0 4clrmrurIC if. ptOpOS<IIIJoCtioa hal 
1'10 .1fecI1O eodonpIl!d, 'hlftl<1led. or proposed species, or de,J1" ... ted .ritleaJ hobi .... Oa 
Dec:ember 16. 2008, ... pubbsbed • ruw rule ~ otan'" <dODO to KC'rio<I 7 -..J"';_ 
unckr die Ael (7lJ'R 7627:2). Ono mille elarifitltiQQs iI_ " :'<011 1 COOlS\IlIaIioIIIS ..... 
f«IUomI iI'I \boot I!UWIoCH ",httllh. dlroet and indirtet .«em o! III .."on pose 1'10 .«oct 10 

limd .... ics or orititll babiw. Ju I MUlt, .. '. do _ provrd.c cul>OW't'el\Ce wilb project 
pnIpDnCnI· ...... clfea" ~ 

/f)'JW' aonon are.o hli auil/lble hobitat for lilly oflhHo species, I.'. l'tCODlmend \hilI tptCi .... 
spcei6c JUfW)'I be aIOIduooted durint dw tIo'a-aia& ~ for P!:t:lll and 111M appropriO!e time 
r .. .u!lifc 10 evtIuIl<! IQy pouibl. projea.relaICd impIOI$. PIc ... keep ill IIOiad Ihor doe fCop< 
of fe<lonl1y lilted specin compl ..... ~ also irK!wIeo Illy iaterrell,..:! or mte.d<pmdc:Q1 pRljecr 
aetrviti .. (0 .... oquipmtnl ".&iD ....... , ot!'ir~ bonow "",,<rill "-' or u,Ul!y re\ooadOnJ) and 
1liiy irIdir<w:t or o:u<nIIlaI, ,.., rlI'«ts. 

IhHIIlllM III) Illlll.llf 

United Slates Department of the Interior 

FIS1i "-'\0 WILDL1FI! SCRVICE 
New Moolco f"'*'llOol s.r.kti F;dd om.c 

l IOSOsauI'o"£ 
"'lbuquto"quo, New ~I .. ;oo !7!1J 

......... (SOS) ;w6-ll1' FIX· (50')J..I6.2S< I 

101 - . &Ii 

I-I!! ,olllm '-III 

TbaDI: _ 1Or)'OUt m:aoT rcquelI r ... infannacioII 011 ...... ....ed ( r C<Idan&m>d spcciH Of 

imporwII wildhk hIbIIan thII may otCW ia )'OUt prajecllfa. Too: N ... Memo I!<:oIo&iaoI 
ScMces fitld orr ... lIu pomd lists af the on<bni~ !hm.IC ... J. pmp<IMIl. c:andid.otc and 
Sp«ICS or <OncmI oet\IlriIqi "" all "'ew MtJ(oco C"""ti .. 0II1br 1111""",- Plus. ",ru LO \hi> 
1'01I0-<I0,,,, web pq!> l"arSp«1Cl inCorma<iaa IIIN COIInI)' .. "here )"0111" pre;M occurs: 
1mp;I ........ "'.flnp'-lhwatfctfN .... ·Mo:>:ic6'SBC )81'''.clm. I ' )'0'1 do _ II,,,,, occns '" die 
In!.,." .. or bow dimC\lhy ob<IL&r\j _ Ii." pleuc oomoc:t our "t!I<'. one! w.. will mail or f'a:t. )'0loI _ 

1m II ....... pouiblo. 

... fter op •• llnalbe web p.o,... fiM Ntw Mnlco Ulled w Somli ... Species u.., CIlIa III*ilI 
pq. and dick"" m. COlIn!)" or inlUes1. Your pro)"' .... may . ,)I noceuarily inchidc III or Illy 
oflllcw IIpCCiel. Tbil ird'b'mlIlOCl Ibould assist,.,.. ill dcfcnallll'lll ,,'IIKII rpecieo; 1liiY" may 
1>01 0tt\Ir .... 1IIIII )'OW proioct ...... 

Uader !lit ~1'Il Speeooa ..... of 1971, II II'I>Mded (.1.01),11 ;, th. re'pa ..... bili!y "rIM 
f~ ICIiGa agmcy or III .... pIII1>d ..",......,..;"" '" de\trmIl,", If. proposed ac<ioa ...... y 
atrecr' .......,~ Ibmo_td. Of ptOpOIed "*""" or desillW<~ mlical lIIbI\a~ and If IQ, 10 
""'sult wilh iii funI> .... SlIIIllarly,,, it ,lie;, rtSpI>JIIiblllly'o ~:rmiM if_ jIrOpOO<II! actioa bu 
flO .Ika 10 e<>eIaDaaDd. ,"'.IImed, or ~ spocia, or ~I""ted <rilleal boblw. Oa 
Docembor 16, 2008. ... publdbtd _ I'iAal rulo! ~ d_n'" WODI '" ICC'tio<I 7 00MIIl..u
un6cr Ibc An (7l Fa 76272). Ono of"'" elarifieatiou 11 ..... 11010 :"011 7 CCIIIJIIJIOIiCIIIIS I!OII 
r..qum ;" \hc)K "'1W>C:H .. httI the dll"OI:I and Indi~ e«em o. on lCIian pose no errClClIO 
lilted rpo<iCl or on,,",1 babiw.. Ju. re<Uh, " .• do _ provide ..... ....-en« wid! ptojccl 
pnlpOCIeIIl'j .... dfCCl"" ~ 

Jr)'OW" Kllon areo bat auiUlbl. hablta, for lilly oflhHo Sp«iCl, " e .tcornmend !hI1 fpOCleJ
"";60 SIIn'O)'S N aoaducted """'" 1ho. tknI'Uiq...,... for p!:t:IlI and I I the apptOprilfe time: 
r .. wiIdli~ 10 ........... lQy pouiblc pro;.a.rtlaIed ~ PI< .... keep irI _ !bar die: fC'II!IO 
orredenl1y IISI<'d .,..m. c:ompl.-. also ilKludea Illy illtemlUTed or irI~ ptOjccI 
"lIviti"" ( . .... "'I.~!pn>em .. _,gina ....... om.", borrow llLlIonol "eu. 01 u,dl,y reJo.:adOOl) ODd 
011)' ~ or 0\lI!\II1ori,." efi'«<s. 
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_om, 11,'0l1li "gHII ''*''Il10 "UllIF.! 
I-m '01111'1 HI! 

, 
CaDdldIIIt. and spec'" of conc"'D have 1>0 lepl J)<'llOCfion _ cl.e Ac, and "'" ineludod on ~ 
..nrill: for PI4na'ftllPll'J"*SouIy, We moni_v.._ohlo ... IpOCI .... Ifapifielonl 
dtcbn.ts .e dc\ec'rod, does. If>=CO cou.Id poICOIially be liued ... ~ed or ~ 
Thcrd'o.c. I0I:l>005 !bar ,,"y contribulC .0 Ibcir de<:1iDe iJloWd be' ","'de<!. We m:ommend ~ 
candid.&1CS """ .pec,c, of <OfI<ftlI be "",Iuded '" yow- IU!W)'I. 

Also "" die "" si,., "'. hI,'e ;oc:llIIIcd adcIi~"",,' "iidl,rc.m .... i,fomIItioo> Ib..oI sI>oIIId be 
<<KISidotied if )'OW p<OjC'CI i, • sp<afic ."... "IlIotK include _ ,nic.arion _'"' pov.'fL IV. 
safety ro. oapIOn. road 1M "'i:b""Y llI\PfO'"_rs -V .. cons<n0(1MIIl, ... '" ~~_ 
~_1O<k .... ,.,;1\$ (a<i1iIitJ, WUl"'''''' f""iH"." ODd uencbin& "Iomni"" .. 

Under Ex.".,n •• Orden 11988 and \1990. Fcder111qCllcies "'" ,,,,,,inod 10 mini"" •• ,lie 
cIeJwctioo:o,lOll, or decnd."oa of "'-"IlandI oad fIoodplaiM, """ ~tv<: oad ~ rlorir 
......... and ~f\c1l1 val,,". W. """"""'"' ycu CI1III&e'IIbc U S. Am1~ Corps of ~ roo
pennin"" roquin:m",," under:ltt'llO<l 404 ofdle CJoao, WJICr Ju~ if )'QUI" ~ ICIion coWd 
impac. floodpl"n$ or "'~'nCo "I1Ide 1\ab'W$lIIo\I1d be <;an1oC[",td tIorough .voidan«, Of 
mitipted 10 ""lUte no I\eI 101' of",,,,,. ndo !\IncI;"" and vallie. 

Tho MipMary Bud l· .... ,y ... '" (MBT,o\) pam"bi1S mu_ ... oh",1VI""Y bink. """", lad qp. 
e:<apIl$ permill.,j by.!Ie US Fi.sb ODd Wildlif. Sc:tvite. To minuruu .... IlI<cIibaacI 01 
odo.-me impac!S .... 11 binJt proco=d ~"!be MB'T A. we teCOI1VIlmCI «>oSUUC!ia1lCCivit* 
00CIIf O\IIt,de .he 11"",,,.1 m'an'Ory bit(! neI1'lIl oetiOII of Man:h 'hrouCh ""Po or ""', ""' .. 
propaocd for C(II1im1<""" durinam. _"'I se""" be surveyed and wbtrl «<;upi~ 1I\'Oido(! 
IU'WiJ IItSQIII h coroplei •. 

We wum ycu <;an' .... the N ...... MtxJCa I)q:IEtmaH olOarne 10:1 FISh, _ !be New I>1c.Uco 
Energy, M""" .. It, aod NINnlI Resource! Deponm .... , f<ntttY I),vilion for infonnatioa 
regardina: n.h, ",;kllof., ond pIon", of 5'0": <lOIIC<'m. 

TbonIc)'<lll ro.)'>UI ~m for~1Id and ~ sp«'''"'''' N ..... MClcica'I"';ldlife 
Ioabiuots. W. appreci"" )IOU! .!'!'om ... odent,lY """ .~ 1a:Ipac ~ lID tilled _ JeDSiIivc opeaes 
in )<>W" pr6)ect lrel. 

5;""",,,ly, 

~¥~-
WlllyMwpily 
Field 5upeMIOf 

1-CII '01111111 HI! 

, 
Caodldllt. and sp<C1« of o:onc:"'D t\nal\O lepl ~ _~..e ACI lflii "'" included 011 Ib< 
web oile for pw...''\Il PII'P*'I <mIy, We moni_ die _ "fm.., 1pOCI'" If ..",'1kIIIII 
dooohnQ ... d<Iea"", these opcaco <:OIIId poImIilllly be 1iueo.:I .. fMoqcted Of obewnaL 
Tl\c:n:rorc. IoI:I>OOS ..... m>y""""'bu,. ,0 Ikir lI.dm. 5boWd be .·,oickd.. W. m:orn/tIMd cb>c 
<:andi(\t.lCS ond .pre'.' or e<>rI<ft1I be ,1\CIUded '" )'OUf """"'yo. 

... Iso 011 me ""'*' oi,., we ha, .. ioc:1111kd odctitiOGII "ildl,fwe\aiC(' infotmltiM IblI oIo>Wd be .,""'j ed if)'OWprOj«t is.sp:afic ')11<. Tba.c "",Iudc-=,'*-ion __ povo'O<' IiIIO' 
WHy ro. ~ rood ,tid b!t:bw.y ompnwcmentl ood'or __ tpnfII dn'c\otC,_ laid 

livellO<k .... Imn' !AdHIit1, OSlew>tCf f.-iHItCS. mil umdom, "pem;ons. 

Under Ex<alnv¢ O<dcn 119S8 ODd 1 ,~, Federtl.,enc:ic:t "'" '''''''~ 10 m'ninu.¢ II", 
dnuuctioo:o,lou, ... dcifKo1 .... or ..... "tl.\ndI; mil f\oodpWM. IIOd ~ ItId ~ I!IOir 
........a MIl bmdie,11 val_ We"""""",",,..., c:oe&Itt die U S. AnoyCcxp5 of~ for 
pcnuia;Q& ""'I"iremcOlIIll3dcr :Itt'I,,,,, 404 oClbe o.a.. Wilier Ju~ If )'OW proposed Ktioot coUI 
impatl 1Ioodp11l1l$ or w!/lbmh Thoele habi,.u Ibo\IId be <»rIser-,t'd Ihrough 1\'Oidorotc. or 
m'I"",od 10 eMWe no DOl lou ,,(w<lland, Ilu><I;OII I<\d. ""Ut. 

Tho MipMOry Bini l · ... ly "'" (MBT ... ) proiI>l:ri1S .... ukibe; orr .. ......,. birdl, <>CSt$, """ qp. 
c:ll:qIIl$ pen1I'ned by the US. fub ODd Wildlik Sc:tviet. To minimize dIr Ittdibood of 
Iid>"etSc iml*fS 10 111 binls prof""'"" IItIdor IIIc MBT A. ... recoonmmd • ."..,IUOIioOIIoI:I>.;tieo 
0CC\Ir OIW,dc lbe S .... ull m'gtalOTy IHtd '-'111_ of Mltl:1L 'hroIItiI Aupt. or !hal ...... 
I'f"I"'ICd for ..,.,~n durinS me nw'"1 ... SOII be ........ ytd 1M wbtn _~pied, .... oided 
IU"Ilil lInllll1 i. COIIIpIe!C. 

W. ~ )'CU cQrIUo(I .". N"," MOJCO ~ oro.n.c In:! flAb, IIOd lilt N"," ~taico 
E:<erJ:y, M"",,,,I~ and NIIUnlI RcsowtCt eep.nm ... t, Fom<>')' I),'; ...... for iftformltioll 
tcprdill£ nIb.. ,..ikilof •• and plan,. of S,.,. ~ 

n-k)'Oll roo)'OW (ooc.on> rar~ w!brealcne4 ep«<dW N .... Mtxica'I"";\dli!e 
bobicm. w. oppte<''''. "/OIM elfom 10 .... ,IY tnd lvoid Impan .. Idled tnd ...,.;IOvc ....... 
in "/OIM pnlJecllrr.I. 

SincerelY, 

~¥.,.:G,~-_ 

Field SUpcMsor 

HIS 'mllil HU 

Caodidlln and spceI« or conc:...-" h»'OIlO I~ Jl"O'I'CfiOll .-d", Ao. and "'" inelllClod on 11M: 
ftb Ii", for pw.,,'1IJ: ~ oooIy, W, mconi_ lite..."., ohlou. 1pOCl'" If ..."ilklllll 
'*hno$.., dcIccI<d, Ih¢Se tpe:aCS <WId poImIiJJly lot 1iuo.:I. ,r>.bq<red Of dntlCMd. 
TlImrotc. tl:b0llS oN< ,,"y(Olnribu,. 10 Ibcir dKlin< 5bouId be ".ro«\e<L We fft:O<JIII>Md ch.al 
~t\&lCI and 'pK'.' or (OQ<ftII be ,neluded III )'DIU _yo.. 

IlIso 011 d!e "" oil", "~ha,,, loc:1udcd odctiri_l "ildhr~relalC( inF«mltiolllbll ohoIIId lot 
. ' n" c4 if)WrprOj<'« it. spoafx 1)11<, TbooK oncludc-= ,ru-iOII __ powwru.. 
oaftly ro. IIjJIOf1. rood ttIC l>II:Inny 1III,,",,_rs _ '01 _.-. ........ d<vclopu_ and 
li_k ...almn, tao:ililiH, _1:IntI:f r..,1>lo«. Ed uaxloina .:pem1om. 

Undcf 1!J;;=",·.0rdM 11988 ODd 11~, Fcdonl .. ..,.;c:a ... 'o.jUi~ 10 lIlinil1U2< tho 
dtouuctiOII.1oo<. or dtllf84M_ or.....:tludl ODd fIood!:olli .... lind r_ ood ='- IIIrir 
I>OIIlfal iIIId btnc6<:,al val_ We ~)GOI COIlIItt 11M: U S. AnnyC"'JIII of£nai:t>em for 
pcnMriQa roquiremcOh ......... J(('I,,,., ~ oC1Ile CJeaa WIaCf Iu~ if yQCIr prqmcd onion....Jd 
impa(1 lIoodpi .. ", or wflbnd. Thae 1Iab,\.IU Ibould lot <;OII5cr",t1l IloraIIp I'~ or 
m1!ipll>d .0 eMut< "" Il0l1011 of"'rll.",h Il.u><.;"" and "'ue. 
n.. MlpWlr}' Bird l ',,,,,,y ...." (MBTAj proIBl:IiB 11M: takioe; off .. ......,. b!tdl, -...:It$, ood qat. 
c:<.:qM II paminod by the U.s Fub""" Wildlife ScMot. To mlnimift lite litdibood oJ 
lIIh'mc UIIpICtS 10 III bh'lll proIoucd ~ .... IIIc MBTA. .... teCOIn=:f!d oOMl...mo.. acIi .. tiM 
occvrOlWldt ,be ,<"ual m,*"u>fybttd '_III1~_of MltI:!t'hroop A"i""o or """.".... 
~ for ..",~ ""rin8 the nell"', ItUOll lot ...... ~yod ~nd wben «<~pied, ovoidod 
......a I!alInC I. tOIIIp~, 

We II1&I"I you COIla(! \tie ,,:..., MQ.IOO I)cpEtmaIt of<:iMl< an:! Fish. l<1li ..." New Muico 
E=tIY. MiD<nI., and Nitunli RCSOOIn:c:a ~t. fOlalr)' I),,,,';"" (Of informItion 
,.prdlni n.b.. wiklhf., Ind plo~," of S,.le oonct"m. 

n...k)Olll ro. >"'" cooum rOf~ and.dw<atcn<d jpK'" and. Now Mtrica· • ..,.;ldltl .. 
babicItI. W. 0IpP<C<"'~ )lOUt effom 10 .... ,IY wocl.VO\d 1o:.px'11O iii ..... wocl ...,.;I;W ........ 
in )'lW' p<OJM arel. 

Sin««ly. 

~¥.,.""~--
Field Supuvilcr 
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Intcrnationallsotopes Inc. 
O<tob« 30. 2C09 

u.1It)' Ko" ...... C~.i"""" Qr Ikwd 
ApodH: Tribe ofC*!ohol'I'Ia 
PO 800. 1220 
..... ~ OK 7100S,1l2(l 

n.... Mr, Kosttuta; 

lII_iot.aI l--. 'ft< ........ .,. _ yO<Iol<ftu cIoIcd 0c:00I:Iu 20. 2C09 ... prdint; """"""'" 
UId '""'-of .... ~ ._ .. "'OIl .... pod fluori ... E>._ ""'""-' 
o.,loted Ursn;'", 0....,., ........ '1.,. (fErlOUl') •• mild ... 11 '" Habbi. 101 .... MOl ..... 

I. "' .. tWe<I in the .......... !tit JIfOI'OO<'d facility ...... ld be 'OIIOW<~ "illl.in Sootion. 26 UId 
21 QfT"""",hip 115. RonII' 11E. 

Tho ,~ IocoIi<>n for .......... tion of"'" focility io, 

s..,1000 n .rT ....... lllp 115, RoI.oJ61: 

W''-ioJMt ,."...,. ~allooc ..... 0'.1)1 III". <.IIDOd. 

I hi ... 100 \OkaI L'Ii. opp>n".,q. IQ IIor.Iuc!o """'" Iddilional ift~ "" lIIis impoNld 
~ Foribot deuib Un to. _, ..... r.DIII out wd>si .. www .. ;c ..... jonalil!!!!.l!!r1SO!!.! ... br 
"""",,,in' "'" off ..... 

W. Of. looking fo<war<IlC)'O'I' """",50, 

$'J1..2009"') 

.131 Con'fI'Itret CO'cIIt, _ Fo/It. IdWIG 83A01 
~: :!OtI·524·5300. 8OO--8I.I!N10t1 F .. : 2OtI-52'· I" 1 

_II: ......... OII_,com 

Intern ational Isotopes Inc. 
~lo,2OO'iI 

lI.ruy K""' ...... CII""",,,,, or 800rd 
Apacl\f Tribe ofO<WIotna 
PO 1M. 1220 
~'" OK 7l00S·I220 

Do.v Mr. Kommo: 

Io~ '-- 1n<:. 1UO:IIIy _ )'0011 knot doled Clc:ookt 20. lOOt . .. ptd ... """'_ 
&ad ttYlcwot .... ~ tIlIllbUtI;'" "' .. _pod F1uooI. u_ ~I -' 
o.,lmd U"";'", 0._ ........ Pi .... (ffJ'fOUP) I' mils ,,_ of Habbt. We'" MOl"". 

I. "'Q .w..r in 1M kn<r that 1M ptoposod '.ilily -,ld ... _to(! ",""in Sea ..... ~6 .,.; 
17 ofT""""hip l iS. Ronil" 17£. 

St..",", n ofT ....... lllp I'S, a..,. J6r. 

w. opoJo&Ue "" 101)' ino_Glkooc ..... 1M)' 1Ia ... CWJOd. 

I hi", .100 \Ok ... L .... opp;>t1'OIIiIy 10 IIot.bocIo _ ocIdiIionol I".......we. "" III.iJ important 
pno;..;.. FlIr1hot deuils Con bo __ from out .. et.o .. wwwirU"'MIkNliwM'm!XIrQ"'1or 
"""IC~"' "'" oftkc. 

w .... looking forwar<l.")'OOI' .. """' ... 

41J7 ConYntreooOrCill. _ Fa/It. ~ t)IOl 
~,:>010524. !1300. ~JI08 F .. : 208·!2-I 1. 11 

_II: ......... int_.com 

Intern ational Isotopes Inc. 
Onobor )0. 2OO'iI 

llof\JY KQIIano. CII.inn"" gr IIootd 
ApacIIo Ttibe ofCM<1Ahotna 
PO Boo. 1220 
~",OK 7100S·1220 

III~ 1--. 1ft<. tKo:u!Y _ 10<11 _ dOIOd 0a0tIa lO. lOOt. rtprt ... ......
&ad ~o( .... ~"""""'"'"" tif .. iMopod f~ u- !'ro<n, -..I 
DoopIOlfd U...,;u.". 0._ ............... (fEM>Ul') 1< .. ilos ..... tif Habbs. Wew 10'1 .. 0:0 

I. "' .. 111_ in Ill< 1<tt<n"" 0.. ~ focilily ....,..ld ... __ ~ witkin Sea;"'" !611111 
21 gf T ......... hip liS. Roni<' 17E. 

s..d .. n ..rT ....... lllp 1.5. RoI . _J6r. 

w. apoJot;u.: fer..,. ;":_uoldo.lloI. ~ III~ <ad. 

I "'~ .bo \Ak<n"";' oppomolty 10 iflt.bod. _ odd~""'1 hi""'"'"'"'" "" lhi:lllnJ>on-t 
pr...;.c.. FIItIl.ct deWb ( .. to. __ Ifom ..... wn..IC '!fWW fI;,ny1ipnolj""""" som «by 
como<ll"1 OW' om .... 

w .... IooI:lng for,.anj l0)'O'lt taSf>OII ... 

• IJ1 CorntnetooCltCill. ~ Fon.. 1O.nt.I83001 
~, 2Q8.52 • • ~. 8OO-fIO&.Jl08 F .. ,2OII·52<I· l<11 

_,." ......... ~.com 
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International Isotopes rnc. 
Cl<tob« lD.1OO9 

OooI(Oocooio) ToIpI, Tribal a..;,
Kiowa Tribe ofOklo/lama 
PO 80.16'1 
C .... ,io,OK 1J(1IS-<llft'J 

lotem .. """111OIOpd. I .. , r«<.tIy .. nt you I Iott .. d .. rd o.,ot>u 20. 1009. ,.ptdiol e¢mm<nl 
ond mit ... cflb< pn)p<>l<d _1tNCI ... of .. iol'anted Fh""i". ultaoti .. """' ... oM 
UtpIdrd U . ...... o.~" ...... I'Ioro: (TErIOUP) 14 ",I<t ..... ofl..,.,.... N ... Mu.ioo. 

I, _ stat«! ;" II'Ic Iot:cr "'"' tl\o ...-d ,.dUty _It! bt _"""ted wnltifl Soa;"" 26 ond 
lhf T_"""iI'IIS.lloopl7£. 

I III"" """ ....... lItit ~iIY lei iocID ...... ..:d:tMNI ~ .... lItit "--
pt'Oj«<. fWlhof dotails urt bt _iD<d , ............. 110 ... nw jnk!MIOC!Ol1;P""".cgm Of III" 
t:o<>IaC1;olow orr"",. 

S,"' .... ly . 

. ~~~ 
v S .... r..n.rr.'Praidcm and CEO 

In'''rutliooolll/l4Op<'' loc, 

International Isotopes rnc. 
O<\obet )0. 2009 

Oc>oI(lloaoio)ToIpI. Tribal~ 
KIowaTribcof~ 
PO flo. 16'J 
c.m.,io,OK 1;iOIS.olr.9 

0... Mr. Tofpi: 

InmnM .... llfOWpOS. I." ... ,.lly >on')O\I • 1t<.1U datod 0cI0b0r 20. ltlO9. ,.ptd'nl <orntn<n1 
.wi .......... f !he pn:>p>Iod <:CMtro>C1 ... 01 .. u.t<ant<d FI-; .. Ex.1ta<tIort ,..,.,......t 
UtpIooed U ......... DKon,·...., PIm (TEPIOUP) 14 .. , ... _ ofl ....... Now Muioo. 

h _ "" .... ;., I!Io Iott<r thot tI\o pn>poo<d r .. ility _101 lit _"""""' ...... io $oa" 26 ond 
110f Tow""' .... liS. ]to"" HI!;. 

11Io~ ... ".u... III .. ~iIY Ie> .. cI __ *,:110IIII iIIIfotsat_ .. thio ___ 
pooj«l F_ 4ocaI'k Qrt tit _irxd r""" ..... ... "'i .. l!l!l!:.i!1Ovf']jqn.' i ...... ""'" Of by 
_j·I ..... ·tT_ 

S,," .... ly. 

~~~ 
/ S ..... bni,r,Pra"""" otId CEO 

In,.,.,., ioruoI IJ<>lCpn.lnc. 

4117 Cotrwnon:e Qdo . ........ F .... _8300' 
_:~~, Il00-699-3108 F ... 2OI-52ot·1411 

Wo_: www.inIisoicI.""," 

International Isotopes rnc. 
Cl<\obof Jo. ::!009 

1.I0oI {o.-io) Tolpi. Tribal a.a.
It"-TribcofClkloh<mo 
1'08''' 36'1 
C ..... ,;.,OK 7:1OIS.o)611 

Dnr Mt. ToI'pI: 

l.tern.lll ..... l lfOWpCS. loc . ..... tly .. n, ~ 11t'.1" <laud OcIObu 20. l tHl9. "'lon!i.1 ~0IIImCnI 
.wi ......... or lht ]IItIpOl<d _ion 0( .. 1M<&nt<d flo ..... " .. E>:1ndlon ,........wI 
u.,- u ......... o.~" ...... Plm. (tf.PJOUl') 14 ""ief "'CIt .. 1-' "' ... M .. ico. 

h ..... ltaotd iot I!to Ior.c: ..... ",. -" r«ilily _It! be _t:ru<M4 wnIt .. s.a .... 26 ood 
11 0fT .......... '" lIS, JUnjlO l7E, 

'tlM _It>c.orioot b __ 1tD<IicIo oflltto fat,1;,y ir: 

~ l1 " I T_ .. \ lp I llS, lturo "t 
W. apo!oai .. rot lOY """"'vatio,.,. Itti. lillY h ... UlISed 

I MVC .. 'w..u.. t:hl<~iIr'" .... _Mel ........ ~_".Ihis"-
p<'Ojo<l FIIIItItf 4ocatl< an bit obIotD<d frcm .... ... boiot lOl!'W !!IImM!WII ...... _ Of loy 
tOt!IO<Ii •• OIII orr.,." 

4111 Corrmotoot Ooc:Io, ....... , .... ........, DICII 
_: 2OI~ JIOO.69!I.31oe F .... 21J1.52ol, '4 " 

_ : www.inIiootd,,,,",, 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
OclObef )0, 200\1 

Mot\; Chi"", p,...k\on, 
MlSUion> Apache Tribe 
1'0 90x 221 
M .... kro. NM 11340 

In,e..,.,iM&l I!oOlOp", !no;. "" .. ,Iy .. '" you • I.n ... <Ioled Oct ..... lO. 2009. ,<pt<!"'B """,mOft' 
.nd .. ,jew ofL"e propo>od coo_,iM ofl. ;nte(p'O!<d Fluorine Ex .... otiM """"a. and 
Ptpln«l U...,iom De«>ll, ..... ioo M ... (FEPIDUP) 14 mil< ........ of HobO<, New Mexito. 

J, w ...... 1<4 in tho kn ... that the pmposed taoil;!), """,1<1 .. con=1<4 within s.c, ..... 26 ao>d 
27 of r"" .... hip liS, lUng< 11F.. 

W • • poIOSi .. f<:.. .ny in<OMonje",,. ,~;. mil)' tit •• <au ..... 

I ""',. also w..:n th;, <>ppo<tunity ., inclode '0"" odd~ioool infOlTU!iOll 011 !hi, impo""" 
proj«'. further dcu il' <'" .. obtained from our ""b,;,. " ....... j"" fD4Iis,mliS9100D <O!n 0< by 
<Qn""inB OU' off"". 

S;""'"ly, 

.,~:~~~ 
lnt<rn"iOllaIIOOlOpCS, [oc:, 

Internationa l Isotopes Inc. 
Octobef ,0, 200'1 

MOIl: CIIi"", P",.i<I<n, 
MasuIe,o Apaehe Tn'be 
1'0 Sox 221 
MU<:lIk"" NM 11)40 

!n"maliooo.l ["""1'''' 1/11;. """"y 1<,' you 0 len"" doted Oc, ..... lO. 2009. ' optd inB rornm.,.' 
ond .. ,iew ofL.,. proposod toO""""'" of .. i" .. ",,«<l Floorin< Extnctioo I'lo<ao ODd 
Otpl ... d U"""'m o.~ ..... ioo Mo"' (FEPIDUP) 14 mile> wutofHobb<, 1'1.", M .. it:o. 

I, "' .. mIN Ia the len .. tIIat the """"""" facil;!), """,I<[ .. .,.",..,.,1«1 wi!ll'" So:tiom 26 ...r 
27 of T"" .... hip liS, Iton&< )7F. , 

W • • pologize b any inco",,"""'" '~i. m.y ho,', '0.0«1. 
I ... ,. allO w.... ttl;' uppOtt""i!), ., ladude 10m' odd~""",,1 i.f<>matioo on !IIi. impo"" " 
proj .. " FUtthu <leu il .... be obIaioed ftom Out web,;" ""' .... iW!DII"'"'!j""OQ£! <O!n '" by 
'QnllClin, "",oIl'>c<. 

Sincerely. 

,/~cf~ 
S .... ,. I.a/lin, Prtolz'...r CEO 
In''''''''ioo,ll","",", I ... 

STL-2009..:o:> 

"3> Corr.~ Cin::lo , kIahc Far • . ld...., &34Q' """'* ~4-53IXI. lIQG-699-3 ' 08 F"" 2OIl-S<l • • , ~ , ' Weos:te: __ .com 

International Isotopes Inc. 
Ocrobef :1O, 200'1 

MOIl: C~i"", Pre,.,.., 
Masulen> Apaehe Tn .. 
1'0 Sox 221 
M...",k"" !'1M 11140 

10'0..,""",0.1 ["""1'''' 1/11; . ..e •• ,ly 1<,' you 0 l.nOl' doted 1),;, ..... 10. 2009. '"i"d inB romm.,.' 
ond ... ;ew of ,h. proposed toO""""'" of .. in .. ",,«<l Floorin< ExtnClion I'lo<ao ond 
Otpl ... d U"""'m o.~ ..... ion M,n' (FEPIDUP) 14 mit.. wutofHobM, N,,,, M.!lir:o. 

I, w .. staIN ia the Ion« tIIar tho propootd fac;l i!), woul<l .. ..",..".,t<rI "'!!I" So:tionJ 26 """ 
27 of T"" .... hip liS, Iton&< )7F. , 

I bo •• olIO w.... ttl;' uppOrt"nity ., include 10m' odd~iort.ol i.f<>mati"" "" !!Ii, im~, .. ,,, 
proj«I, Furthu rlcu il. < .. bt obIaioed from Out web,;", "''''''' j"" !TIllioMli""OQ£! COl. '" by 
'QnllC'in, ou,oIl'.u. 

Sin<e,.ly. 

,/~d~ 
.' S .... '. l.am", PrtoIz'ltId CEO 

[.'<m.tion.ll","",", Inc:. 

STL-2009..;o:> 

"3> Corr.~ Cirdo , Idahc Farr..ld"" &34Ql """'* ~4-53IXI.lIO)l-699-3108 F"", ~ • • '." 
Weosit<l: _InIIsoicI.""" 
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LnternationalTsotopcs Inc. 
Ot!<lbc< lO, lOO'J 

UiIIllnoatd. "'.'sion Oftc:tOt 
~"" M""ic:o EnttJy, Ml_al. and 1'101 ... 1 R""",,<u Division 
1220 South SI. Ft_i. on"" 
Slnta f., NM .HllS 

Dear Mr. Dta,,,,.,d: 

lnt.,.,.,ioJnaIIOOlOpO" Ino, "",.nl ly Itnl )'04111<11" dale<! Octobet 20, 2009. reC .. dln. com..,..", 
lIHI m'iew ""III< propoted ooownt<Iit>n 01." inI<paUd flloorirte Il._ioa Pro« .. lIHI 
Oootloud U,.",um Do<OllY'Of'Sim Plw (FEPJDUp) I~ mile. ,..,,11 ofKoltbs. N ..... Mexico.. 

II ..... 'lite<! irt ,ho lett.., dill tho ~ r .. llil)' WO\Ild be _""",ted within 5«,,,,,,, 2E .t>d 
27 ofTo ......... ip ISS. RanSC17E. 

The _ Ioo:alion for coo.IInJOI"'" oldto facility " . 

, ..... '. 01$0 t.akc<t tlti. ""pottunity 10 inc ... do some >dcI~ioMl infomwiooo O!I th i. irnponanl 
P"~JCCI. funh<t <l<tlill oan be obtained from "'" Wi:bfil. WWW.lnlC!l.l&!joo.liW1~ 0< by 
oontaotiol "", offi«. 

Sincerely, 

r;z 7//. 
~ft.r'~-t

Ste.. L.on .. , (,;.id<nllt>d CEO 
V (r,' ('mOtional IlIOIoptl, I .... 

oe. John T. Romero. PJ; .. Oi,«tO< W_ Re_ AIIoo:aIion Pro.,..., 

4137 C<tmtnatc. ~. Io:Ioho Feu.. _ ~I 

Phone: 208-52<4-5300. Il00-699-311111 FI)C 2Q6.~4-H 1 \ 
W_:_.~_com 

Lntcrnationallsotopcs Inc. 
Oc:1<lb« )0. 2009 

DiII!lnIICW, "'_ision on.: ... 
~tw M"" oco EM'I)'. Ml_all and NII ... 1 ~I Oivi,iotI 
1220 Sou,h S,. f~it [)rivt 

Sonia .... NM 17SllS 

DnrMr. Dra.-...rd: 

1"'"""" io",,1 lootope •• In~ ~.n!l)' IOn' )'<>II a Ittt .. dated O<tobet 20. 21)0'). ",s .. d,n, .;om",..,,, 
MIl ","jew oflh< prOpOIed aooucructiotl 01 ... iAI.11*ied flloorino E.nctioa Pro« .. and 
~I«cd U .... 'um De<Ollvcnioa PLw (FEPIDUP11~ miles _II of Hobbs. Wtw Mexico. 

II "'all .ated in tho ie"cr lilallM prtlp<*~ , .. il;IY would be •• ",.t"",tcd with", Stet""'" 2E and 
27 ofTo""'Mhip 1 as. Ranp l7E. 

The _ loci,""" for <X*wuorioo of tile (""iii:)' n' 

1 .... '.01$0 ...... tit •• oppottunil)' 10 inchlx ....... >dd~iMal ",fotmaIlorl "" thi' imponant 
pt"P;l funh<. <lttaill WI be: obtained from our _bti ....... w mlmWi<m. 1j"'IPIld&2IlI or by 
NlllaCtiol "". orncc. 

Sincer.ly. 

r;z ----:7// . 
~ /'4""~--

SIn. Lan ... .(.;.id<n,.,td CEO 
V 1~I<mal.ionaJ llOlOpO$, lne. 

oe. John T. RootIero. p .E .• Dir<ctor Wow Re"""",", Al locatlott Pro ...... 

4 '37~CkII.Idaho FIIII. _~, 

"'-: 2OIJ.52-t-53Ol).IJOO.!i99.3UIII Fa.: ~524·1" \ 
walle: _w.~_com 

Lnternationallsotopes Inc. 
Oc:1abcr 10. 2009 

Dill ~ DIvision o;".c .... 
N"" M"" .... Enot'IY. Ml_al. and Nil ... ) R~I Di¥i,ioo> 
1270 Sou.h S •. frar.:it Dtl"" 
SlIIII f •. NM 17SOS 

DnrM'. Orarard; 

Il1t.I\'III.", .. 1 bolOpO •. III~ re:,,"'tr ,"II' )'1>111 tttt .. doted Oc:tobet 20. 200'J. "pm'", o:om ...... ' 
MIl ,,"jew 0(1tIc pr<I!IOIod ~ of In ;",olf*lt!d f~ IllclBtlioa Pro«01 and 
()oop1r.N U .... 'um De<Oll.....sioa PLam (FEPIOUPjl. mile. ,,_orKobbi. N"" Mexico. 

It ..... >I>.ed irt tho Ie"CT ~11h< prQpOtO~ ( .. ",ty would be """""""ted willi;" Stcliom 2hnd 
17 ofTowm.hlp ISS. Range l7E. 

The _Ioeo~ for _.......,.,., oftlte r..,ility n 

w. ap>Iotizc for Iny ~~ dIU may boa ... cnHli. 

I 110.'. 0150 ..... tlti, op;>MUnity 10 in<: I\iJo """" odd~ional infotm.ol;o.. "" Ihi, imponant 
I"~J«l Furth<. <l<utill •• n be """;00\ from """ ",,'bt; ........ w,inlC'lXlll!9!l.I;\!!U'l!CU2l!l or by 
<Ot'ItaCIi0C"' orne<. 

ce . John T. Roottm>. PoE .. /X1tt\tIO' W_ '"-AIIocalio<I Pro ...... 

4137 c:.on-~ CkII. kIaho Feu.. IGIIlO l130001 
"'-! J!08.524.5301), 1JOO.!i99.31011 fa.o -'524 , 41, 
~: _ w.lMldd.tom 
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International Isotopes Inc. 

"'"'" ... ,." 
frlnk Plil, ... ""mor 
V,I.1l 0.1 Sur I'utMo Tribe 
PO B<»c 17S79 '1'.1 .. Slalion 
EI Puo. TX 79917 

Inl ..... tio...ll""'opc .. In<. tfCmlly .... 1 )'OIIII~ dII<d Oc\obo, 20, 1009, ... "",Inl «1m"""" 
ond _i.w of the p<OpOt<d <onl"""';"" of .. ,.""aled FllIQfine Extta<:t"" Prt)<tll .nd 
Deplolcd U~iutn ow.o.vcniooo pta". [n,PIDUP) 14 milo ...... of H-. N_ M."ico. 

II .... ..-:I ioo!loe ....... tIIoo oht Pf"P'*'I fatirq ...-Id bo -.-: .... wriI!Ua s.c,;".,. 26 -.d 
17 ofT_. liS. bip )1E. 

See,,,,,, J1 ofT . .. · • • ll.lp tiS, R.oo.ol6E 

W.opoIasin b ""Y~' iIIi. t!la)lha",.-

I ...... Ito tak .. !II." OppOrIonilr 10 inch.de"""", O!idi.ionol .. .-...-..... "" "'it impMI'" 
fl"'iOC:l fIlrth .. cIeIllt. <on bo oIotaintd f ...... "'" web>ilO ,..,....,. intmytionaljEtw<.l..o;!IlI or I»' 
<OIl_in, OW orr.".. 

.'lTCotnmetot CkIe. klllDf .... __ 
_ : 2OI-52 • .S3OCJ ,~101 F.., aoe.~l-I·l.ll ___ .earn 

International Isotopes Inc. 
Oaobor lG, UI09 

~'"nk P .... I'>"Cf'IO!' 
V,lcll Del SUI 1'Iot~lo Tn'" 
PO 80>< 11S79 Vol ... SIIII;"" 
El Puo. TX 7W17 

In' ..... lionoll..,.O!'C .. In<. rc<mlly ... , )'011 1 1.-dmO 0cI0b0, 20, 200\1. r<ptd"'l com ....... , 
oM _i . ... " r .... ptIlpOKd _''''''''"''' cr.n lnl<lIIatod Ftuo.ino F.><u.o:t;"" P_ Ind. 
0ep1Md U~i"'" I)e...coo. ....... ~1at1, lFEP/OtJJ') 14 mik ... .." ul Hobbs, N_ M.llco. 

I . ........... ito 1110 ~ "'- "'" Pf"P"'<'I focili!y """III ba -......d..-it:ltia $ocbooM 16 ood 
27ofT_ip I'S.~)1E. 

Soo,"'" 11 ofT . .. ·. ' lI.lp , IS, Ro •• ol61: 

."..~ "" .. y ................. IIIi.tfta)lhnc.......,j 

I bo •• lito ..... 111. .. Oppo><Iunity 10 "'Iuo!o ....... oddi' ..... llnf_ ... "" "'q inrpMI", 
l""ioc: .. FIIIIMt wll ...... be oIoWntd r""" "'" wdIoilO fl'lI(l'I·lnlmytjo .. rlQ~"'1»I 
_!&<tin, OW olnco. 

.':IT f"..amrntt0i Qde. kIIno f .... _13001 
_: 2()I.52.0-SlOO,~IOI Fa.::t!J8.W·11 11 ---....... 

InternationallsOIOPCS In c. 
Oaobor 10. 2009 

~t .. k Poi .. ..,,'01\'l0I' 
V,I.1l 0.1 SIll """~Io Tribo 
PO Ikn; 11S79 Vol .. Sudlool 
El "-- TX 79911 

I~I""''"'''''II~ ...... In<. toCtnlty .... 1 )'Ou 'Imot dmO 0cI0b01 20. lOO9. r<i\Ud"'1 com ...... , 
..." _i .... of"'" propooed """''''''''"'''' or .. ,,1<8'''0<1 Fluori .. F.xltW:1ion Pr« ... ,rod. 
~1oI<d U~i .... u.c.o. •• ,...", ~lonI (ft:P/OtJJ') 14 mil. ... '<>1 ul'H-' N_M • .ico. 

11 ..... ~ bo "'" ~!h.I obr """"""" fodli<y .. _ t.. ~...iIIUa Soctiort< 16 -.d 
17 o(T_ir liS. Rototo)7E. 

s...," 11 ofT ... ' •• lI.Ip lIS. Ro •• ,l61: 

"".~ lOt ... y .......... ....,.1IIio _~..-

I "n. ,Ito ID;OD diu OPP><Iunily 10 inchlc!. _ oddrlionollnroronatiorr "" Ihio 0np0n0r0I 
I""io<L FIIlIhu 1I0I011 ...... be oIoll.iGod from nul ........ ,\r ..,.....lntmytjp .. rlQ~ or by 
_lOCtiniOW om ... 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
Octobo1- lO, 2009 

Johnni. KMM(' ..... hit •• M.)'OI" 
City or EuNce "" .~ 
Eoo~i«, NM un I 

IntOfTlMiof\al 10000pH, I",. recefltly tent you • Itncr doted 0010tlet 20.lOO9, ,.pdi", """"""'" 
an.! review of the proposed .""~""" .... gr ... inI<K'lled FhlQri ... hnetion !'roe .... ..:1 
Depl.led O .. "ium Qc.a)nv ....... P ..... (fF.pmUP) 14 mil .. w." orHob ..... N . ... Me.<ic>o. 

It " .... . ",ted in the !cnet ,ha, the proposed r •• ilil)" WQIlIC be .",,"""'ted with in S"",iOllI 26lt1d 
27 ot ToWllship lIS, Ringe )7E. 

Sinurely, 

~'~ 
St",. lAnin. Prtsident ond CEO 
In,en"l&lio<lIIISOlOpef, I .... 

4131 ConYnI~ CltcIe.1cIaha F ..... Idaho 83401 
_, 208·52-4·5JOO. Il00-1199-3108 Fa.. 208·524·\411 

_": www.lndoold.oom 

International Isotopes Inc. 
Octobo1- 3D, 2009 

'oIwInoc "Me" wrmo, M.yar 
City of EuoWce "" .~ 
Euni«, NM un I 

r.uenw"-ll.....,.,es. ,"" leeeluiy _ you • Icnc. a.ccd October 20, 2009, .oprding eOlrl/l>Orll 
one! review oflhc propoacd e""lIlVC!ion g ( ....... /1 .. «1 Flo",,;,.. I:JurKtion I'n>:o .. 0IId 
Ocple,.d l,J. anium /)e.a)nve .. inn Pt.,... (HPIDIJP) 14 milu WCII of Hobbo., New Me.'""" 

II ,",'", . ",Ied in ,he Icnet ,1\,0. Ihc pt'O!I<>Ied flcilil)l woold be Cgnl'no<,.d witkin $oni""l 26 aM 
27 of Townskip 1 IS, Rlngol17F., 

Sil\Ccrely, 

~4~, 
S,,,,. LInin, Pmidc,,, ond CEO 
In,.""";o,,al lSQ1upof, , ... 

STL-2009-47 

4131 Cotwnt~ CltcIe, klanu FIIflII, 1dahCI1\3.401 
f'I'IoM: 2011·~204·:1300, 80'.).899-3108 F&<. 208·524·1411 

-.: www.lnIItoId.com 

International Isotopes Inc. 
Cktow 10. 2009 

JoIwI~;'"MIII" .... 'hiI., Mlyor 
City of E-ice "" .~ 
Eual«, NM U2l1 

r.umlll""'ll~ Inc. recenl./y _ )W' lena d.lcd October 20.:1009. '.prdin,eom",.,,, 
one! lC'View 0(1110 propoMd "",,_ion of ... ... <11 .... «1 Fl.....; ... IOOraction ~II and 
[)opIned U .... iu", De<onv ... inn Plonl (HPIOUP) 14 mil .. WUI of HobIN., New Mu""'. 

11 ,",' ... ",led in 1M lo~t lhol <he pt'O!Il>Sed fleilil)' woold ~ COI>llnocl.d witbin Seni"". 26_ 
27 DfTownsbip ISS. Rln. }71i. 

51"".,..11. 

//,;.., '-7 fo- , 
~~ 

SI"·. linin. l'rt.idc"lond CEO 
In" ""'lionll lsoIOpo" h ... 

4131 CotMlI~ CItck!.1oanu F .... , Idaho 83401 
""""-: 2OII·DZ4·5JOO. BOO-II99.JI08 F&<. 208·~2.·14 11 

_.: www.itWIt<IId.-" 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page B-57 
 

 

  

InternationallsolOpcs Inc. 
OcIObcf }O, 1009 

... 1I0I0 DIwI. MI.)", 

Ciryofbl 
621 .... 5cRct 
101. SM 112J1 

On, M.yor Dunn: 

InlmlOllOnoll&o<oJa. ..... rec .. tIy .... 1 )'QU. kner 4alod Ck!ober ZOo 2009 ........ inC """"",.1 
....... .-iew oflk propooe6 ___ fA ... in~,...od F'-ine E>.~ ......... &1M! 
o..,lelod U .... ~ioun Do~~ I'IMII (F1iPIOUl'l 14 ";Ict ...... of Hobb<. New Mcoko. 

II ... os >toted in !1M ~ IMI th<: propootd facility ........ Id lit conftNCt<d within Stel""" 26 oncl 
27 ofT(>WMhip liS. RJoni" HE. 

I ""., .1110 I.~'n llIi. oppon .. ;ry 10 in.1\>6c >Om< addiliot'lol infOlm,,"" 010 llIi. imponanl 
ptO:jeot. FUtIbot dttaik em be otuinod (!'Om ___ balu l':'WlI!' jrr.!p11M"""ipgon$OlD Of by 
~"I our 011'_ 

Sin<crely. 

;l'~~-
v' $1"" tanin, Prai;z"":;; ~EO 

lnlttftaiiona\ l .... opol. In<. 

,"-""'-', 

4137 ~c.~. Idlho Folia, kltho 83-40' 
F'IIO .... : 208-524·10300, lIOO·$99·:1108 f&<: 2Q&.52a·,411 

WtOsiIt: www._.com 

InternationallsolOpcs Inc. 
OcIOboo }II, 1009 

... """ DwuI. MI)'« 
Cil)'of bI 
621 .... su.e. 
101, SM nUl 

Door M.yor 0\1",,: 

In--.I botopa. ...... r.cendy .... 1 1'W.1mer dattd (kIObor ZO. :1009, rqonIio& c.on'IIntI:! 
.... ,..view 01_ proposd ___ 01 .. inIqnud ft-ine Eltl'....- ......... 11M! 
Doflo!ed v,.." ..... 00-«01 __ I'IaftI. (fbPIDUI') " "'ks ...... of H<>bbt, Nno Mnka. 

II wu >wed in !1M IoIlOr 1M! tho proposed flOility WOIlid bo a>IUtnI<t<d within SOC! ..... 26 ..... 
21 ofT""""hip I IS, R.o.F J7E. 

Tloo_ ~ /Or ~""oI,bo (.dlil)' n.: 

11' • • poIoain fOl' "'Y iroooo ..... ictI<. dIi .... y hi .... Cluoed. 

1 "".e oJ.., w . n 1~i. opport ... iIy .o imllldc -.. add;oo.w info.m,,,i,,,, "" th" imponan! 
JI'<':ioct. FUtthcr 6Nik'" be ob!aIned fi.om _ """bJl .. .....,.. In'FiI\IIml'rOW «lid or by 
--'"I_of!' .... 

Sin<=ly, 

~~~ 
S .. , . Win, "","llIMt and CEO 
1.ltTII't ..... 1 ' .... upoo,lnc. 

$Tt.-2009-011 

. ,31 CcIrr1tr4t .. ~, kloho Flit., kloho 8;).<0' 
,."",., 206-524-!0300, 100·699·:11011 f ILe: 2(l&.52.·,.'1 

WIIO$Ite: www .... .-.com 

International Isotopes Ine. 
OcIObct )0, lOO9 

"""" Dwuo. MoY"" 
Cil)' of IaI 
611 ... ·SIrccI 
101. NM lUll 

0. ... !>I.yo, OuM : 

In~ r.owpa.. ......... endy .... , )""'. kner II&ttd (k!obo,. Z1l. 200\1, rqonIiq """"",., 
.rod ....... "' .... prIlpOS<~ ~ 01 .. imcpoud ~ F.>.1I1ICIb> I'raccu.wl 
Otpltu.:! u,.." .... Do.uo.""""" ........ (~1:r/OlJP) I~ .,;," __ of -.. New Mc;&ka. 

11 ..... l!aIed '" !1M IoIlOr IM1 the ~ foolli!)' .. ould be __ .. d wilh", $oc!ioM 26 and 

21 orr""mhip liS, Ron", 17E. 

n.._-.....fi>r~ol .... r .... 1i1yio: 

5Ki/Ao 21 .rT __ .~lp l IS, a...l6E 

Wt .puIoai>c rm "'y iIIcon",.Kncollll .... y 110", Cl"otd. 

I h ... u.o !Hen IlIi. cppon""I!)"o ~I\!dc 100<II< oddioional "'fonnlo,;"" on this lftlponar11 
projo<t. FGt1:ha 6Nik em be _!ned ""'" _ "",bJl,. ......,.. imFMOnru' ilW!llt&.COPl m by 
-'"I_orr_ 

Sin<=ly, 

~~~ 
51<'" Win, "","llIMt rod CEO 
Inl ..... l ..... l lOOlp""'"' Inc. 

,...,."... 

' 131 CclrntMrc.~, 1<1...., Falla, I<Itho 8;).<0' 
f'honI: 203-62.-!300, 8IXH;99~108 fll<: :/OlI-52.0·10 ' 1 We!>M1: _ __ .com 
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Internationallsotopes Inc. 
Oc,""', 30, 2009 

Bony C. R.id"". n, Mal'¢" 
City "rTMum 
120 Wes, B'<>Od .... y 
Tarum, NM U267 

D .. r Mayor Ridrnm: 

In'em''ioaal l~ I"". reo..,rly ... , yO<! Ilene, dale<! Ck,<>be, 20, 200Q. regarding <:<>mrr>C1l1 
and ",.ie,.. "f,he propo>Sod COn.<tn1C1i<l" of lrl inLegrotw f luorine ExIrlC1i"., Prote .. I!Id 
o.plelcd U",nium \k.<:".,.ersi"., PI .. , (fEPIDUP) \4 miles ... .,., of Hobbs, 1'1" ... M ... ",o. 

It w.' ".ted in 'he lette' !hot the P'opooed f&tility would bt «l<I""""ed within Settioru 2~ ."d 
27 "fTownship 18S, RanI" l7E.. 

TIle CCII"f«' loe .. i"n rOO" cons,ruction <Of the (,dl:!)" is: 

We lpol",i", for any i"':QnHnicoce thi, may lurvc co .... d. 

I 114 ... liso token Ihis OppU<1uniry 10 i...:lude some iddilioaal inform"ion"" thil importon, 
pr<>Jo:t Further dellit. Can t>t obI&ined from ou, w.I><:,. wwwjnttmltiooalj5!!lpp5:Homorby 
<on\&cling O<! r orr"",. 

W. _I<><>kina rOlWal"d to)'OO' ... poos<. 

S11.-2009·49 

4 137 Commerce cw-etl. IdahO Fa&s. IOahc 8340' 
Proone, 2()8..524·5:)OO. ~,oe F ... : 206-524-, 4" 

Website; www.inliooid.com 

Internationallsotopes Inc. 
Oct ..... , 30, 2009 

Bot!)' C, Rickman, M.)'<II' 
Cil)' .,rTatum 
120 Weot. B,"'O .... y 
Tatum, NM 33267 

D .. r Ml yor Rickman: 

lntem.tio<l. l l~ I"". reotlltly .. nl YO<II letter dated October 20. 200Q. regarding """' ....... 1 
lind _i .... of the propustd oQn.<tr11cti<ln of an in1<grtl«l f luorine r..trac! ioft Proc:e .. ond 
o.p!clod U",nium \k-<:olwe .. i"" PI .. I(fEJ>IDUPj \4 mil .. ,.. ... of Hobbs, New M ... ioo. 

It WI' ... t..! in the letter that tht P'oposcd fkilil)' would be r:<l<I""",t..! ... ithin Seotioru 2~ and 
27 ofTo"''''''-'!, 18S, Ranse)7!;.. 

The: OCII"feI:t lontioo rOO" conU"",tlon of the (,dlily is: 

w. lpologitt rOO" any ;flConn.ionce Lili. may hove co_d. 

I ho.e l iso token 1M. QppO<Iun il)' 10 ;no lude some odd~io<I.1 information"" this importlnl 
pr<>J~t F~nher de:ail. CI. he obtained from ow ... ellsitl www jntcmltiooalj<p\O!!nwm or by 
oon .... ting OUr "ff.ct. 

We ore loi>I:ing r~ "')'OIIr ' •• pons<. 

511.-2009·49 

.137 Commerce CWdu. IdaIlO Falls. _ 83401 
Pr.onl : 203-524·&100. ~\oe Fill': 206-524-\ 41' 

Web&ihl' www.inl_.com 

Internationallsotopes Inc. 
Oct<>b<, 30, 2009 

Bot!)' C, Rickman, ),1,)'<11' 

Cil)' "rT.lUm 
!20 Weot. B,06d .... y 
Tatum, NM 33267 

D .. r Ml yor Ri<bnan: 

lntemationa! ISOIOptl, I"". reotlltly ... r YO<II lone. dated October 20. 200Q. regarding r;ornonl)nl 
",d _i .... "r the propustd oQn.<tnIcti<ln o( an integtll«l f luorine r..trac! ioft Proc:e .. ond 
o.p\clod U",nium \k-<:o.w" .. i"" PI .. l(fEPIDUPj \4 mil .. "' ... of Hobbs, New M ... i<:o. 

It w" "'otal in tho 1<ItC. IlIat tht P'oposcd (kilil)' would b.,,'''''.....,tal within Seotions 2~ and 
27 ofTowNltil' I as, ltanse )7E.. 

The O<II"feOt lontioo r.,.. """'t""'lion of tho (,dlily is: 

1114.011so tok"n IMI QppO<Iun il)' 10 ,,,,, Iude some odd~i<>n.1 information"" this importlnt 
pr<>J~t F~rthe. d,,:ail. ean he obtained (rom ow ... e!>sit. "'"""" jntcmltiooaljS!!lO!!nwm or by 
tonw:ting OUr " ffocc:. 

We ore !o<>I:ing r~ 11>)'011' ... pons<. 

S11.-2009·49 

.137 Commerce CWdu. 1_ Falls. _ 83401 
Pr.on. : 203-524·5:100. ~1oe Fill': 206-524-1 41' 

Web&ihll' www.int_.com 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
(kwkr )0, 2009 

Way .. MixOfl, Mayo< 
Ci!)'ofS.m; .... ~, Tent 
)I)l Scud! Mlin 
ScmlflOlc, TX 79l6O 

In"'rnalion.aIl!O!OpCS. I .... ~ .... Iy ..... )'OII11uter <IIIod Octobor 20, 2009, repn!illl c:om ....... 
&nil rcvlew of lilt propoocd ~ion Qf on inlq:nltod Fh • ..,i ... &.trxtion Process Iftd 
Dopl.t'" U ... lum Do-lXlllvcrs'oon PIanr (fEPIOUP) \4 mil., Wflt of I\obb •. N .... M01ioo. 

It ..... ,l&tod in me ....... th.oL <he Pf'lI'O"'d faclhty would b8 COfIltNCtod wiLhin SeetiOfls 26 Ind 
27 ofTow""'ip liS, 1Wl", 17 F~ 

We l poloj;izo fer ony ... 011 .... 00t.;. this may Ito"" aided. 

IIII,"C Itoo to' ... !til. Q9POfIUftity to inch.de ""mo oddit ....... inr..r.n.iOfI on \hi. imp«".&ot 
project furthct dcWll cln b8 obIilnod (rom OIl' """b.ito wwwjntqnatjgpoljS1l!9ISU!!!Illll'by 
contaO,i.& OIl' offICe. 

Sincavly. 

/l- - ~ U~r:~ ~. 
SlC'o'e LaflIn, Pre. udCEO 
In'.mltiOfl.1 iSO!<>pt'., I ... . 

• ' 37 ConwnIrce Circle, lei..., 1'&111, IdItIo IDIOt 
_:2OII-521~~'0II F.., 2OII·52I. ,I" 

~www_.com 

lnt'crnationallsotopes Inc. 
<kIobcr )0, 2009 

WI)""" MixOfI, Mly<II 
C'1y of S.mi",,~. Teo< 
JI)l Soutll Mo.in 
ScmlflOle, TX 79)(,Q 

lnu."",'ioAaIllOIOpn. I .... ~ .. LIY _ )'0111 ...... clued ()c!cat 20. XI09. tcp/di", com ....... 
..., rCv,ew of Lht propoood _ _ Lion of 1II i~oqp1Itcd Fh .... ;.,. E>:lfIdion Ptocas ItId 
o.pl .. ed Unoni"", o..-.vmion P ..... (rEPIOUP) 14 mil., ~ ofl\obl)J, No'" M ... ico. 

II "'., IlIlcd in I~ .. nor Ii'",,' Lhc P""I"*d '..,11I1y would b8 cOfIl!N<l<d wilhin Sections 26 .nd 
27 ofTo,,'ruhip \ IS, Ran", HE. 

s.._ J7 ofT_ .. ~jp lIS, R",~J6J: 

Wc opoiopu fer "'Y ... """~.""''''' IIIn .... y lui"" ",,,dOd. 

I III". IT.., Ilk .. lllil O9POfIUftil)' 10 Include oome odd~ionol 'n",",,",ion on "'it imp«".onL 
project. furm.:r <leWis c.n be obuolncd from OIl' _!Hi,. W\!W jnJmMlljgpaljS!l!~ 01' by 
_ "'"ina OIIr offICe. 

Sint=ly. 

. ' 31 CornrnIn:II CIrck!. ILl..., fOaM. ~ Il3<10\ 
_, 2011..52~. ~IDII Fa.: 2011·524· ,1, 1 

~-.-.~ 

Int'crnationallsotopes Inc. 
<ktobcr 30. 2OD9 

Wa)"M MixOfl, MI)'<II' 
Cll)' of Stminolr, TclW 
102 S",.," Mlin 
ScmillOie. TX 79360 

IlllOnlliooW lsotopn. I~ ...... Iy_ )'OtI11«ttr dated Octoh<t 21), 200'), regard ... <Om ....... *"" revIeW of lilt propoI<'II_iOfI of on in!tl1"ted FI __ Elclrl<:lioll Process *"" 
o.plcred U ... i"", O' ..... vm;.", Plam (fEPIOUP) 14 mil", ... ~ ofllobbJ. No'" Muic.o. 

[1 ,,'U IlIled in lbe I.U« that IlMl pmflOIICd '..,11I1y would be COfIIINCI.d ", ilbin Stet""" 26 IIId 
27 ofTo,,'ruJ, ip \ IS, Ran", HE. 

We ~ fu Iny ... 011 .... _. lIIis "'"Y Ita"" ",,,ated. 

lluo,'c Ibo 111< ... r!lil owonUftity 10 include 1Om0 oddilional in fonnoliOfl 1m Ihis imi"'<'&"1 
plQjec:r. fyrthcf <leWis CIOn be oIKIlned from our "",1H;1~ ...... w iOl"",,,jgnllil!l!=.ilI!II 0< by 
«>o,"",;n& ou. "ffke. 

. ' 31 ComrnIn:II ctra., Idaho Fda, I(ioho 113<10\ 
P!IaM, 2QI.52~. ~1I111 ~&IC 2011-52'· 111 1 
~ _.InIiIoid.~ 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
0<")0.2009 

Mithlel Ue""r\~. Luoounl~ Mono"" 
1001'1. Moin 
l.o''''g\on.1IIM "260 

0..., Mr. Beverly: 

'IIknllliooolllC\OpOs. Inc. _IY Jffl.)'lU • k1Ior 4a:ecI 0<Idi0tr 20. 2009, "'~ ift'_ 
lind review of"'_ propoocd ", ...... ".<1_ at on in~cd FL ....... UUKfIOOII'fotnJ ud 
DqIIeIc<I Uranium o..--<;Oft,·..,100 Pion! (FEP/DUP) L4 mil .... at of Hobbs. New Mexico. 

It "' •• '!lled in \1>: Itn .. ,1101 !he prop<>Wd racility would be <OftIInlCIed wi"'in Se<:11on' 26 .1Id 
17 of TO\O'Mhip 18S. RlII8f )7£ 

w. t;>oloci ... fur ... ~ """",,_,tne< litis 01.0)'''''''' CIoUocd. 

We .,. looIi.i~, for,o·w !O yoW" mpOl"lllO. 

Si"" ... ly. 

~~ro 
lnIenliliooollJo\ot>H. I .... 

STL-lOO9-SI 

4137 ~". Circle. kW'IQ F .... kIooho ~1 
Phon4I. ~'-5300. ~IOS Fa:<. 208-$24·1411 

W~: _A>IlsokI.com 

International Isotopes Inc. 
Ocmt..r lO.:!009 

MithKl U._Iy. tM <"""I)' MltI"IC' 
100 JII . Mlin 
1../1";"1100. NM $8260 

1""' .... tioNll1otopo .. Inc. _Iy J<I\l)"OU " ~ da:ecI Oo:tobo< 20 •• 009. '"'&""lift, 0:0_ 
ond moicw of dl. propooscd _«lion of on in~gnted Ruorino UUIttlOOl """'CSJ ucI 
DepIcted Umtium DI-~.<r$lon \>11111 (FEl'lDUP) I~ mil .... .,. of ftabbs. New Mexico. 

It ..... IIIIte<! in the lett ... ,IIa, tilt propooed r,dlll)' WOIIkI be tQtlWIICte<! willli. Se<:,ion. 26 "lid 
27 of T""'nshi~ I as. RlIIJt 37£. 

Sctlio. n of T",. ... ~tp ItS. b nll J6[ 

w. 'P01oti'" for .. y ~,tIICO dris m.I)' h.,,~ c.ttCd. 

W. ItO Ioot.j~1 r ....... >rd lOyoWO mpot\"'. 

4137 eomm..~ Orde. IcUho F .... klllIo~1 
Phonl. 20l-Il24-53(1(). ~108 Fa:.. 201-$2_'1411 

W~: ....... .nt1sOId.com 

International Isotopes Inc. 
0."")0,2009 

Mithael U.vmy. t.<a ..... "1JI M ...... , 
100 f'oI. Main 
l.II";"iJIOn. NM $8260 

b.t,"·II.cioul boIopt .. Inc. reu"dy JtI\l you • '"- dwd 0:I0b0< 20, )1)09, ",~ilol _ 
ond _iew of"'~ propoocd _>ltt_ at .. m~gr.alcd Fluorine [.011_ I'fvtaJ """ 
DepIcIc<I Umt;"m Oc<."w ....... Plonl (FEPIDUP) 14 mild .. ' .. of Kobbl, New Mexico. 

11 ..... 1 lilted in the kn ... ,III'Iht ~ fxililJl would be ' otIllnlCted .... illlin S«!k>n. 26.nd 
27 ofTo",'nship 13S. RlII$t 37£. 

We .,.,Iocia for .. y ~Iraco lIIiI m.oy"'~ cal00d 

w .... Iook"'S r ....... lr1IlO)'01II' Inpc!I"C. 

Si"""c1r. 

~~oo 
lMtma!ion.Il>oIop<$. I~ 

STl.-l'OO9-Sl 

4137 ~. Circle. kW>o F .... Idlho J3.tOl 
P_. 201...521·5300. !OI).69D.3108 Fa:.. 201-621·1411 We-.: _.-.asoId._ 
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International Isotopes Tn c. 
Ool<>btt )G. 2009 

Richard H. Dol ...... """"' .... Coou\I)' l~ 
201 !.I MMl. Room 104 
""",""s, TX 1'J11. 

0- IboorabIo 001..-

IMcnIatiooW IJOUlIIO$. I .... _Iy ocno ,.,... 1m« doled 0cJ0b0< 20, 2009. rtptd!n,_1 
IO\d .... jew of!b< propowd "'"""""""' of ... ;'ltpod Fluorine E>olroc'ioorIl'roI: ... 1O\d 
O<~ UIItI"'" o.con ......... l'lw (f El'lDllp) l' mila _ of Hobbo. No .. M",,_ 

I: .... mtH tn lilt Iotttt IhaI the propooed faciti!), """"Id be torIlttu<oe<I willi .. S«tionJ 26 ItId 
27 o(T_", LIS. Ran", )1~. 

The """oe, loutio" rOt COtlllruc,,,,,, . rIM rocililY if' 

50<,00_ 17 of Towo,ltlp ISS. 1I •• C' J6E 

W • • polo&i .. !Or M1 i ....... ""icnce tIIis may Ill ... couocd. 

W"..., 10>1.. .... f"""",,, ... )'OtIr ' '''fION'''. 

Sincettiy. 

1:~ 
S« .. ~n ... ~idolll orw.I CEO 
lR_'iotIaJ l..xopcs.lllC , 

STL-l009·!2 

"31 Corrvnotce Cin:W, kIa/1o Foils. kiana lI3oOO' 
PIIOtIO: 2Oe~'.oJOO. ~\oe F .. · .:!OB-52'·I., I 

WtOeil., www.inliooi<l.C(lrII 

International Isotopes Tn c. 
OolObtt )G. 200\1 

Rkhwd H. DoIp: ..... An<!n: ... CoouII)' loodt< 
20L N. ~w... Room LOO 
...-"TXN'lL4 

lo<crIIoIiooW L"""""" I .... _I)' _ ,..,... 1m« duo:L 00I0b0< 20, lOO9. ~_ 
ond rnitw of!ho propoHd ~ of ... ;"lepMod Ftuooi .. Er. ....... IorIPro: ....... 
O<~ 1I .... ."" 0...,., ........ PIw (f El'lDllp) l' miw "at of HoMoI. New 104.'''<0. 

I, ........ 1«1 in <lit leutt \hal <lit ptOpOIoOd r.itil)' _Id be ..,.,Itno<oed willlin 5«tioftj 26 ond 
17 ~f T"""""ip lIS. b np )11!. 

50<' ;"0 11 ofT_R'lI.ip ISS. R •• C. J6E 

w • • poloai .. r.. M1 ...... ,""io.ooo 1II .. "..ay "" '0 camod. 

'10' • ..., LooI. .... r ........ 4 1<>)'OUt ' HfIOIII<". 

Sincettly, 

-;z~ 
5« ... Lon ... ~idtnI .... c~o 
LnlCmll.iofW 1--.1 .. . 

S" rL-2009·52 

"31 CO<rwrIetce~. kIaI10 Fan.. _ /I30I0 . 
PI\_: aoe-524-5JOO. 1!OO-fI99.3\0EI F ... : -'52' , '" I 

WtOeiI,' www,in<iaoi~,C(lm 

International Isotopes Tn c. 
Oc:lObc, }C. 200\1 

RkhInI H. DoIauer. AnIZ< ..... Count)' J ..... 
lOl N. M .... Room 11)1 
AIIo!rt<o to n: 1911_ 

1-....iooW l.-pcl. \GC- _Iy ..... ,..... Imor dt"" 0c:I0b0r 20. 2009. """,,,,",_ 
.wi ~ oflho propoud ~ of til .qm~ Fllai .. r..1r .. d"" I'ro:ou.wl 
O<?I<'<d U...,""" 00_ ......... l'lMI (f EI'IDUp) l' milt! ..... of H<>MoI. New 1\.4"" ..... 

I, ..... m!«L in o:ht lout, Ihol <he pnlfIOIo<d ftcl! i!)' _k!. be _"""' .... willi .. ~ 26 .wi 
21 ofT_ip lIS. Ranp)1l!-

St<.10.17 ofT_~.lI.ip ISS. Kn,e J6[ 

We apoloti .. Car tlIY iacon .. ''' ...... <IIis ouy hi.·. C&'\Io<d. 

'4'._ ........... r .... tt6 IO )'OUt . .......... -

SR_200\1·j2 
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Jnternational Isotopes Inc. 
0<I0b0t )0. 2009 

• 

Tom N. Koytl, Gai ... C",,"t)' lodge 
101 Sou"" M.in. Room 110 
PO &>.141 
s... ....... TX 7'9WoG 

Intcmllioolol IIOIOi>", Inc. m:tnUy sen!)'<IO " I<~<f d .... 1 (k,o\ler lO, 2009, r'pnlill,lt C(IOrUn<n' 
otId review of!he propooed _, .... of on ;" .. [VOItd fluori ... F ... " .... .,., 1'1'0« .. otId 
[)cpIetod U_ian o.~ PI-. (1'E/'IDUP) I. llliin __ of tkIbbt.. 101_ M<lIKa. 

It wu IUottd ill !he lef:cr "'"' !he pro,ooed foci lir)t """,III bo _tIN:tec! """ .. Seer"'" 26 otId 
21 ofTO ..... hit> lIS, R&nll" HE. 

I ""'" ",., 10k ... thi. oppcrrwniry ro!ncklde """" orIdibonal lIrformatiorr orr .. io irnporuorr: 
,...;ect. f_ .xui ...... boo obtaioood r- out webti\o II'W'II' joMll!!lml~ Of br 
<OfIIOCW.1 out off,". 

w. at. k>ul<ina fCIWotd '" yow '"-'9""'" 

st.ur.ly, 

:e.~ ~. 
S\twLaflUI, ~MdCEO 
ltnarr .. ioo.aIlluropc>. IftC . 

• 137 eor.vn.r.:. CIrdt. _ F ..... 1d.".,J3.<C)1 
""""", 2OI).~"'S300, eO'HI9\1·3108 Fa. 2IJe.52<!·1.11 

WobIiI.: _ .inlitoI<I.oom 

International Isotopes Inc. 
0<I0btt J.D. 2009 

Tom N. K.,..I. Gai ... Cnoo"!)' I .... ge 
101 Sou"" Moi •• Room 110 
PO 80>.147 
s.m. ....... TX?9l6G 

l.tcn:LoIioftoI bo"'"",, Inc • ...,tntly .. 1II y<>o • Io~Cf dOI,a O<;.o\ler :/0, 2009, r'aan!il\ll_n, 
atod tcYic ... ot .... propoooorI_'"," of an !ftIr,sr-tcd fluoriM F..>.I['O;I"," Prouss atod 
[)cpIcood 0-""" o.-orsiorI ""'" (fUiOUP) 14 nUln __ of IfabbI. Nno Mom 

II wai IIlItd ill .... Ioc:cr ih&11ho propoooorI fociliry _Id boo C(IrItlrUC!od .nth;., SocIiorr, 26 atod 
27 ofTo ...... hip liS. RanII'" 11F. . 

I ha ..... 100 10k ... thi. "fII<'OWI'ior II> ilrckldt _ odd_I lafomwian O<r .. is ionponMM 
~ F..- _ ib""btobtsioood r-_....o.iIr pwwjg&my!jonal ...... I-ClIIII .. by 
COfttXIi.1 out elf,", 

W. at. kliH<ina fctWotd II> yow ,,_, 

SIro«ttIy, 

;t:'~ ~. 
S_ Lon ... f'rmch1 orId CEO 
Lmcnrmoo.lI ~ I ... , 

Jnternationallsotopcs Inc. 
O<tobot lO. 2009 

Tom !II koyel. Galnes C<>oIOI)rllId&e 
101 Soulll Moi .. Room 110 
PO 80>.&41 
Scm ....... TX?9J6C1 

1.tcn:lllioftoI ll<\"'poel, Inc • ..., .. tty KIll,... • Im« dm~ Or;,.bor iO. 200\1. "&anll",."""",,", 
oM ...... ic ... oflboo Pf'OP'I'I"Id _""" f!K .. 1rr",tp'OICd fklori .. F..>lraa .. I'ro<as WId 
[)cpIcood U-""" llo_orsiaI PIuo (l'UiOUI'J 14 ."In "'"' of ~ !II.,. 101 ........ 

I,..as 11lItd '" !be Itc:rrr ..... , "'" pn>pCIMd focl li!)o _1<1 bo -",,"=,0<1 widrirr Soalorr.16 WId 
21 ofToWlllhip liS. R&n1P' ] l Fh 

I ha ..... 100 10k ... rbi. Offlo,",mlry '" bocklde _ oddiloonal IAfonm,tian 011 "" ~ 
JI"¥eL F __ ill"" Iot..-- r.- ..... weboiIc ""'" jGl<!N!jm&J~ '" lor 
<OftIXtiroa out off,". 

S*-I)'. 

~~~. 
S_Ufl ... ~WldCEO 
~_~I .... 

' Ill Cornrr>orao Clrdot. _ r ollo. 111"",,13001 
P;'o ... " 2Of.I.~.·5300. aoa.f!99.31011 ~&>. 20IH~·1 4 ' I 

Wobl~., _ .intisol<l."""" 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
0<:_ 30. 2009 

Boil FOrT .. '. Mo)'" 
CilyotCorlw..l,NM 
1011'11101",_ 
Cattobod, /Io'M 0221 

In' ..... 'ioDaI IOOlOpt .. I"", ...,...11 1<0' )'0<1 • kIt« d,ol<d 0<: ........ 20, 200II, .... rdina e<>nlm.n' 
ond _jew ofdoe I""fIC*d ." .. .,,""'''''' of ... intqr>ttd fI""' .... Elr.trI<Iioft I'focaI. ond 
~ UranllL'1I 0.--. ... ""'" """ (FEPn)UI') 14 mila ....., olMolok. N ... Maioo. 

l: ............ ;,. Ibo Itn .. dol' lilt propoo<d fo<;I;1)' _Id be _led .. ;min Soclion. 26..." 
27 ofT"", .. h;~ liS, Iton .. 37E. 

Th< coma local;'" ,.,. _iooo ollbo t .. ility ie: 

4131 emw.. .. CRIe. kIaIIo F .... 11:1""" 13401 
""-:2OII-5l!4~,~1(.'", :1011052""'1 
~: W'WW,imiooid,C1Om 

International Isotopes Inc. 
Cktobtr 10. 2009 

Boil Fon ... , Ma) .... 
CilyofC",lob&d. NM 
101 N llalopeno 
C&ttAod. 1101>1 11"..21 

Inlt .... 'iotoaI IOOIOpOJ. 11K • .-Iy Ien1 )'0<1 1 kit" daI<d 0I:1Obof 16. 200II ..... nI;"8 «>m ... '" 
and _ic,.. ofdoe JII"lPC*d ..... """'1OfI of .. ml<ylltd flLlOrlnt Emoo:Iiml'l<xess and 
~ U .......... 0.-•• ..- .."... (FEPIDUP) 14 mila .....n olHallOl. N ... MuiDo. 

1: __ 001 .. doe Len .. Ilu.llhc ~ r .. ili.y _Ill be _led .. ith .. Socl;"'" 26 and 
17 orT ........ h;~ 115. Iton .. J7E. 

We .""k>II", for MY """"ffiI;<IW:< 1IIil .... Y h,t ... ,.,,,.<1. 
w • •• lo<Ikiq f ....... 10 ,.....""-. 

1131 CorrwtIOt .. CIfde. kImo F .... 11:1""" 130001 
""-: _.~. ~108 , ... :!08·5lo!· 1411 
~: www.IntiOQi(l.COtn 

Inlcrnationallsotopes Inc. 
Octobtr l G. 200\1 

IIoiI Fomll. MI.)".. 

City otCorlobod. NM 
101 N lulopeno 
CarIsIood. 1Io'M W.lI 

10,""",1;""'1 boIopu. II><. """""ly ""~1 )'011 I loti" daI.d O:.,.,.,.,G. 2009 ..... nlinB eomm.n' 
.wi _Ie", Dflll< ~ .............. iOII of ... intcvolOd OLlOllne E:l:rIdion I'n:ass ud 
~ U.......,. o.-v ...... PIaIII (FEI"JDUp) 14 .-i!a ..... olHalok. N ... MWoo. 

1:...u __ ia .... len .. dl&11hc JIf'OI1C*"I r..,ili')' ...... 1Il Ito _"'" .. imin Soc,ion. 26""" 
27 ofT_ .. ~I~ 115. Iton .. J1£. 

5«110. J7 of Tooo-..lolp ' IS. IU~ 3liE 

W< lpolo>.I .. ror ony OoNllffill"",. 1111. ouy "" ... < ..... 4. 

w • •• lookm.f ..... _ lei ,.....""-. 

Si ...... ly. 

~LAn~CEO 
... I",...........J I..,.."... Inc. 

ST1-·2009·, 4 

1,31 Conwnot .. CIfeIe. laona " .... 11:1_""'" 
Pr\ont: _.~ IIO().--.:I,oa , ... :/08·5201·' ." 
~ . .......... lntiooo;1.com 
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International Isotopes Inc . 
O<tobo< )0, ,009 

MI. Ed ~ Roo .. "U FicldOIl"I<C~' 
BulnoofUodM......,-
:!909w,~ 
R.oo. .. ~n, NM Iml 

1.-,."... ~ Inc. ""mtly ow )'<!<I I letter daI<d ~ 20, 2009, "'''''''III~! 
""" ... .;.w of!he ~ _11 ..... ion of on inI<pao<d Fluorine UlroWon 1'10«$< ond 
o.plctcd U ... i .... Owen ........ PIanI(FEPIlXJP) H .. ilot .. ~II ofllobbt. No .. M .. i<o. 

II ..... tW«I in ,he I.., ... llIil tilt prOflOl<d foci li!)" """,<I bo: OOI'I ...... 'cd within S<e!k», 26 ond 
17 c fTowruhip liS, Ranp 11F.. 

The ccw-; ' I«ation fll< «.,.tn"""", oh'" foci IiI)' is: 

$oc:t!o. n 0' T..-ukl, l iS, Ib~p l6r. 

w. opoIop r.,.. ..,. _ioneo lIIi. ""'Y I'ta". <MIsed. 

I loa .. 0100 """ tit .. ~iIy 10 ... _.- odd~_1 iafonnou... ... "io ......"... 
pmjotl. r..- ckUils ... be . illOd r..... _ wd>SIIe www ....... jgneIiImpps<_or"o,l 
_.wtins_off"l<C. 

W ... 1ooiUI:, forwoRI lei """ ~ 

Sin<en:ly. 

STl-20()9.SS 

.\a1 eornrn.rQII Circlo, ,_ Falls, IdahO MOO' 
"""'" 2OI,s:!~ ·5300. ~J\oe Fa<: 20&05:1<,\.\\ 

w..,S/tIO: ......w._.ocwn 

International Isotopes In c. 
O<:tob« )0. 1009 

Mr. Ed ~ RDo .. ~1l Fiold Oflkc ~ 
_orlaDd M ............. 
29O'iI W. So<oad 
RDo .. .o, NM 111201 

I~ ~ Inc. IfCmIiy Mal you I !cu<r daltd Oaobet ~ 2009. I'tpnl;nl COMIIICfII 
""" I't\'itw of tho "'--' _\lt~ioo or ... inqnol«i Fluorine u~ Pro<~ ond 
o.p!ftod u ... , .... I)e.cMvcnlon I'lanl (FEI'IOUP) l' m,la- ... 111 orll ....... N . .. · Mox ieo. 

II "' ... OI.lIod .. tho I..,.,. 1111, !lit ptOfIOted r"'li!)' WOIlkl be """" .... ,ed ... ith" $<eoOon' 26 ond 
21 cn.,..."""p 115. Ran .. ] 1FM 

Tho '(ImO:1 bot.1ion rot .... w uclOon .flbe r .. ilily is: 

50<_ 21 o' T""uklp ISS. Kao .. J6r. 

We apolop for.., ~""'IbI.""'y"" •• ",,,od. 

1 ..... Ioa u;..., dllo..".....,iIy 10 .. _.- odd~ianol .. _ ............ ~ 
projetl.. f "- cldails _ bo obuiftcd rr- out wobsoIe I!'WW.IIMlMliene'iYMftvnJ- 01'"0,
t:<IIIlO<Iint ow ofIioo. 

S"-rcly. 

b~· 
S!<vo Lanin, P,..{"',.IOI>iJ CEO 
~ll..xOpOt, I .... , 

STI.-1OO9-SS 

4 1~1 CotnrrItr", Coel •. 1_ FaI ... 1da/IO 83'01 
"""'" 201-524·5300. ~loe Fa>< : lO6o~'141 ' 

w ... ~: .......... INisoIcI,""" 

International Isotopes Inc . 
00",.,... )O.lOO9 

Mr. Ed ~ kDo .. " U Field Ofllcc ~ 
_orlMd~ 
:>909 W. So<oad 
Il00. ... 0, NM tnOl 

o.., .Mr~: 

~ ~ Inc, IfCrmI)' _ )'<1<1 • Icner dal<d Ocu>bot 20. 200f. I'fpnl;n, <OnIIIIC'I1 
""" ~ of!hl ~ __ ioo or"" ~ Fluorino Eo.~ "",",0$0 lDd 
o.p1ti<d ll .... iwn Po-a>noerolon Plant (FF.PIDUP) I' mi!et .. 011 arl1obbt, N ... · MI.k<>, 

II "11 ... 001 in .... I..,cr 11\11 tho ptOIII>IC>:I foci li!), ... ""Id bo _11....,001 "'11II1n $oc!1o!>.l6 ..... 
21 cn ..... ...,ip liS. ilonp 11f. 

Tho «WTC<llotltion fat COIlw,.,,1on oh,," f.<i lity is: 

50<_ n., r ... uklp lIS. Ib.a,. J6r. 

W. apoIop b 1ft)' ioo«Inoa ..... 1II ..... y ..... <0<1-..1. 

I ho ....... 1IIIun IIIIo..".......iIy .. iIoc_ .... oddioianol io._oo.. ... tto .. ~ 
projott. r..- cldails ... boo..u..d "-"'" wobsoIe !'l!!'WI!M!W1srtpIjtg!pra_ ... \IjI 
"""*""t "'" ofIio:c. 

STL-2009-SS 

41~1 COtnnltre.c ..... 1_ Failo. _ 83'(11 
_ 2OI-52',S300, IIO().699:jlO1! Fao: ~'141 1 

w ... ~: ......w.lntlsold.«Im 
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International Isotopes In c. 
o"loe.. 30. 2009 

PllIri<k H. L.)'Oftl, c-.. w ....... of ""Wi<: t-d. 
1'1 .... .\Iuico StMo Land offo;c 
J IOO:d SaMI F.T,.il 
POBox 11'1 
SW.a F .. N)o1 I7~IIU 

Ir.l<tIIIotioMll.oowpn. I .... nocaIIl)'",,1 y"" • Itmt.w.d Ottobct 20. 21lO\1. fCpnI'", <ernrn<tI' 
... d , .. itw of the prop<Md _.tNt" ... of ... intq,,,,od FIo""i ... ~ ..... tioft I'ro«$I and 
Dtpkted l.lrani..., Dc-ct. ,.,.,.ion PI ... , (FEPIUI.II') I' mi\C1 ""' .. of Hcbbo, 1'1.", M .. iccr. 

I, ........ ted in lhe len" !ha, the p"'p""'d f,oil il)' w<>uld be <onllnoc lod ,.ilki. Se<t.,." 26 and 
27 ofTownohip lIS. lUna< l7E. 

The corm:t IocIlion fOf ",,,,,,,":1ion oflhe (Ki lil)' is; 

St<tio<I17 or Towa •• lp l IS, !l.ul.U[ 

w • • ;>oIosi". for ooy ... .....--. !to .. ..oy """" eo.....t. 

S ..... ""Y. 

;:& ~~. 
/ SI.'. t.a"'~"Urw! C~O 

I Inlcmo,iQruoI IJOtOi>C'. Inc. 

STL-1OO9.S6 

' 137 Co<nmoorcoo CrQol. 1cII"" FaUI . IdahO 130101 
p~, ~2.-5300. !IOO-e99 3106 Fa., ~·1'11 

wet>sll., WWW.iI.IIL$OId.com 

International Isotopes Inc. 
o"tobtt 30. 2009 

~.Iri<k H. L.~ C-",,,,,,,,,", of ""hlic I.arh 
s .... .\Iuito Suc.o Land olf," 
l IOOIdSallllFcT",ij 
PO Boo! 11'1 
SoMa r .. NM I"ISlW- L ". 

L •• ~ ~ I ... _I)' .. fttl"'" • Ionu doI,d o"..,bot 20. 21lO'1 ........ ' .. C"""""" 
... d ,n;',.. of tho P"'P'*d too..tnlClIOII of .. i~r",«1 Fl_i ... ~ .... tiOIIl'rou$' and 
Depleted U",.i.,. Do-ctl<1Wt1ion rw" (FEPIDUP) 14 mik$ WUI of Hcbbo. 1'1.,.. M .. iooo. 

II ........ 1«1 iro lho Io." ..... , 1M p"'p" .. d (,oilil)' woulll be ."""NCI«I wil~ i" SeMien . 26 . nd 
27 cfTownship I~S.~. HE. 

Se<tioII17 orT_ . ... lp IlS,llu .. UE 

W • • :doIi .. for ..., ~. !ItlI .... Y,...,.. ", .. ned. 

s<nctmy. 

;::& ~~. 
/ St ••• t.a".';:'1 and CEO 

f In .. m., .... IIJOUI~I. I ... 

S'fL.2009·S6 

International Isotopes Inc. 
0<1_ )0. 2009 

P.lri<k H.. L.~ C(lllllll ......... of ""hlic U><h 
New Muico StOIIO t...nd ofl'o:c 
l I OO!dSCIIF.T~ 
PO Box ll_' 
SuoII Fe. SM I1S1)j.. I IQ 

I<.~ ~ I ... _I)' leal )'010' Ic!w dakd Ck<Gbct 20. 2Il0'l ...... do'" <_ 
and .. ,it,. or Wo I""P'*'ltoclltnlClioII of ...... ,.,«1 Fl_i. ~"o.<tiotr 1'toetJ, and 
Dcplelod U ... i .... O.-cc,wonion rl .. , (FEPIDUI') 14 miles "' ... or Hcbbt, 1'1 .... MOlIar. 

I, ..... jlOlC<! io 1M .... " tIIlllh< PfQp" .. d r",ilily ",,,,,U be <00 ....... 1«1 wll~in Section. 26 ond 
27 cfTcwnahip I~S.IWI. nE. 

St<tloa 17 orT-. ... lp las. Rao,*U£ 

W • • ;roIosi .. lOr ..,.~. dIlt ... y Iu ..... oned. 

W .... Ioaki", forwanI", __ 

...... 
;:&#~ 

/ Sl.'Ot.an~";"'UIl4CEO 
I In"""&l..,.IIJOItI,",,.I ... 

STJ...1009·S6 
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International Isotopes [ne. 

.. 

O<!<Ibcr )0. 2009 

EdwOt'Cl /tiQo. P.$" Oi.i,ion M.".,S" 
Off". of Infl'UlnlC1"'" OivUlO .. 
604 W. San Mo,.., 
San .. Fe, NM S7S()4 

0 .. , Mr. Rio<: 

1Il""""ioNl I~_ In<. re«mly .. n! )"011' ~!l<' dOled eao ..... 20. 2009. "'pt<linlcommen' 
and _ic ... or tI"!e proposrd ."".lNi:Iio. of.n inl<lT"tod Fh,.,.in< r.x"..,;o" p"""" . 1Id 
Dep:<I«I Ur&ni ... 0.",,,,, •• ..;,,,, 1'10111 (FEI'IDUP) 14 miles ,,~ .. of Hotlbs. N.w M .. ;"o 

h w,,, ... ,«1 in !II< Ie!l<r ,!la, th. p<opOlOd faoilil)' """Ii! be eon",..,1Cd within Sec,;', ... 26 ood 
27 orTow" ... ip ' 6S. Rang. )7E. 

1 h .. ·• also ta)::t" ,hi. opp<>I"1u,i,y to in<lodc ....... oddi,ion. 1 'nfoo'nation "" thi. im"""",., 
projeo:t. Futther detail, can be ob .. iOlCd r«om ""r ""' .... , ........... int«Dllionaljopsopn <om or by 
ton ... ,i" ... , off", •. 

W • .,. """'ina fotwud '" yow ... "" .... 

Si"" ... ly • 

41~1 Commerc. CI/doo, Idaho F.~ kIBho 8340, 
fino .... : :>06-52-<·5300. 8OCHi99-3 ' 06 f .. : 3:16-52. ·141 , 

Wob.,W www.inIisoid.COfTl 

International Isotopes [ne. 
00!<Jbcr 30. 2009 

Edwanl Rioo. p.s" Di.i. ion MlI'>ISOl 
Off ... of Inf ..... lnICllll. Oivl>IO" 
ro4 W. San),UI", 
Sin,. Fe, NM S7S04 

00 .. Mr. Rio<: 

l<1 ..... ,ion.tllr<>l_ In<. m:cn\ly .. 01 )"01<' letI<' dOled O:.obtt 20. 2009. rop«linl ,,,,,,men' 
and _ic ... of Ihe ~ ."""".:ti<)o of III in",,,",,,,,,,, FI_i"" f.x1nOrion Pmocu , ocI 
Dop!oIed Ur&nitml Do-<"" .. ..;"" I'll., (FEPIOUP) 14 m;l ........ of Hobobs. New M .. ;co. 

11 ...... 1 .. ,«1 ;n tilt 1.11<r ,ho, the ~OpOS«I facility ..... 1<1 be <on .. "",ted "" thin Socii",,, 26 ond 
27 ofTo ......... ip l i S. lUnge )7E. 

n.. «>rm:1 J .... :on for """""""" ,,(tilt r .. ihl)' ,,: 

! h ... al>o \11: •• Ihi. opportuni,y Ie ""'Iudc ...... oddi,ionol Infoo'nation ""Itois impo:unl 
ptOje<~ Futthor o\eujl. un be obuo illOd r .... our .... "",. !!(!!:W.lnl<1]llliwuliwooe> O!1!D or by 
tonll<linS ou, "rr", •. 

W •• ", i00i:, •• forward "'),<>Ul ... po_. 

Si""enly. 

~~ .'-::?~ 
S:c-.'. Lam ... !'m'de.I ''''' CF,O 
In,...,OI,,,...II""Dp<J,I,,,, . 

sn.·1009·S7 

41a1 Commerc. CIrdoo. ldlho F.~ klBno 83401 
PIlon. " roe·5200·5300. !IOO-li99-3 ' 06 fa>: 206-52.·'41 1 

Wobs".' www.inIIsoid .com 

International Isotopes [ne. 
00!<Jbcr )0. 2009 

Edwanl Rioo. p.s" Di.i,ion MONSOI 
Off ... of Inf ..... lnICllll. Oivl>IO" 
604 W. San),UI", 
Sin" F., 101M S7SO' 

00 .. Mr. Rio<: 

l<1 ..... ,ion.tllr<>l_ In<. m:crnly .. nl )"01<' 1.11<, dOl.d O«obtt 20. 2009. rop«lina ,,,,,,men' 
and _ic ... or the ~ ."""".:ti¢o of III in",,,",,'«1 FI..,.i"" f.x1nOrion Pmocu . od 
Dop!oled Uran ium Do-<"" .. ..;"" Planl (FEPIOUP) 14 mil ........ of Hottbs. New M .. ;"o . 

11 ......... ,«1 in tilt lener ,!w.I the ~OpOS«I facility ...... 1<1 be 'on""",ted ""thin Seelio." 26 ond 
27 ofTo_ip 16S.lI..onge )7E. 

The «>rm:,loc.aI:on for """"""'" of tilt r .. illly is.: 

I h ... ,1>0 111< •• ,h i. opportuni'Y Ie ,ndude JOIIIO oddilionol Infumlation OIl !hi< impo""" 
proje<~ Further o!etIiI, WI be obta ined f.om OU' .... "",. !!:!!"W.lnl<1]llliorulilOlO<leJ O!1!D or by 
"''''';115 ou, orr",~. 

W. or. i00i:'0, forward "'),<>Ul , .. pon«. 

SitICenly. 

~~.~~ 
S:c>. Lani ... Pm,,,,., .,,,, CEO 
In'ernOl,,,...II""Dp<.l. ltIC . 

41a1 Commerc. CIrdoo. ldlho F.~ _. 83401 
f'N)..,.: :>013-520<·5300. !IOO-li99-3 106 f .. : 2OS-52" \" 1 

w • .,.".· www.intJsoid .com 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
O<tQhor lO. 2{J(19 

John D' AnIOn" p.e. 
N,,, Mtxil:oSt,,, .. £nSill=lSe< .... ry, 
In:orstate 511, ... Com",i .. ..., 
120 South Capi'<>I S!I'«I 
C"""". Ori. y Pi"" Build .. , 
POBot.15102 
San,. Fe, I'M 17104·SIO: 

0..,. Mr, D'A~l""io: 

IMtmllionallso'ap«. IfIC. m:en:1y oe"" you. !<nor dO'.«J O<t<>b<. 20. 200'1. r<~r<lin8 .,,""'..,0' 
ond ..... ·iow .,fthe pr1>pO$Cd «tnSIIui:,ioo of ... integrated Fluorine F.xtroo:tion l'looes. and 
o.pltl.d U""ium Dt.con" ..... ion PI ... , (FEPIDUp) !1 mil •• W<$! of il<>IIh •• 1' ..... Moxil:o. 

II ...... ,.l<d in tho 1<fI .. thol tho prop>O<d (oo:ll lty ""uld bo «>n,,,,,,,,«1 within S«tion. 26 a.wl 
27 ofTo'''II$~'P IIS.1W!&t 17£. 

Tho <O<Te<' location far """""'OIion of the facility u: 

SeelIG. 17 of Towa,b lp 18S, Ra"llo 16[ 

W. apologiu r", any in"",,"onion« thi ..... y ho ...... sod. 

I b ... . 100 taken this """"" ... ity to 1 .. <:It,do """" oddttiorl.l! illfonnation Oft tIli, imporun. 
projt<t. Futth<1 do .. ils .... be ..... Intd from ou, .... bol:e www inl.ma!ian.li~ '" 11)' 
«>nlllCtin, 0\lI" om ... 

Sin<:a""Oly. 

~~.~. 
10tel1llliooal 100'''''''', I"". 

"37 CommoruClrcll. IGat>o F ..... IQaI>o 8340, 
Phor>e; 20IH;'Z4~. eoo.m.J ' OIl! Fa., 20&-524-"" Wobol .. , _._ .com 

International Isotopes Inc. 
0._JO.2009 

'''''n D' AnIOn" Poll. 
)01". M.xil;o State £nlinmiS.., .... ry. 
In:erstlte SII .... Comm; .. "" 
120 South C.p;,~\ SII'W 
C"ndIA oru. y PiflO lI"ild", 
P08ox2Sl02 
$&0,. Fe, ~).t 17504·5102 

D .. r Mr. D'AlItOnio: 

l,ltmotioNJ 1..,,0,,", IrtO. «< .. (1)1 om' YIl'" 1<1101" dal<d October 20. 2009. r<~l<I i"8 """' .... "' 
L"t6 .... · .. w ,,(lhe ptOIIOS<d onn<tnJi:'"", of ... i"~t«l Fluorine F .. tt"a<tion PrOUl • ..,d 
Dopl.lOd U",,;.", Dooco,"' ........ PI..,I (FEPIDUp) !1 mil", " .... or Ilobbl. N~ M.xioo. 

II ~""I«I in !he I.ner Ih.IIIh< I"""I"*d fa<:il ity """,Id bo <OIlI",,",od "ithin Sec!ions 26 and 
27 ofTo"'O$~ip liS. Ran&< nE, 

1 11.0,' • • 100 taken tIli. "PP"",,"ity to include """" odditlOl:!.ll ;",formation "" liIi. im""""" 
projt<L F."her d.,.i .. c.., be ""'." •• .., from our .... bolO! www iOJOm!!io .. li~ ... by 
«>nUl<1in, our orne<. 

S),c=ly, 

~f:.~ 
l"ltnll!"","1 150101"" I .... 

STJ...200\l·SI 

,,37 Com........,. ClrcII, I<IaI>c Fall, laMa 83401 
PlIo",,: ~4~. ~Ioe Fa., 20&-524- •• " 

WobJIr.: _.If\\iscid.com 

International Isotopes Inc. 
0._JO.2009 

""'n D' AnIOn" Poll. 
)01". Mexil:o State £nlinmiS.., .... ry. 
In:erstlte su .... Comm;,,"" 
120 South C.p;'~1 s,_ 
C""",," on. Y PiflO lIuildin, 
P08ox2Sl02 
S&nta Fe, ~M 17504·5102 

Deo< Mr. D' Aft\Onio: 

IMtmotion&ll""op«. I,... «< .. (1)- om' YIl'" I<nor dal<d October 20. 2009. f<~"'i"8 """' .... "' 
L"t6 .... 'iew o(lhe ptOpOS<><I <On<tnIi:'"", of.., i"~t«l Fluorine F ... tt'a<lion P,O<eS • ..,d 
Depl.lOd U ..... ;um !)coCo,"' ........ PI..,I (FEPIDUp) !1 mil", " .... of Ilobbl. N~ Mexic:o. 

II ~.u.1Od in thc I.ner Ih.IIIh< ,...,..,...d fa<:il ity ...""Id b< ooru:n.o,od "ith in Sec\ions 26 and 
27 orTo"'II$~ip l i S. R""" nE, 

I"",, • • 1", t&iIOn tIli. "PP""""itr to inclu.ie 10m< odditlO<!.l! ;"'(OR!'Iauon "" Ihi. imJl<llWl' 
projt<L Further d't.ails c.., be obc&,ned from ou, "",bolO! www iOJOm!! io .. l i~ ... by 
«>nlJ<1in, our om"". 

w • .,.. looking f<>tward 1O)<><1t "<pOfIM. 

STlAOOIl·S I 

,,37 Comrnor<:e CJrcIo. I<IaI>o Fall. laMa 8340' 
PI"",.: ~4~. soo-m-.J.oe Fa., 20&-524-1." 

w_r.: _.If\\isoid.«>m 
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lnlcrnationallsotopcs Inc. 
0a0Ii0ct )0. 2009 

Vary Kin .. N.,. Mo • .., ... ~.,.".,.. Co ..... 1 
40t Col;OIoo Su .... 
Vill.op.lluildi ... 
PO o...,or 150. 
S- F .. filM 11S(14. 150. 

Int<nlll""'ll~ \"" __ Iy .... )'OIl> leiter dited 0a0Ii0ct No 2009 ....... i ... """"""'" 
..... --..o( .. propoood_ ... ol .. ~f~£X~"-- ..... 
D<pInod U..";.,, 0..-........ PIw (~"El'IOlIP) I' miln .. aI oftlobbo.. 1-I ... )In"'" 
It w"' ... 10<1 in lIoo I<notlMllllo propooed focilil)' """Id be """""",led .. '<thin S«1;"n, 16 ..... 
27 ofTO"''IIs11i~ liS. 1Un&< )7E 

1bc __ ( ... ~oIlhor.c:;u.yio: 

1100 .... 0100 Ilk ... :llil OPl'o ..... iIy ...... w. _ odd~ .. ,.",..6001 on dob...,...... 
I'f01C'C'l f .w... <!oWls ... be o/DillOd l'roIIIour _boi .......... iumww';,prm.y;om "'11)' 
""""'ina OW otrl«l. 

W ..... Iookiol forward 10 yow .. """,to. 

4 " 1~a.ct.. Idono __ Sl401 
_, ~~8IJO.699.3101 fat:2IJ8.62' ·1 ' " 

Wtbsil.: ......... in1iIlOO:l.<X>m 

lnlcrnalionallsotopcs Inc. 
000:Jbcr 30. 2009 

o-y K .... N.,. Me.ia! "'no"'ey C. .... I 
40HI.11oI"" s~ 
Vil~ lI.ildi ... 
1'00...".,.150. 
S- F.. 111M '1~UO' 

1_"-1 I~ I .. _Iy"'" )'OIl' lone: dlted O<tot.:r :00. 2009. rqi<di", ""..-" 
...d ___ of* IIf'CIP"IOd _iooo 01 ... ~ f .... ~ "",""...d 
0.,- u..ium 0...-"""",,, !'!tIll (~l:M)lJr) 14 "';1 ....... of Kobbl.. New Mel ..... 

1< .... ..-I0Il in Iloo 1<" .. ,100, "'" """"""'" f..:ilil}l would be cooWll<lOd with .. Se<1ioo<1. 16 ...d 
17ofT""'nslll~ 115. R .... 11E 

I bo.~ ,100 1Ak ... :IId ~.., ilw:1udt _ odd""'"'"' inro..au... .... 11 ...,.,... 
Pf01C't!. f<llll>ot c!<taib un be obtoioed r.- our _boil< ......... ig\qnM"",",~ Of 11)1 
-ina our off.,.. 

W .... looI<in. ~ lOyo<II ....,.,.,.. 

4' 3' ~ CioW. 1doho F .... ..,.".,8.l4oa l 
_ , 2Of-62.~ ~101 Far. 2Of-62"'14 \ ' 

WobIII.: wwwlnlillOlCl.D<>m 

lntcrnationallsotopcs Inc. 
00I0hcr lO. ZC09 

v..,. K" .. N ... Me .... I\lIOnlt)' 0-.:.1 
40f viIiOl"" SIrt<I 
V~~Buildi ... 
POo •• :OIorno. 
$-. '" I'/M .1S(J4.Uoa 

I..-Ioaol I"""""", I .. _Iy ..... )'00' lone: dated 0<IlIba ~ 2009 ... podi",..,...-." 
ad ___ of* ~.........,,;o. ot .. 1nooJrmd F~ E..-.- I'n::otao.ond 
D<pIccod u..u-~ ........ PIIooI (~"U.OOP) II mil .. "<01 ofHobbJ, Sew IoIcUo. 

It wu ",LocI in "'" lenet tllli d\oo J>fOPOIII"I facitil\' """,Id bo COIIWIIC:!ed within Seed"". 26 U<I 
11 "fTO"'~sIIl, liS, iUn .. 17E-

Tb<_~{ ... _oIlhtr.c;I~'" 

S<flI .. )7 ..rT ...... lp 1.5, RII"C • .)Iit 

w. opolop.. for any ""'-."~ dli. mI)' ha,~ CIU_ 

1100,,. 01001 Iakao:llil opportwIiIy ... irlcllodt _ od<OOor..t ~ ...... ...,.,..... 
Pf01OC!. r..m..r c!«oib '"" be .... iood rn. ...... _boilt !p'« inKmll'",lAIi"K"P"ggm otll)l 
........ ina ...... offoco. 

w._IooII;~. f~ 10 your ._to. 

1117 Cotrrrwca ara.. _ F,., _8.l4oQl 
_; ~4-MOI), ~101 F..,2Q11.624. •• \ , 

Wtball" ..- in.""ICI.D<>m 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
0<,_ JO. 2009 

Ms, Joy Nkhoiopoulou$, Ecologkll Servicn Fi<:ld SUf'Orvi1O< 
Unitt<! Sta'<slkpa:tmen! of th~ In,.,iOl 
U.S. Fi sh &. Wildlife Service 
New M • • ioo Ecologkll Ser',i«s fiek! Office: 
21 OS Osunl Road Nli 
AlbuqUCfq1>e. l<.'M 8711 ).1 001 

ir.l«na!iotuoll""top", IIIC . "",colly ",nl you I letter doled October 20. 2009, "'&I,ding comment 
II1d ...... i<:w of tho proposed conH'''''tion of HI inteV"lod Fluor;". £,eno,;"" I'rouIS and 
Deplcsod U ... ium De-<""""r)i"" Plant (FE P/l)U~) H mites -.tofHobbs. New Me.;':o. 

It was S1a1«l in the teue, Ihllt the prop<>$od r.e;lity would be C<)n$lruct«l within Seclion. 26 and 
27 efTown.hip 18S. RInge 3 l E. 

Th. con«I 10,,"lion fOf con$lrucUoz, o('he r .. il iry i", 

I have liso lI"n lhi . ""pOrtUnrty to ",dude some od<iilionll inr""".t"'" en this importo.1 
proj .. l. Furtha deloil. can be obllinl!(! from OUr ... los it. """"" imcmrt jon.ljgllOReHQID er by 
conlocli.s ourem«, 

W. are looking torwud to ~"r .. """' ... 

Si llC=!y, 

,~~ 
Sieve Lallin. t>m Ldem and CEO 
Intemat:o .. llsotOpcs, Jnc. 

0<: ; Su"'n Ma<:~ ulli •• Field SUP""'iOOl' 

.137 Commerce Citcle. Idah;l Falls. Idaho 83401 
Phooe: 2t)6.S24-5300, 8Ot).69SI·3108 Fa><: 208-524-1 41 1 

W8b9te: www.lmlsc4d,eom 

International Isotopes Inc. 
0<1""'" ]0, 2009 

Ms, Joy N;,;holopoulOllS, Eco!og;';11 Servicn Fiold SlIf'Orvioo< 
Unil«l Sto,,, o.;..ronenl of W InloriOl' 
U.S. Fioll &. Wildlife Service 
"ow Me.ico F..oo!og".1 Se .... ioel fi.k! Offioe 
21 OS Os""" Road NE 
Albuq_qat,1<.'M 8711)·1001 

lr"tfllltional !J.otoPO>' ItIC . reuntly I<>nt you I lttt., da,.d Octt>ba- 20, 2009, .. pding commen' 
..,d ",viow ofth. propos.ed C<lnJl,vc,ion of III inte8"',ed FIUOIiflt f.-ne,;"" Pr'oocl< and 
Dopk1ed Uranium Do-coo,..."ion Planl (FEP/l)U~) H mites welt of Hobbs. New Mexico. 

II w;u sa,ed PI tho loue, lho, 'he pro~ r.eility "''''''d be C<lnStN<:I.d within S.."i(>n. 26 .ed 
27 ofTcwn,hip 18S, Rang< 31E. 

Th. Corre<lloc.,ion fo< conl1ruetiQn 0(''''' foci lit)' is: 

s<':.ion 17 ofT""n, hip ISS. N .. ,.36E 

I h .... 11so L1k.n ,hi, ""ponunlty 10 mclude some a.dditionll ;n("""al"'" on thn importl"' 
proj ... ~ furth .. deI.il, an be obLiined from OUr .... bil i,. ,..."....i!l!.mrt jon.jj'lll\OPl'HQID ., by 
eon'actiol <)II, off",e , 

W .... looI:iog rorwud to)9"' "'SpOO". 

Si"".",I)" 

,~;:.;//-
Steve Lafti .. P,e<"km &lid CEO 
lnt<""':onaIISOlOpe<. Inc. 

",31 Commerao Citcl., Idaho Falls, Idaho 113401 
Pho .... : 206-S24~, fIOO.69SI·J l08 Fa><: 208-524·' 411 

w8bSltto: www.lntlsoid.caom 

International Isotopes Inc. 
0<1""'" ]0. 2009 

Ms, Joy N;';hoiopouioul. Eco!og;';11 Servicn Fiold SlIf'Orvioo< 
Unilro $,",<1 o.;.ronen, of W In, ... iOl' 
U.S. Fioll &. Wildlife Service 
"ow Muic:o Eoolog"" Se .... i«1 Fie", Offioo 
21 OS Os"". Road NE 
... ,b"'l_qu •• 1<.'M 8711 ).1001 

lr.'fflll,ional !J.o!o". .. Ir.c . reundy I<>nt you I lttt .. dat.d Ott<>ba- 20. 2009 ... pding commen' 
..,d ... iow of the propos.td oonu,vction of III i.'eg""ed Fluo<iflO F.-no.;"" Pmc:cu ond 
Dtpk1td Uranium Dt-coo ... "ioo P!artl (FEP/l)U~) 14 mites west of Hobbs. New Mexico. 

II was satod PI tho I." e, ,hot the pro~ facility would be ¢<lnStnl<;led ,..i!llin S.."joo. 26 .nd 
27 ofTown.hip 18S, Ring< 31[. 

Th. COI'TC'<' location fo< conl1ruetion 0(''''' foci IiI)' i" 

s<':.ion 17 . r T .... ' • • hip ISS. JI: .. ,.36E 

I h . ... 11so tak.n thi. "llpomI""Y 10 include some a.dditionll in("""al"'" on ,hn importl"' 
proj ... ~ futth .. deI.il. an be obtaine<! from OUr .... bil i,. ,..."....iQl.mrt jon.lj'llltoPl:HQID ., by 
eoo'ac,;na 001' off",e , 

W .... looI:ing fo ..... on:t to)9U' ,.."""" ... 

Sir.cerety. 

,~;:.;/A.-
S,eve Laftin. P,e<"km and CEO 
lnl<mII,cnaI15OlOpe<. Inc • 

• ,31 Commerao CitcI •• IcWIo Falls. Idaho 83401 
PhO"": 206-S24~, lIOt).69SI·ll 06 Fa><: 208-524-1 411 

w8bSltto: www.lntlsoid,eeom 
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Inlcrnationallsotopes Inc. 
a.:._ 30. 2009 

1);11 RJc:hordoon, Coo,· ....... 
OO'occof .... Go"""""' 
(110 Old 500 .. r. Tnil 
..... 00 
s.- Fe. NM 17501 

1 ............ l lttllOpeS. Inc. _ttIIly .. III l"'" • Iouet d*<I 0:1Obof 20. 2009, rrpd.,. """"""'" 
""" ...... icw of .... pt<>p<>SOd <OOU1Nt1ion of OIl i",.pOll FI"""",, b......,ion I'To<ao and 
O:plOled Uranium O:.uo," "ion P~{FEPIDUP) 14 ,.,In ""wo(Hobbo, N .... M.xic:o. 

I, ..... "01«1 in !he .. ~" ,ho, rh. propooOil fllCiliry """,lei be r:orult\II:wd. WIthin Se<tion> 26 and 
21 of TOWIIShip l iS, Rut< HE. 

5«<'-1 U ofT __ •• ip IlS,lIur UE 

WollflDlolin lot .. y incooI .. n_1hu II1I)I ha .. toOlK'd. 

I ho .. , 110 taken !hi. "!'fIOI1IOnily CO inclod. _ oddi,ioftol infQmlOrion 011 1IIi> """""l.1li 
ptOjt<l Further d<to.il. un be obtalnod f,om "'" ..... !>si .. ~'1jgp+li",!9pc1 wm Of by 
,011'*<:';l1li "'" """,,,e. 
W .... loolin' forward CO)'OW req>onM. 

,,31' Commorce C,o., Idono Foili. IdoOI>o 83001 
_ . 208-M!' .!j$)O, aoo.a9-31ot F.., ~4·1" I _ : ........ _CCVft 

International Isotopes Inc. 

"""" ,. "" 
Llill R;,;honloo", 00 ........ 
0fJlcc of .... Go,'t<nOr 
4POOid s., .. r.TnlI .... "" s- .. ~, t.:M 11501 

In.......ua..al l-.p<s. Inc. _ftIly _ ~ • Iou .. .a..d 0:1Obot 10,lOO9. rrptdift& ~ 
wi ... jew of .... pmpooed ¢00'\$INtI1on of on i_pod FI""';". b.n<1;o. Pmcuo ond 
o.pl_ u, .... ,," Dt.-"mi<>rr P!on1(ff.PIl)lJP) 14 miles ,,'ft! of Hobbt, New Moxic:o. 

11 ,,'" I!al<d in !he 1m" lhol ch. propotOi! fllCility """,lei be «>I\Olt\II:~ wi"'in Ste.ioN 26 .. d 
21 ofT .... 'ftS!I;p liS, RuF17H. 

SKdoo. l1ofT_ ••• ;p 1&S.1lMI" UI: 

W • ..,..,.,.r,.. Ii>! or.y in<ooI __ M 1lIIY ho .. ......d, 

I "" .. 1110 ta/;on <hi, Of'IIOI1'Onity 10 ... 1 .... """'" Id,h.;"al .. r""""lion 010 chis """",,"'" 
ptOj..,t Funll<r d<ta.ilt un be obLaIMd 1'i0017"'ur _ Xl", lIll'iW iottl1uulgn>li""""'O cqm Of by 
¢OOIO¢Ii"ll ou, oil'",". 

WI ... Ioolinl r(nlanl .. ~ ~. 

International Isotopes Inc. 

"""'" ,. "" 
Uill Ric:honIooo. (Jc,trIIOt 

0IlJcc 0( .... Uo'"""'" 
~POOid s.,u re T ... 1 

'-"" 
SWore. I'o"M 11501 

I.........,;"..II~ loe. _<tilly _)<* • Icnot ~ 0:1Obor 10.~. ropoGia& ___ 
and fC"iew of .... prnpaoed c"""",",1on of OIl i.,....,.,s fhIori ... b.1n<11on """'-' and 
Orploted U .... ,"m 0. ...... , .... "'" Pion! (H;P/ouP) 14 m,Ift •• ft! ofHobb.. Now M.xlc:o. 

II " .• , owod ;,,!be 1m" lbiol ch. propoo«I fllCilily """,lei be CQIIOIMI"d. within St<'ionJ 26 ..... 
27 of r"""Mbip liS. Ru .. l1E. 

,.... tOn'e<Iloca<iofI fat..........,.." of"'" !acoliry io: 

SKt/oool1 ofT_ ••• ;p 1&S,Ilu,.lK 

w. opa/oof!l< Ii>< .. y inoootwtIioo<e M may ha .. ........d. 

L "" .. "'10 \&1:.., llIi. "I'fIOI1".iIy '" incl .... """'" add"""",1 .,fotnt.olkln "" chis ....,., .... 
ptOjtct F.nha d<tt.llt un be oIuhlod If"", our ... 1101", ~I!\gIIjlliipl9pCt cqm Of by 
cootoClinl OUr ofT",". 

110' .... loot"" f<)<Ward ")U'" ~. 
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[nternationallsotopes Inc. 
Ckt'*'<r )0. 2OO'J 

I)i.i. Dru""""""- Moya< 
Cit)' ofl.." ingtOl'l 
21~SouI.~IAv. 

Lovington. m.1 18260 

!nl<rulion.oI boc"P"'. Inc. ",,,,,,,tly ""')'0'1 • lett« ~",ed 0001>0< 20, 2009. ",,,,..ling <<In,,,,.,,, 
orwI rev",,,, of tile ~ oon>tnI<licn of &It i""'vated Fluori"" ExlraClion P""' . ... od 
Depltte<l U",,;u", De..:oovenion Plont (f £PIDUP) 14 ",.'Ieo .,.., or Hobbs. N .... Mtl<ICO. 

!t .... stoted in tho letter wI the propoood focilily would be t:QII$tr\I<ted willlin Section. 2hod 
27 orTn""nship US, Range 37E, 

The "Ot1'"«1Ino:>tion for ."""n,,""'" of ,he f .. ;lity'o: 

We """Ioai .. (Of any incon ... ni<ncc ,hi. ml)llll". e.uoed. 

! list"" olIO W;"" Ibi. opfOfIunity '0 indude lOme oddi,i.,....1 in_"" on til;' import,anl 
proje<t. F"oi>tr detail> can be obtained from "'" _.i .. ",,'W.intcmatjooIIiSOl9p<. <pm Of by 

_Iina 0"' offioe. 

W. or. 1001<in8 fotv,'w to your ,...,.,.. .. , 

STL-2009.(,4 

.,37 Cc:<m!etc:e CIrcle. Idaho Fat:.., ,_ 83-101 
PlIo,.., 2Q&-S2<4-5300, eoo--3lC1S FOl< :!OfI-S24· 1411 

WeosIte: www.lnbsoId.com 

lnternational Isotopes Inc. 
Cklob<r JO,:!OO'J 

o;,i. Onim<nOlld. M .. )'O< 

Cit}' ofl .... inQ:lM 
21~ SOIOI.'II.<". 
l.ovington. NM 11260 

Dur M>)'<lr Onimmond: 

Inl<:malionaIl",,"P"s, lnll, """",<ly OO1l')'O<I • Ictl<:< ~ .. od Ck,obo< 20. 2009. ", .. ..lin, """,...", 
one! """,w of Ill. ~ QI)nllnlctlon of ... i""'VOIe<! FltIOri"" El<Iraction P"", ... ond 
Otpl",C<! Uraniu", o. ... ""vetSion PWIt (f EPIDUP) 14 m,leo ,..., of Hobbs. N .... MexICO, 

II "' ..... l<d in tho letter 111&1 th, j><OpOood f""lily would be WII$lrU(:ted willli. Sec,,,,,,, 26 and 
27 orTo......ttip US, Rong< J7E, 

The.otrtC1 k><;>t,,,,, rOt' .""""""ion of the ( .. ;lily it: 

'01'0 opologizt rOf .ny i"""" ... nience ,hi. mO)lIll.," <ausod. 

! 1Ia"" olIO u./:"" "'is opp>fIunily '0 i.tiud< _ oddi,;"""l ",fomw;oo "" III .. iflll'Ol'U/'l 
~ Funi>or d .. ..!!i can be obtained from "'" _.i .. ~!cmatjon.ljsolop" som or by _tat,i"" 0"' offi«. 

W. or. 1ooI<in8 r ...... ,w to)'<>W f~, 

Sirte ... ly. 

q~.)~--
s ...... !..om", ~n! and CEO 
Imm01ionollsotOpa, 1 ... 

«: Pal '01' ... , City Mon"s .. 

41J7 Co:m1.,,:. CIrcHt. Idaho Falls, ldono 830101 
Pno .. , 208-524-5300, ~Ioa Fa., :!CIEI-S;!4-IO II 

WeosIte: ....... ,_,com 

rnternationallsotopes Inc. 
Cktob<r JO, WO'J 

o;,i. IJr>immond. M .. )'O< 

Cit)' ~n.o,in,,"" 
21~ Sout.'l \.0,. 
Lovington. NM 11260 

D .. , MlI)'<lI' IJr>immond: 

Inl<:malionaIl",,"P". In<:, ,,,,,.,,,ly OO1\t)'O<l • lett« dalod Ck'obe< 20. 2009. ", .. ..lin, """,..."t 
orwI m",w of til. ~ 00ftI1n1OI1cn of ... i""'JTOIed Fluori"" El<Iraction P"", ... ond 
Dtpl"'ed U ..... iuIII o.-<onvetSion Pw.r (f EJIIDUP) 14 mileJ ....., of Hobbs. N.", MexICO. 

It "' ..... l<d in tho letter 1II&t th, j><OpOood f.dliry would be <;.I)II$trU(:ted withi. Sect."" 26 ond 
27 orTownship US. Rong< J7E, 

The <0I't'tC1 ~'''on rOt" <""""""ion ofth. ( .. ;Iiry i.: 

W'lIpOlogizt rOf "ny i"""" ... ni,nee ,hi. mO)lI\l.," <IIUsod. 

! lutl'< .1", u./: ... "'is opp>fIunily '0 i.<1ud< _ oddi,i" ... 1 ;"f"""",;on Oft til .. imporUn' 
Pf'.':ie<t. Funi>cr d .. .Ai!. can be otuined from 00' _.it< ~tcmatjon.IjS9lop" som Ot" by 
_,ing 0 ... offit<. 

W. or. Iool<ing r"",'w lO yow ,~, 

Sinr: ... ly. 

q".) ~--
S ...... !..oni", ~n, and CEO 
1" ..... 'ionallsotOpa, I",. 

co: Pal W .... City Mon"s,. 

4!J7 Co:m1 .. "" CIrcHt. IdaI>o Falls, Idaho 83-10! 
Pno .. , 208-624-5300, ~!oa Fa., :!OEI·!i24. !.! ! 

WeosIte: ......... ,InlIsoId,com 
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Intcrnationallsotopes luc. 

, 

Ott<>btt 10. :!OO!I 

<Ary Don ROllO" Mayo< 
C,I)' ofllollbo 
200 E. 1koo""''I)' 
lIobbt" Nl>t U240 

0... Mayar R.tpo. 

IntemolioNl !JOC<>pa, I .... ""mil) _ )'011& tma dmd 0cI0b<t .... 200II . .. prdiDjj <0ID:n<'I' 
IOod .. view of"'" propoHd COMO' '''''_ of ... intrped FI-u.. ~ioft p,.,. ... one! 
OqIleood U".""" 0.-<;<)11"""'" PIw (FEM){jP) 14 "'iln ~of llobb •. 1'01 .... /0-1 .. ""'. 

It w" lW<!G in tho 1c:.1ot tho ..... PfOI\OHd , ... ilil)' WOIJkI be cOlUltl>tlf<l ,,·;,hin Sec,,,,,,,16 0lId 
27 ofTowns!>ip l i S. R.n,. l7E. 

Thooan .. , lo<Mioo ro.........,.,' .... oflhc , ... ,1,,), is: 

s...riooo 17 ofT_· .... ,p Its. Ro.,.>,,: 
w. """""1lC for any ;-,·."IooIot!hit may _ .. .-. 

w ..... Io>oking (..,...,.; 10)'011' .tlponst. 

Sin,n.ly. 

« : Eric: lIoo>q"r .. 1d.. CII)" MlII&F" 

Sn.,.20011-6~ 

International Isotopes lu c. 
0._30. :!OO!il 

, 

Clot)' no.. R ...... M.lyot 
CiI)oof llollbf 
NO Eo 1koI4>o'l)' 
IIdobt.. )01).4 U2+O 

0... MII)'Dr Rq;oII' 

in_iaN! ~ I .... treaIIl)o _ )'0111 !tna da!ed 0cI0b0t le. 200II . .. pnIi"ll''''''''''''1 
...:I ... ieo.o of "'" I""f'IIMd COMI' »CI"", of III ",!<pod fl-u.. En'aoIioft .......... and 
o.,.klod Uroni"", o.-OOIIl'Cfi'" !'W. (fEMX1P) 14 milts "'CIt of IIObbt. N .... />lu i«>. 

It w" lW<d in tho 1011« tIuo, die ~ r",iUIy WOIJId be ,0IIJINtIt<I ,,·ilhin 5ec:, .... 26 ltId 
21ofTO'<o'IIJhip 115. Ranpl7E. 

Tho OMtoctloao ... rot """"""' .... oIlbo ''''it,,), is: 

s... ... 17 ofT_ ..... ip II$, Ilo.tt ""': 

w. op<>Iot;llC ,... any __ ''''~ Ibk tuj ....... ca-. 

W. 1ft tooki., fotWOtd 10 your "'poG$<. 

Sin«,..ly. 

~,,~ 
S-Wn.{,..,......,. ud CEO 
IMomItioo.oll~ loe. 

« : En< IIooICyf.oId .. Cil)' M ....... 

4131 Cornmttc:- ClltII. Idanc FIlii. _ Sl401 
1'n<IIw: l!O8-~ 800-699-3'08 f u: 2OI-!2"""" 
~: W'MOI.niIooio:I com 

Intcrnationallsotopes luc. 
0...-)0. :!OO!iI 

• 

OM)' Doll R ...... Ma)"Ot 
Cicyof l lollbo 
MOE.~'IY 
liobbo. N~ IU+O 

In~ IJocopc<. 10<. f'<CaIIl)o _ ,...... Itnot da!ed 0cI0b<t 10. 2009 . .. pnIito • ..,...",.... 
oM ... Iew.". .... fII'CI"OHd "",,"'»CI'" of ... u.l<pMed FI_ ~ .... rro.: .. , ond 
Ot:pktod UfO.""" 0. ...... "" ........... , (FEIVOUP) 14 milts _ of lIobb .. N .... Mexico. 

II w .. lW<d in dIo. k:1I<r!hl, .... ~ (""HiI)' """"kI be .Mstru<1f<I .. ·Ilhin Sec,;.""lhtld 
210rT.......w,ip IlS.1bnJe me. 

s..r_17 of T ....... ~p II$, Ilo.,t.uf. 

w. opoIa&I2c IV OIl)' o.a-noIttou thk ifill)' Ju,." ca.....t. 

w ..... !<><>kiA, f........,j IO)O\LI '.'poue. 

Sinc"",ly • 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
OtlObet )0, 1009 

Rober! 7.ap. Moyor 
City o>f AlIIIrowl TX 
111 LocIsdooo 
A_ ... nc197I' 

Or .. Mayor lap: 

"'_~ I-.,.s. 1"",1'I<UIdy .. ft!)'OU Ilcuer 4>tcd 0cI0ba 10, 2009, "'ptd"" """'",.". 
""" _", ... prupoIoCd ..........ruo. oIulMq.'"'<d FIIICrin< E>,,_ f'foc< .. ud 
Oqoltoe<! u ......... o..co..v<mo.. Pbnl (FEPIDUP) 14 .. il<. _ 0' H..w.., "ow Muico. 

It ,,'u stated In tbe IetI« lhat !he ~ ftelll!), """,1<1 bo 00II""",,16:1 .. ithin Se<!ions 26 and 
11 ofT"""""ip 11s'1WI&C: l7E. 

Stttioo 11 of TowuMp 11S, 1to_, _ )61: 

We apoIogi .. (Of...,. ~-.c "'it ... , hI,-. <auotd. 

w ..... i00i.1., ,...,.'1/'d to Y')' " "'59011'" 

«:, Glo. E, U",kler, Ci!)' 1.1"">& .. 

~!37 C<wnmorco Cir ... , IO;IWoQ FoOJ. ldaIlo Il3001 
_'~~,~IOI Fu:2Oe-52'o1" 1 
_.~.oom 

International Isotopes rnc. 
OclObet lD. 100'l 

Rol><rt 7-"1', Moyor 
Cloy ", A."" TX 
111 J..ocIsdo. 
~ ... TX19'I1' 

0 .. , Mayor Zap: 

J~\<II1IOtioaaI IODIOp<O. In<. "".-!y ".1)'011 lloaer 4aIcd 0cI0bu 20, UIO'I, .. ptd",, __ 
....r _ "' ... prupoo<d __ "' .. bMq.~ Fr-in< E>..- I'roc< .. .... 
Oqoltoe<l UIU .... o...,...v."'" PIO!\t (f'El'IOUP) 14 .. ,let ..... otHot.bt, J>1 ... M .. ..... 

I. " ... staled I. ,I>< lett .. ""', the ~ focll;1)' """'10 bo <M<InI<Otd "i!h;" Set'i ..... 26 ond 
21ofT ......... Ip 11S.~17E. 

Sot.ion 17 of T_., hlp l IS, Ita.,. J6[ 

w* 1fOIoIi .. """" ~im<c "'it _, III, ........ , 

W. ate i00i.'"1 """'ani IO)'IM "1j>OII". 

<c: Glon I!.. U .. Uer. eil)' M"'0llo, 

.\31 Convnetco Cir ... , 1<Ia/IQ ~. _0 ~\ 
f'hotIII: 20$~~, ~'OI ~u: 2(18.5240\. ,. _-..-.00<n 

International Isotopes Inc. 
Octobtt 3D, 100'i 

Rol><" 7...q>, MIIJ'OI 
eil')' ttl AlIdra ... " TX 
111l..oc!s<D 
~ ... n1'1l1' 

Ou , Mayor Zap: 

\al<n.oIioaaI '-!no. 1'f<.-!y .. 1II )'O<Ilicuer dac.d 0cI0ba 20, UI09, .. ptd",,_ 
""".rn.w 01 .. 1""1"""1..........:1_ ol_lrMq."Qcd FNorin< E>,,- I'roctD MIl 
Oqolt:e<l UIUIu/fI 0.-.. ......... PIO!\I (fEPIOUP) 14 .,iI •• "'<01 0' Holobt.. 1'1 ... MOl;"'" 

I, ,"'il staled 1ft II>< lett .. "'" to. ptvpooed ftelli!), _10 bo ~ .. i\h" Set,;"", 26 ond 
HofTOWNh!p liS. ~)1E. 

Sec:lio. 17 ufTo ..... hlp tiS. Roo.,_ J6 F. 

We opoIosi ....... ..,. ~iooo<c do;, elY tu . . ....... , 

w. ore i00i.'"1 ro...'w 1O)'tlW It""" ... 

• ,37 C<ommetco Cir ... , 1dA/IQ ~. I<I1II0 Il3001 
~:~·~,~ID1 Fu:2Oe-52'o1" 1 

-... "'-'-.com 
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Inl crnationalTsolopes In c. 
o._lO.2C09 

v 

WolI"", Coffey, T,; ... I Choi....." 
CO<nan<he Natian oIO!<I.tIoIN Tribe 
5'" NW BinI'> Road. 
Iten_l720 "' .. ... 
L..o ....... Ot;7Jm 

Dr. Mr Coffey: 

1.' ..... lioNol l-.pot. I"" . ..ccntly _ you • 1m", <Wed Ootobtt lG. 200!1 ... pdi ... """"'"'" 
and ... ;...- ofll>e propooo<l_,"",,"'" of .. ,,"gmcd B"otifl. "'notion Proo:a. ood 
Oepl<lod U'Mtum 0..;00 .... 1"" ~I.OI (F"E' IVUP) I ... iI •• wt" ofllobbo. Now MOJ<ico. 

" "' ...... t<-d in the I ...... that 1M ~ f"<ilily """Id be OOIlllr'Uc<cd .. ·;'hrn Sections 26 and 
17 ofTo"'''oI,,1' 115. Ronco 111l. 

I 100 •• 01", t&k ... til .. ~nily 10 ..,1" ....... additional ;"""",",,,,,, on 1101. irnponu' 
~O<'. Funh<r detail .... be <>b!aintd from "'" _i." ~ ..... \iqn.oJj'Q'OP" C9!Il '" by 
oontottlnl ou, olTou. 

w .... _ ... f,.......,j "'_ <UpO<'II<. 

Sl ...... Iy. 

4 / ---r-
~7----*-

51<>'< LafI~ Zideo\, ~ Cf.O 
1.,..wionalllOlOpe>.ll\C. 

" ; Ji"",,~ M«\>my. NAOPRA Di,"",co, 

lnlcrnationallsolopes Inc. 
o.:_JG.~ 

Wall_ Cort.y, T. i'ool Clio,....." 
Comanche Not ... ofOlcloholN Tri .. 
!~ NW BinI'> Road. 
Ilen_l720 
PO_901 
Lo .. ' .... '*7J~ 

1,,' ..... 1iona1 botoptt. In< . ....... ly ..... )'011 • Iort.,. da&ed ~ 10. 2009 ... ptol: • • ~ 
and mi .... o( !be p!"O!IOOO<l.-...... .... ~ .. .., .. ..- B tI.ri ... e...notion PI"CI<a' ond 
o..pl ..... u ... hu. 0. ........ ;... ~I ... (Fl:PIOUP) I' mil . . .... '" o( II0bb0. N.w MOJO "o, 

h .... SlIt«! in tho len« tha, tile ~ fKit i\)'....,.,1d be! ............... .. i ,hin Seaions 26 and 
n M'Town"1I1' 115, Roo' ," l1E. 

n.. ......... ~ b _.KtioaofllK fooll.,. io: 

So<IIoa 21 .. n __ , lIS, -CO oKt: 

w • .,...,.,.... b onf ................ til" onoylla,' • ......." 

Ilia .. alto I&k ... <hi< oppotIUftily 10 in<1 ......... oddi''''''''' ill""",",,,,,, on mi, irnponaIl 
~""1. I'unbcr detai l. <an be obtai...., (""" "" ... ' ..... ". ~.""'t,knoJj!Q!ppC. to!!! '" by ... ...una OUr ofT"oct, 

W ..... _ .... f........,.!"'J'>UI~ 

SI ..... Iy. 

4~. """ ~ . "'-
S\t>.LofIin, . ,andcro 
ial..ulionolllOlOpn, III<. 

D<; li!ll/l\f MK\>my, NAOPRA 1>1"'10' 

lnlcrnationallsolopes Inc. 
o._JO.XlC9 

Wojloca Co«ey. T,i ... 1 ChAi"" ... 
Comaroc hoo Nation <>t'OIcloholN Tribe 
lJol NW 8inIO Road 
IICUIIo> !nO "' .. ... 
Lt ...... OK7]~ 

0.. Mr CofJcy 

1o ...... , ..... 111DIOpd. In< . ....... Iy oeI\t)'Oll • 1m .. do&ecI 0c10btr 10. 200!1 ... pnI, •• _ 
lIHI ... , ..... of obo pI'OIIO<O<l_'" or on "'''am«! f~ "'notion Prcan """ 
o.,.~od U."".,M 0.-<011 .... 1000 ~1AnI (Fl:PIDUP) I' ";1 ..... " ofllobbJ. Now M"" io:o. 

II ......... 1C<i ill tho le\I<f thai thol'f"PO'<d !act",>,...".,1<1 hoo...........,cd .. , .M. Sea"'" 26 1IHI 
17 MTo"'''oI,,!, liS. RonF 171i. 

W.~ 10<""' ........... $1<_11& •• .......,. 

111& •• I I .. t&ltClO tha oppom>nily to in<ludc ....... o6<li,innr.1 ioIfOtlNloOn 00 !hi, iInpon,uol 
l'"'iocL Punbcr detai l ..... be _Inod f""" our ",no;,. ~,"",o,IwJjtil!O ... tom '" by 

."" ... 1Int OUt otT'"". 

110' .... i00i..,. f........,d 10_ ~ 
slQ<erti)'. 

4~_"-- ""' ~ "'--
Slc>c Ltflm, ideon lIHI cm 
1101 ..... ;0,,0) iooIopo<. I",. 

" : Jimmy M<rl>cn}. NAOPRA I>oto<IOI 
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International rsotopes Inc. 
0<"" .... 30. 2009 

"' ...... Gallep, Oivioioo one ... 
W.I<rOAd w • .,.,..>! .. klr ..... 1><fW'< o.vc~ DivISion 
Now M<><ica Em ............. ! l)e(WlmC1l! 

"'-"" S- Fe. NM IJS02·S469 

O""M •. G.II....., 

illcm.alionolltoropn. Inc.. .... wIy ..... )'011> __ 0eIIlba ro, lOO9, ~prd:'" ...... "' ... , 
on6 rnitw or .. ~"""""""" or .. i~ fIuari .. Ex .... '- rrao.ss oM 
Otpkted u.., ..... ~oniorI PtuM (fEPIUUP) It mit.. WUl or.-. _ Mu;"'" 

II wu ... :cd i~ tho leiter !hal 11:. jIIOpaotd r""ili1)' ......,!<j bt """"rutl<d wi1h .. 50:,,,,,,. 16l1H1 
17 o( TawmIoip liS, Ruat HE. 

s...io. 11 . rT ..... · • • ~lp Iss. Ill.&< 3/it 

.... ·c ~'''' far "'1 W;oo_looee ilia _y ..... auoor:I. 

I "' .... alta !ale" chi. """"""",lIy '" i ... kodo ......... doM" ... 1 in","""."", <on !hit ionpotw •• 
pt"Oj«l F .... h<o ". .. ils U/! "ot "" .. Jnod r""" our ... boil< 'fww jn:t!lll,jon>lj1Ol9pSO cmp. '" ~ 
~_orr",e. 

<c' II.i<Mtd R<.. C ........... .,. Pmv ..... _ 
V"""". llrinkin8 W .... Ru .... ~ 

0131 CommoIr¢I CIt ...... I(Ia/IC F .. I1. I<W>o 13-<01 
_: ~-!3DO. atIIU99-3108 roo, 2Oa_~ · 1 0 11 

--.~-

International fsotopes Inc. 
OcIObcr 30. 21109 

It ..... Gallop. Oivioioo [)jm:IOI 
w.",,1Ad w." ..... 1<I' klr....,_ Dewloflmmt Dnt .. jon 
N ..... M.~i<a [ft ... ;"""""'" [)qIottmtrt1 "'_ .... s- Fe. NM l750l·S469 

lIIlemoIioMI boropos. b>o. .... tfIIIy ..,. ,...... _ 4IIoc! Oetobcr ro. lOOII. "P'diet-...-. 
lind Initw or"" pn>pOIOd ~ or .. iMoJno<d fluori ... El<lnc"- I'fooess oM 
DopI<c<c! Unn .... ~ Pta. (f U II)!';P) 1 ~ .... too -. or~ New 14 .. 0:0. 

II ,"u .,.:eeI I. Il1o ,""., I!W tho pre ........ focil;!), _1<1 \It """"""ltd with .. Sc<,iool. 16 one! 
17 oI' T.......w.ip 115. Ruat HE. 

St<1Io. 11 . r T .... · • • ~lp l IS. Ill." 3lit 

Wc ....... ",,"'y ........... -. ..... ""'Y "" .. ....... 

I "" ... .we...u. "'i. Of'!'OI'1>OiIy II> ioo_ """" add~""'1 ItIRlrmo ..... "" !hio imJ><man. 
pt'OjfCl F"" .... 6eu.ib un \It obtofnod (""" 0.' "", .. ile .. n in·<""lilllIl ilOlOpCl.(QjJIO< Py 
-!ina: "'" orr.co. 

Wo ... looIoial forwat<I III >- .. .,.,..... 

Sin«<oly. 

~~ 
StcvlI Lafli .. "'-00. oDd Cf.o 

t. w.r-iaoW lJoItopeo, II ... 

•• " RidIo:d R... C-..c,,,,,, Pnv ..... _ 
VO<:onI. Orinl-inl W.'tt IIutea.< 

,, 31 ~ CIrcIo. IOano FIIIt, -., 1L1oOO1 
Phont= ~~ ~1011 F ... 2Oa-52oI · l ~ 11 'MIDIIIf _.~_ 

Inlcrnationallsotopes Inc. 
OcIObcr JO. 21)1)9 

K ...... Gallop, om.;o.. Din<w 
w.te, lAd w." .... 1tt !:If ............. o...,1o!>mrnt Dnt .. jon 
N ... M<~i«I [M'i!'Ollm<lOl Oofwtmntl 

"'-"" S- h. NM 17502·~ 

I~ IJOtOp<'o. boo. ........,. .... )'001' _ 40101! 0eIIlkr W.lOO9. ,.prdioJ-.-.. 
IIIId m;'" of .. JIf'OII<IIO'I-=iooo of .. iMqrao<d fIuaritoe E>._ I'fo«ss oM 
DtpkIaI U..., ..... ~ Pto.M (fEPlUl,;P) 1. IIIlIos __ oftlobbs, New ~ . ..... 

II ,"u ... :..1 I~ Il1o ...,.,. IlIII tho propoooed r .. ilil)' _Id bo """"".<1<:1 ,..jehU. Sec,,,.,, 2~ ond 
11..,T ........ '" 11S,1Uqc J7£. 

St<1Io. 17 . rT .... ·. oJolp l IS. IU •• , lIif. 

\I{~ ~ for "'J' ........... inc< ..... _y 110 .. <aIIMOI. 

I hot .... .we. IU<n doi, "PI""ftUOiIl' 10;"' __ Wd~""'1 in"'""', .... OIl ohio im~r 
pt'Oj«L F ....... lleulb ..... _I .... r""" au, ...... il< ltDJQ:cmo'illOlli!lll!OpCl.<QIJI 0\' by 
~ our orrICO. 

SiJw; .... Jy. 

~~ 
SItY.I La~i .. ~Idoen' .ocI Cf.o 

, lo""""icJulloolope<. III<. 

ee: IUdIcd ~ C..-.uc'''' ,"",_ a..r
VI<On!.llrin~i". II'.,,,, R .... ~ 

"n eo.wn.rc. CIreIo. _ Foe.. ~ 1L1OO1 
Phont: ~·~. 1100-699-3\08 Fu: 2Oa-~' , . " --........ -
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International Isotopes Inc. 
0<I0bw )(I. 2009 

Mo. K_i .. Sli,'" 0im1O< 
1'>:).1 Hi_it ","",",ioo\ [)i,i"" 
New Mua ~ofC""""" Af!"lin 
s....~'.-l 811i1"" 
401 Gal;1IOO S!roet, Sooit< 2)6 
SUI .. F •• i'o~ 11501 

Dear loll. Slitk. 

ta:-ootioq) 'ICIOpCt, lD<.. --'Y _ ,. 0 lett..-~ Ocoobu 2O.lOO9 • ......wi.,..,."..01 
oocl ... Iow of ... ~ «WtrUotioo of .. 'lII<cmc<I f hocwlnt E>.Int:tion 1'roo:cJ. UId 
Dcplfl.tI U,.,,;"'" 0."",,"'.";011 Planl (FEPIDUP) I. milt ..... 11 of lIob1t&. N ..... M .. i<o. 

k ... u ....... ill .... Inlet thM Iltoo """"""" facil"," would tit _.""ted witbln $oo!.",. Ui UId 
17ofT .......... ip lIS, 1Un .. H E. 

The .on.:, ~ rClt COftsI,..:tioft oflttt .... ~:I)" is; 

S«tIoo 17 of T.,..· .... ip 1~S. Itoq.)6[ 

W. apoIofi&c for any''''''''' ......... 1ItiI...,. ... ~....,...;. 

I ha~ .Ito ....... t!Iit """""",,iIy ..... _ ...... oddilional ... _iao oa lit;, ............. 
project. F.tthc, d<uil, , ....... "","in«l fmm __ Ie ~I<mt!ioruli!!!l~ Of by 

...".,.,.~" ..... off,". 

Sill< ... I~ . 

-7/ y~ 

h~II:--~~c~ 
I.' ..... ,ianal [IOIopes, I..:. 

«, Ms. Jan lIi.lt&. Uo,lucy Slat< HillOti<: I'rexr.-"ioot Olf_ 
Li&o M<)"tf. , ......... _ P'"""io.II ~ 
Mi<IIollt &.cr. SaaIo ", .. """",,,-icaI PonniIs 

.'37 Con,,,,o,,:o CiIQ •• iGohc> F ..... ICItfIO eJoOOl 
""""', ~2.-53DC. ~.:)\(,. Fu: 2Q8.!02,"'.11 _ , _..uoiod,,,,",,, 

loteroationallsotopes loc. 
Ocoob« 341. 200\1 

Mi. K"' .... i .. Sliol<. 0im1Ot 
»:).I lIitlorl< "'-""',iooI Din""" 
N .... M .. icG o.;..n- oICv.1turaI Affain 
s-. MOIIICIrial B"1dinf, 
401 Golillfo St:-oet, Soli!< 236 
s... .. F •• )\).117501 

~ioqJ 1-...... lD<.. m:-*r _,... • I<rta doood a.- 20,1009 • ...-Nit,_", 
........ Iowol ... ~C<ONINC'..ioa 01 .. , ......... f """"",, &.Incion I'm<cn ..... 
Dcplflod UAttittnt 0._'1"";" P ..... (Ff.Pt'DU P) 14 mil<> .... 11 ofHotb. N .... M .. ioo. 

k "as -.. in !It< Imu thIIlttoo '""""""" , .. ility would be __ ~ willi", $ot!m. 16 ..... 
1701T~tp lIS. Ratp HE. 

The .......... _ (or <00I>I,""'" ollitt fo<a:ty i&< 

Sectloo 27 . ' T .... · •• kip IS5, Ito ... .J.6E 

.... '. apoIoai&c (or ... y ,1><0/1 •. __ tItit. ...,.lwtvc .......... 

111.& ... olto 10k •• "'" """""""iIy .. "'iIIdf _ odd~ionr.l i.ro.-iooI 011 tI", ;",ponanI 
proje<l. F.rthot cl<uil, OlD .... _in .. hom 0lOI" .. e\>oi,. ~t<mt!jon.li!!!l~ or b)' 
.."...,.,...' .... offt«. 

W ... look"" ~ "PII ftSpOllO<. 

S'II<."ly. 

--3'" y~ 

//~"~II:~'~C~ 
1.'«MIIorwtII..,.opn. lne. 

«, M,. J", ~i.II .. , I)qlucy S ... IIi""';'; ",*",",i .. Olf_ u.. M.,u, P,.,..,. _ _ PlannioJ: ~ 
MidMilo f.t:t<cy, Suco Atc"-"'l:iW Pomt.iIo 

4131 Comrno!c:o CitO •• I<IaI>C> FMIo. ICIOfIO ~I 
_ : 2Of.~4.uoc. ~'CIf, F..., 2Of.52," '411 W_, _ _ . ..,... 

lotern ationallsolOpCS Inc, 
Otoot.. lO, ~ 

Mi. ,,_ ... Sli,k. Di=1OI 
N).III;.,o.i< P,""""";,, Di ....... 
)<01 ..... M.d,,, o.;.n..- ofClOltural Af!"lIn 
s-. MOIIIGrIol B";ldia& 
-101 GaIm.o SI:-tet. S.irII 236 
Son" f., NM 11501 

o-M .. Slido: 

~iooeIl-.pn,. Inc:. --'1 _,.... ........ doood 0cI0l0u 2O.lOO9 • .....-it._"' 
. 0<1 ....-low of'" ~ CGNIrIlC'..ioo of III i"" ...... f-W E>Jnct;on I'n>ccn and 
Dq>1tted u,."nun Do ........ rrion Pion! (Ff.PIUU P) I. miltt .... It ofHobbo, N ..... ", .. k<>. 

k "' ... ItM<d In tho: Imu tIIot ... propoOOII !Mil"," -..Jd be _II"",,",, w;,t,,,, $eo""", !Ii and 
17ofTo-oIup lIS. ",,",p HE. 

The etlrfUf ~ lOt .""",..non 01Il10 r.c~: t)' it.: 

S«1Ioo 11 . f T""o.kip 1lS, ko ... .!Ii[ 

.... "fIOIoIi .. ro. ... y _ ............. l1li)" ...... , ......s. 

I .... '" .Ito ..... n "'" OftPOrfWI'iIJ ..... iIIdf ....... odd~_1 ioro.-;". 011 lIu ... ponano 
.,.,,;.ct. F.rtho, <ltlrrll. ,II> be "'''ic.e< hO<tI 0\If _il, ~~ or II)' 
'-""""<Iin ...... "fflOt. 

W .... ......... ~ .. ,..,... ... SpCmL 

Sincn,ly, 

~.y~ 

//~.~II:--~~'~C~ 
1" ....... kwwoIl""",,"*, lroe. 

« : M .. J.~ ~i.II ... I)qlut)' $ .... lIi-,< ~;"" 011" .... 
u..M_.~"""""'~ 
Mi<hoilo f.tt<cy. SIooo At<UooIociW I'IInnlb 

STL-1OD'M9 

'tJ7Commor", CiId •• iOaI>o F ..... ~ ~1 
_ : 2Of.S2' .UQO. ~\oe fa.. 208-524- " 11 w_: _ __ ."""' 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
October }O, 2009 

Mucy Lea"itt, [)ivision 0;_ 
Waltt.od w .... M""'8"mrnl Divioion 
New M'~ico En"i.o,,,,,...,, o.ponmcnl 
PO !lox 5469 
San .. Fe, NM t7502,s(69 

0. ... Ms. Lea.ill: 

InlCtUl....w looeopa, Inc. noc...,dy ~I )'OIl a Loner daed 0cI0b00-1i), 2009, rcptd"'a _ 
...a .. view of rho propose-d OOIIJ1nJCI_ of an intrsnled FI-x.. ExIlllCti<>n hoc ... and 
Deplctod Uranium Dr-oon .... ion Plm (fErJDUp) 14 miles ",'est of Hobbs. NcwMexico. 

11 _ stilted ;. !he ItItrr thai rho proposed "";1'" would be __ oed willi .. ScdioDs 26 ODd 
11 ofT"",'nship lIS, Ron. l1E. 

n.. >om<:IIoto:ion for oooutn.><tion ofrho ft.ei lify b : 

W. apologil;< rOf 1/1)" ~"C1Iicnce this may hive couSt<l. 

1 hi,'. at.> Iak ... Ihls ~ify 10 ;,.elude IOmt oddilional infonnatioll 011"';' imponw 
p<Oj«~ FurU!et d.\IOiI, can be obtained from our wflIlil. _w in!ClDlliorutl~""" cgm Of by 
_lie!;", OU' olT.,.. 

Sincerely. 

e<:: James lkarl!~ IW:onIuu. WO$Ie nutUU 
Dill Olson.. o...u"""1I •• ()u..oJiry 8,..011 
v ....... Sri ... Wa:r,Qulily 81ft." 

STl.-2009-70 

.,37 Commen:.CircIe. IdW10 Falls. ~ 83401 
PI>one: 2()I.S2·H300. aoo.ew.31Q11 F ... , 203-524·1411 

WfI~: www.O\Iiaoicl.com 

International Isotopes Inc. 
Oc,Gbet )0, 2009 

~ Leo"itt, Drvition 0incI0r 
Walct.<HI W&$tO M ..... ge .... "' Di ..... ion 
JIItW Moxico Envi"",,,,".' o.pan","~1 
PO Box S469 
Sanll Fe, NM 11502·50(69 
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W .... Iookir .. r ........ d .. )'111" resp" .... ? 

S ...... ly • 

. -z;; ;;"'"'~ 
s_t..n';~,~CEO 

• 1t!I~1 ' ........ 1& 

<c . S/lirloy".....-.".-..... OI.-&v~~T __ 
~Gec. ",..,.;an: Di<o: ... Trikl T ..... 
Marir:"U .... Trit.lOtnbll4lman 
Jay 11.uri~ GAP I'roJed CKr_..,d Trillol Lio""" 
Curt;, 110.:1<0. GAl' I'roj«. OfT" .. and fliNt Lloison 

International Isotopes Inc. 
0<tIIbet lO. lII09 

DoI>onh C. I'<m<kt. Actio, Di~1OI 
Ito ..... 6 om.. ofF ... v~nul )""",. and Tribo.l "'fair> 
14(S Ro .. """, ... s.;,. 1100 
Oal .... TX n:w:! 

1III..-.ouI bott>pn. h ... ""'*'Y .... ,.,., w..... doKdl.klobc< 20. ~OO9 ... proiiq «>t>d><:II 
.. ~ofdll:~'_ ..... of .... .<p_ f--": F.xtratioo f>ro<cu..! 
00pI0Ied u ........ O..C-. .... ",",",FEMXJI') 14 OIila "_"'HoblIt. 1'.- MuiaI. 

(, ....... :eel 10 1lIo loar ~..Ij "" l'ftIIIOOO'l f""U;cy ..... Id. be <OtI~ willi .. s.:.;.,., 16 ..... 
21 "'T-...IIlp IIS.IW .. )7F* 

The . """,1 "',Ii«> for «l<IltnI<'''''' .,"'" f""il;CY'" 

Stell •• J1ofT_ .. ~ip l&.~ . Ro'e< Mt 

",,', .,Ios\l< ra. any ...... _ ....... y I ... " WIS<d. 

I ",", •• bo ....... 1hi<"I'I""'-d)' '' .... __ ocIdiliaooal .. _ _ OIl 1IoiI ......,..... 
,..;.a. F-.. dt!.oiIo.-I>< .... -.I fl __ ... ,-",:,y ............ ' ' 4 i""" or b)' 
.........,.,. _ otfocc. 

W .... lookir .. r......,d"')'I'W'_ . 

• " $.h.Ioy .... pnooo."'-'*Oh_&v~Joo<i<cT_ 
~Gee • ......,.;,. .. ~TriboI T . ... 
M""' ... U ..... TriboolOtnbU_ 
Jay H""';~ G ... P I'ro,.a om- 0li<l Trillo! Lio ...... 
C.nl! IUc .... GAl' rr.;..,. 001 .. , .nd T,,"" Llano.. 
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International Isotopes Inc. 
Ottober )0. 2009 

'M_ , .... ......., 
N_Mexieo u._, u.,...-

"' .... -San,. ft. 1<1>1 175«2·'46'/ 

1 ......... ionaI ISOt<>peI. 100, "''''1» .. "' )'011' leu., da<rd Ottobet ZOo 2OO'l, "I0'Il'.1 oonvnen, 
and ,..,.. .... 0' .... ~oonllNtl"'" ofan in' .... 'ed FI-; .. "'u.co .... Proc ... and 
I>cplcled UrM",", Oe.<"".m .... MIn' (FEPIDUP) 14 mil ........ of HoIobs, N." M . . .... . 

II wn owed in ...... ~ ... m. 'he ~ r"'il ily woukl bo """."""Itd ... ~hi. $eo ...... 26 on<! 
21 ofT""lIo/Iip liS. RAn .. )1E 

s...tIM 27 ofT . .. · .. lo.Ip 185,lbac.161; 

W.a;>oIo&Ue for...,. ~ "is...,. ~_. 

We ore Iootidl ,.".,.-itd lei _ -. 

«: kln Goida. I". [)op!I'Y SocftlOly 
T .... y ""pet. 0Il"1OC ofGoMroi CowI .. 1 
Jim Nort<o.., Di .... ~ .. 
M.",- 1.. ... ;<1, Ow, .... Oito<tor 
"-" GoII< ..... Divl .... ~ 

4131 eomr-". C<cIo. Idaho FI", Idaho tIJ40l 
PI>orM. 2Ql.524-r.ltXI. ~Ioe Fa.: 2011-62<· ,." _:_""'ooid,com 

International Isotopes fnc. 
0:1<!bet )0. 2009 

,~-, .... ......, 
N .... Mo:kiI<o £.1_ ............. 0.,..-

"'''',... San", t o, NM 11502·"" 

In<=tolionailfOO\l!lM. r ... t«tnlly H.' )'011 1 1oIt .. ~ Octaboo" :D. 2009, rcfOtll,.,..........,.. 
0IId _i. w of ll>< ~ oonllN<llOll oron '.'tpto.cd Fl~ .. ElIIKI'" PIU .... ond 
I>cplc<ed Uroni"", 0..;:"" .... '010 PIon, (FEPJl)lJP) 14 mil .. ...... Q(1!oIobs, N." M ... ito. 

I' ........... in II>< ioU" 1M til< ~ r.c,.ity _lei be .... ,"""Ied . 'ohi. $«I .... 26 one! 
n ofr"""",,ip liS. RAn" J71; 

v.·c~ r .. ..,.~ do.io 0I&)'~........s. 

Wc .... -...ror..·...t .. __ 

Sintm ly. 

~ . :7',,*,_ 
S ... . '.on, .. ~~ CEO 
lotcmaliooll '''''''1*- W . 

«: "'" GoId ... l •. [)opoIty SccfCla')' 
rn., ""pc., 011" .... orGn>u&l CouMcl 
1 ... NMon. Di_,""" ~ 
Mon:y L ... ;", 0..,_ 0;,.....,. 
IWcn G.n ...... 0.';';'" ""-

Internationallsotopcs fne. 
Oc:1<:Ibot )0. lOO9 

~-, ... ......, 
s ... Maiee £.0.'_ 0.,...

"' .. -$ana to, NM t1so:!."" 

In<=lal""ol I~ 1 ... .... fIIIIy ... n )'011. 10m. ~ (ktobq 10. 2GO'J .... tWII'",-, 
wi ,.....; ... of .... pr<>pOMd _""."I0Il of on ,., .... .,eo! H~ .. E>.~"" P""oss on<! 
I>cplc!a! Uran,"m o..., ... m,on Mon, (FEPIDUP) 14 mll .. w." 01 Hobbs. ,..". MoaO:o. 

1' ..... <WIld in oho leU .. 1M lIoc PfC'9O'<d fo<,I,'Y -.10 be .... ,"""ted .. ';'hI. $0<1 .... 16 ond 
11 of r "" .... lp liS. RM,.l 7!> 

y,,'. o;>oIo&iIIo rar ""f ~ "'" ... y ~_. 

'10' .... _.1 ............ __ 
SiI>< ... ly. 

~m~~~ 
IoWNlioool [IOIopot. lfte. 

« : loa Gokl<loln. Dop.tty SccfClOl)' 
T ... y H"pct. Ofl" .... ofo.-al eau.. .. 1 
JIIII NoftCrI. 1)i.!Mo 0... .... 
~orq Lon;'" 0."'- 0.--
t:.... c.tl ...... DI..itI<In 0;,...,. 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page B-83 
 

 

 

· I 

~A 
International Isotopes Inc. 

tklOba- 30, 2009 

Ms. ~ .. i ... Slick, Dine..,.. 
I'M Historic: Preserv.oon Di~is"", 
N .... Mexie() Depattment ofCulturol AIf.i" 
Bltaan Memorial Buildin, 
.01 Galisteo StrM. Suite 236 
Sonta Fo, tIM I7j.(1[ 

Our MI. Slid<: 

LntemationallsOlopH, Inc. re<:en.1ly Itnl you • lett •• dated 0cI0btt 20. 200\1, reptdin, commeM 
.. d review of tho proposed OOfISU'UClOon of &II iotegrotrd Floocint Extract"'" Pr<>CUIIM 
Depleted Ulallium Oe-convusiofl Pwa (FEPIDUP) 14 miles __ of Hobb$. !'Jew MCIico. 

It ....... SIlted in tho lenc, that tho proposed rlCil~ would be c:onSltVc:led willlin Seo,""'. 26 aod 
H of To .......ship I&S. Range 17E. 

The come. Iowlon for <OIUtn.>:OO.> of the f .. iliry it: 

I have liso Iakm "'i, Of9"ItIDIity to incluck ....... odc!itioooal iAf<>rMatiorl OII lIIis important 
pro';-' Funher <!mils em be obtained from OW .... 1 ........... in;enwWljaolopn mp 0< by 
_tatlinS ou' Dille<:. 

w. are look;", fOfWlnl '" )'OUt tnpaoISC. 

Sinc=ly, 

STL-2009-$ 

.137 CortYnetc. Circle, Idaho Falls. IOaho 8a401 
Phone: :zo8.52"5300. ~108 fa: 208-521-\111 

WeoIItto: ~.ccrn 

· I 

J\AA 
lnternational Isotopes Inc. 

October 30, 2009 

Ms. KaI!Icriao SIic:k, Dim:1Or 
NM Hioton" i'reservmon Divilian 
Now Muleo Depanrnent ofCultwol AIr .... 
llitun Memorial Build;", 
407 Galisleo Strect. Suil.o 236 
Sana Fo, t.'M t'lS/lI 

Dear Ms. SIic:k: 

lntemationallsotopH, Inc. ""'''''lly JOn!)'OII 11etI .. dated Oc:tobtt 20, 200II. rtprdiD' COIIIIDIBi 
."d review of the p-ojIOS<d CCWlsttuelion of an inlCiflt<d Fluooino ExlrK1ion P"", .... rod 
Dcpletod UIaII ...... Oe-convuslorl 'lAm (FEPIDUP) 14 mila west ofHol>bl, N_ M •• ioo. 

It ...... silted in tho Ietl •• thot !he ~ fKiHty would be ~ed ... illlin S«Iion. 26 and 
21 (>fTcwnshlp I&S, ~ge 17E. 

The oomoct Ioca!ion !'or ~ oftht ( .. ilily if: 

$ecliOD 17 or T_ .. ~lp IS$, JU,o,.:ui E 

W •• p"loaiu fot My incoft,"Ctl;'nce Ibis may hove " ....:I. 

I have allO Iakea dIi, Of9C"N"ity \0 incluck ....... additional infOtll>Otioll "" llIis important pro..-. funher detNls """ t.. otaiDed from ow .,.1 ........... lniUQ&!ioNhJQ!9pH&gD ot by .""IKtin. OUt amoc. 

S;~ly. 

/.~~ 
InlmU1ioNl \soI<lpe$. !ftc.. 

STL-2009-'9 

.137 Corronetc. Cltcl4o, 1(1.00 F.ns. IOIhO 83401 
P!!ane: 2'J8..524-5300. 1I()()-6I5.3108 fill: 201-524-\111 

WebIibI: wwwillilcid.ccm 

· I 

J\AA 
[nternationallsotopes Inc. 

001Obor 30. 2009 

Ms. KadI"';'" SIic:1<, Dim:1Or 
NM Histone PreservWon Di~ihon 
N . .. !>luI«! Depattmont ofCultura! AIf.; .. 
BlINn Memorial Bulldin, 
407 Galisleo Strctt. Suilt 216 
mit. ro, 111M SHill 

Dear Ml. Slick: 

IntematioNllootopc1, 11K. "", ... Ily JOnl)'O\l • \erler dated 0tI0bct 20, 100II. rqatdift, com./MIII 
."d review of lht p-opos<d con_ion of 1ft inlCifI!«I Fl..,.;no E:ctrK1ion Prous •• rod 
Ocpt-d t)"",;.,.., Oe<ooVU$loft pw.. (FEPIPUP) I( ",lies WUI ofHoI>b$. N_ "'oKioo. 

II wu Stlloc! in tho Ictl •• WI 1M JIR'IIOSOd (.dlily would be <OIIIUIItIOd .. ithin Se<=lion. 26 aod 
27 ofTo.......w,lp 1&S, Range HE. 

n.. «IfNC1 Iocatioa for ~ o!lhe flCilily is: 

$KtiOD 17 ofT_ .. blp Iss, Ra., .U[ 

w. lPOJoalU fot Illy mco..,-... itncc Ibis may hove .-used. 

I have Wo Iakca !hit oppommlty 10 iDoluck _ odditioo.al ~ OtIlbis impoounl 
proJ«!- funher detollJ """ b. otail:Jed from __ -btl .. ~ 1nf«nWjqn&ljIoIopeu;gn or by 
_!KlinS ..... offioc. 

Sincerely, 

A~ 
Internalo<lollsol<>pe$. !ftc.. 

sn,., ..... 

.137 eorr.n.re. CitCle, I4aho FIIlIS. IOIhO /Ia401 
Phone: 2I)&.~"5300. 1I()()-!IW.31011 fix: 21)&.52"1111 

WebsiIlI: www1'IdIaid.oom 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page B-84 
 

 

 

 

-- . 
• 

NovcmbC'. 5, 2009 

Mr. Steve I ... mn 
President & CEO 
InlCmaliQllllI Isotopes. 1111:. 
41 37 Com",""" e irel. 
Idaho F.n •• J..bo/ ... 8304(1 I 

Dear Mr. un,n: 

l\1i(hllel uighton 
214 S. Love 

Lovington, NM 88260 

On Ixhalfof M~)w Dixie Drummond, lhe lm;ng\Oll City Commi",ion and the citi~ns 
of Loving Ion. New Muiro. I welcome your firm 10 our eomrr.unity. 

We have n:vicw~ )'Qur localion map and infonnalioo )'Qu have flrUvidN and """ "" 
problems ",hauo""e. with having your business in ()Ill ~mmunily. You willl><: doS<c' 10 
us than to Uobbs. 

[look f",.,,'ord.\> )'Qur cmplo)""'ll bdng an aeli.-c pari ufou. (;'il.1:" baM:. I inv;le you to 
join boIh our ChIlInber of Commcn:c and our F.roIlOmi< Oc:,..,lopmenl Commiwon. 
These arc thelt rupee!;v •• clq>hone numbers (575) 396-53 11 (Ky AlWood) and (575) 
)96-1 41 7, IUJlfCl jvcly 

We ""'" u~lIcnt so:hools. youth <n:muion and dima!c alon& "ith • stable and 
dNicalcd. work·fo~. 

We anticipate cn:a1ing.nd mainllinin& I gruI ",laIiom/lip .... illl )'0\11" firm far into the 
fut~. If l.ovington c.n assist )'OU, plea..e do no! hcsilile to conlacl ... a' your 
co',...,niC1l<c. l lhank you in .d,·ance and awail )'OIIf COIIIXI. 

· -. 

Novcmbu 5, 2009 

Mr. Sic,'" I ... mn 
President ~ CEO 
Imcm3Lionai [SOIopcs,llIC. 
41 37 Commem: e in:k: 
Idaho r.lb. loW"" 0401 

Re: New DlIJillC50f 

I)e.v Mr. uflin: 

Michael u ighton 
214 S. Love 

w vinglon, NM 88260 

On ~halr of Mayor Dixie Drummond, the lo,';nglOll Cit~ CommiJlion and the citinns 
ofLovin&ton. New Muko.l ,..~komc your firm 10 OUI'eonur.unily. 

We have reviewed your l<)CAlion map and i"fa<malion you have p,o"id...J and " .... , 00 
problems whal_vcr Wilh ha"inll your bu.in= in our community. You will be do~r I<) 

u. than 10 lIobbs. 

[ look fo,waf'\ll\l )'(Iur "m"lo)'«$ being an :>Clive part of our eili1.cn bMe. I invile you 10 
join boIh 0 .... Chlombcr of COIIIIllCn:e and Our r:conomk Ocvelopml:nl Con,mission. 
These.., lhcir ",,"peeliy. telephon<: numl>= (S75) 396-5l 11 (Ky Alwood) and (515) 
396-1 41 7,~iVC'ly 

We ha"" u«lknl Khoots. youth n:aution and cii ..... 1c alona "ith • 0labIc and 
d...Jicalcd. _rk.foroe. 

We anticipate (lUIIing_nd main1Aining a gruI relalionJhip " .. III )'0\11" linn far imo the 
fu,..." , If l.ovinjpOll can assist you. please do no! hcsilile to ronLact ... III your 
con"cnimcc, I [hank you in ad,WICC and await yow ronUM:~. 

Mr. Steve 1 .. l1in 
P~;d.nt &: CEO 
Imem:lLional l:OOl~ Jile. 
4 137 Comlll«a. Cit':!" 
Idaho> r.lb, loW.., U>IOt 

I)Qr MI. l.anin: 

Mifhatl Lcightoll 
214 S. Love 

L ... vington. NM 88260 

On ""balf of hb)'Of Dixie Drulllmond, the lovinglOll Cit)' CommlJSion and the d!i;tt1lS 

oflovinlllOn. N~ Mtxiro.l .. ..,I(ome your finn 10 ooHQmrr.unity. 

We have ,"""ie,...,.j your 1ocA!;on map and i" (OHMt;on you ll;Ov\! rru"ld~ WId ..... 1>11 

prublems wha!JQcv« " ilk havinll ~our busincS$ in our «nnnnll1ily. You will be: cloStr (0 
u. than (0 lIobb1l. 

I look fo. ,,".N(U Y',ur cmpio)'<'C$ bcing an ;><lh ... pari of our el1i1~n \!Me.. I I,,";le you 1<I 

join both our Chamber of Comltlffl:f and our I~it OcnLo(lmc:nl CommLWon. 
Th.:sc ...., (bc:i, ",~pecuvc lcl<-phonl: numbet$ (S15) 196-Sl j I (Ky "lwood) lind (S7S) 
3%-1417. /"f$Jl«li~ly 

We ha"" """dknl ilI:ho\>hl. )"uuth ~on &nil dimllC -"'"II .. ilh • .JIahIc and 
Ikdil.ooled • ...:ork· f,,!\'C. 

We Mlid,,:!>!e _!nll_nd maintaining a ~ ",llIi~ip wilh yoot 11m, r .... in«) 1bt: 
futon.. If 1..tlVinllOO tan _ iSl you. plt35e do "'" hesiutc l<I <"OOilK:! \IS II! )'OIJ/ 

ton,..",ienu. l !hank)'Ou in ad"a""" and "wai( your ~1In"1. 
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Mr. Laflin 
NovanMr S. 2009 

'.' 
S;nun:ly. 

c. Mayor &. Commiss.ionen 
Ky Alwood 
l.c1icl. Kanmore 
Lu EOC 

.... v .... r~ 
Offi« (575) 396-288~ r AX (575) 396.oJ28 mlright"" '1I'r,,..jnMw,,. nm,nrg 

Mr. Lanin 
NoVftllber 5,2009 

","' 

Sincen:ly. 

0:. Mayor. CoInnIitIionon 
KyAlwood 
IJlCici.~ 

LoU EOC 

.... ..... ,..r~ 

()ffln (575) 196-!III1~ "AX (575) 3'J6.6.l211 onldghl""r,; IM·lngIOll.nn . ... ", 

Sincm:lr. 

Co M..)'Of a C-~ 
KrA • .....,.. 
l.etkia k..-.. 
LuSlC 

. .-. .... ..... 
(1m ... (575) J%-!IIK~ IIAX (S75) J9(o.6JZII mld,hlnn'ii I".lnal"o-A"hna. 
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November 9, 2009 

Steve Lallio 
/'residcllI and CEO 
International Isotopes, Inc. 
4137 Commc~c Circle 
Idaho Fails, Idaho 8340] 

NEW MEXICO 

ENVIRONMENT DEPARTM ENT 

Office of the Secretary 

Uarokl R""""lsl.l.ildina 
Il!)() So;., Fr. nd. Oriv< (175OS) 

POIJ.o. 26110,SorKIF •• NM SHOO 
Phon< (SOl) S27·2~$ F .. (SOS) 127·2136 

,......., ...... nv .......... .. 

~
'""'o 

. . 

\ •• ,,' •.. ,.l 

fl .;, I'ropo.ed Con ' tru clion of an In'.' .... tcd Huorlne .:~trll<lion """,n. an d Dcplrltd 
Unnium Dc~onnnio n PLanl (FI': I' II) UI') Wnl oflh e City ofllobbl, Lta County 

Dear Mr.Latlin: 

Your kller regardins the above named proje<:1 WIl$ ro:cdved in the New Mexico Environmem 
Depanmenl (NMEIl) and was scnt 10 various Bureaus for review and comment. CommenlS 
were provided by lhe Air Quality and Surface Water Quality Bure,u, on: as folloW!!. 

Air Qualily Ourta .. 
The propo.ed inlcgralOO Fluori"" Extraction I'roces5 and Depleted Uranium o.;,convmion Planl 
14 mil~ "1:51 oflhc City of Hobbs i.lo.;ated in Lta County. Lea County iscuITCntly considered 
to be in attainment with oll New Mcxico and National Ambient Air Q ..... lity S, ... l<l .... <I •. 

From the project dc~rip!ion. il i. difficult 10 di~em what the pOlen:ial is for IlllOrinc cmiuion •. 
Howe\"cr. ll oorinc is lisled as a Toxic Air Pollutant (rAP) in New Mcxioo unde, 20.2.72 .502 
NMAC IUId potential emission. must be induded in tbe NEPA analysis. Radion\ldid~ me also 
identified and ore subject to National Emission Standards Fo, Huzardous Ai, Pollutants 
(NESIIAP) in the Clean Air Act under 40 CFR Pan 6]. 

Construction actioities identified in this proposal have the potential 10 create tcmporary increases 
in emissions due to combllStion·relat«l construction activities and tbe use of eanh.m<.wing 
cquipmcnl. All asphalt. concrete. quarrying, .nI,hing and screening Facilitiu COntracted in 
conjunction with the proposed project must have current and proper air qwtlity permits. For 
more informal ion On ai'quality permining ond modeling requirements, please ",fer to 20.2.72 
NMAC. 

Hill RI(:IIA'U>SOH 
~ 

Novem~r 9, 2009 

Steve Lallio 
f'rcsidcm nnd CEO 
In{em~!iooal Isotope.. Inc. 
4137 Commcree Cirde 
Idaho fails, Idaho 83401 

N~:W M~:X I CO 

ENVIRONMENT DE PARTMENT 

Office of the Secretory 

H .... kl RuMe .. "'olld"', 
ll!)(l So ... Fr.nd. Drive (175OS) 

PO 1J.o. 261 10. s."", F •• NM IH02 

Phon< {lOll S27·2!lS F .. (SO,) 127·213~ 

,......., ..... "" ........ '" 

~
'·"'o 

. . 

\ .... , .",.l 

IU: : Proposed ConstruoTion of an Int .,tlOud Huorlne .:~trllclion Pro<:rsIl and DOl'lried 
lIndiu m Deconnnion Planl (H, I'II>\JP) W.,. or.he ClIy or llobbl, Lta County 

Dcal'Mr,Latlin: 

Your knt< regardins (he above named projecl was received in the New Mexico Envirooolcnl 
Department (NMEl)) and WIS sen! 10 various Bureaus for revicw and commenl. Comments 
were provided by the Air Q,,"1i~y and Surface WaleI' Quality Bureau. IU'C as folloW!. 

Air Qu. lity Huru ... 
n.e proposed integrated Fluorine r"'tnIC!ion Process and Depicted Uranium D<:I:onVCI'1;on Planl 
14 milc1 "'''51 nflhc Cily of Hobbs is I~aled in Lea Counly. Lc:a Counly i.currently considered 
'0 I>< in a"ainm<nl wilh oil New Mexico and Nalional Ambicnt Air Q .... lily Sl ... odar<l ... 

From tM projecl do",ription, il is difficulllO dl",em ... hallhe polen:ial is for lluorillC .milSions. 
Ho\VC\"er,llllOrine is li51cd as a Toxic Air rOliulanl (fAP) in Nc ... Mexico undo, 20.2.72.502 
NMAC and polenl;al emilSion. must be: included in tbe NEPA analysis. RadionuoC!ides rue also 
identified lind lire ,Ubj""IIO National Emission Standard. fo, Hozanious Ai. Pollutants 
(NESflAP) in lhe Clean Air ACI under 40 CFR Pan 61. 

Construction !>etivities idonlifted in lhi. proposal"",,ve the polcntial LO crcal. temporary increases 
in emilSions due to combustion·relaled construclion !>eliviti •• and lbe USC of eanh.mQv;ng 
equipment . All asphalt. concrete. quarrying, cnlshing and screening facilitiu contracted in 
conjuoclion ... ilh the propo",d project must bave cutrent and proper air quality permits. for 
more infonnalion On air quality pennininH and modeling ~ui",nw"ts. please refer to 20.2.12 
NMAC. 

No\'Cmber 9, 2009 

St~"~ !.allin 
I'residcnI.1Id CEO 
lnlemal;onaIIS01ope>, Inc. 
4137 Commc~e Circle 
Idaho falls, Idaho 83401 

Nf; W M.: XICO 
ENVIRONMENT DEI'A RTM ENT 

Office of the Secretory 

Il.,.,kl Runnol, a.IIII"" 
II!)!) So ... F,_I, on"" (17SO~) 

PO Bo. 26110, So"", Fr, NM 11$00 

Phon< flO)) 821·2S55 F .. UO'lI27·2136 

~
.·"'o 

" " 

\ •• ," .",.l 

R£: I'rollO .. d Con~l ruolion of an Inlcgra"d Huorint .:~trllClion PrlH:rss an d Drl'lrl£d 
tinn iu m Dtco n>'tnion Pllnl (FI': I'II)UP) Wos. oflh City of ll ol>l>l, Lta enunly 

Iktlf M •• Lal li .. : 

Your kller rcga«lins (he Bbo~e named projecl was received in lhe New Mc~jco EnviroMlcm 
Department (NMEll) and W8!I senllo various Bureaus for review and comment. COmmet1lS 
were provide:<! by lIle Air Qualit)' and Surface Waltr Quality Bureau. ore as folloW!. 

Air Qu. lily Ourra ll 
The propo.ed integrated Fluorine: rox,raclion Process and Depleted Uranium D<:con"'l'tiOl1 I'lanl 
14 miles we51 Mlhc: Cily of Hobbs is I~alcd in Lea COWlty. Lea County i.currently considered 
'0 b<: in allai""",nt "';th oil New M""ico.nd National A">bien! Air Quality Su",.JaN ... 

From the projcct dc",ription. it is difficullto discern ... hlilhe poICn·ial is for fiuorifll' emissions. 
Ho..-c\"cr. fluorine is listed as B Toxic Air Pollutanl (TAl') in New Mexioo under 20.2.12.502 
NMAC and potential emissio". must be included in the NEPA analysis. Radionudides are also 
idenlir.ed and ore subject to National Em;ssion Siandard. for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP) in the Ckan Air Act under 40 CFR Pan 61 . 

Construction aetivilie~ identified in Ihis proposal have the poieniiaito create temporary increases 
in emissions due to oombustion·relnted construction Delivilies and t.l>e usc of eanh.moving 
o:quipmenl . All asphalt. concrete. quarrying. crushing and ""recning facililie' contracted in 
conjunelion with the propoS("(! project mUSI have currenl and proper air qlllllily permiu. 1'01 

ntO'" informalion un oi, quality permil!ing and modciing requin:mcnlJ. pitas<: "'fer 10 20.2.72 
NMAC. 
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DIW ltS$<Xiat«l with vehicular usc and earth.moving activities may also impact local air quality. 
HO"{O''(:r the ill<",""'" "'ould not resuh in non·a1tainmem or oir quality sWl<lardll. DII$! control 
measures should be cOrWdered to minimiu the ",lease of panicul.t .... due: to vehicular tramc and 
ground distutbanc:e.s. If aelivilies ",suh in signif,cant ground di5lurbance, the project a",a should 
be reclaimed to avoid long'lenu problems "ith erosion and fugitive dust. 

To fulther tn!u", air quaiirr standards "'" met, applicable local Or counly regulations requiring 
noise and/or dust control must be followed. If !>One are in effect, controlling construction·related 
oir quality impac1ll dW"ing projects should be oonsidercd to ... duce 1l1e impact or fugitive d ... t 
and/or !>Oise on oommunity Immbers. 

Su rfut'Waltr, Q uolily Hu reau 
l11e u.s. Environmental ProJection Agency (USEPA) requires National I'ollu""'t Disclwgc 
Elimination System (NPDES) Consuuction General Penni! (COP) cov~ for storm Water 
di",hargts from OOnSll\lClion ~ (common plans of de,-elopmenl) IMI will ... sull in the 
dis!utbanc:e (or re-diSlurba!lcc) of one or more a<:res, il'J<:luding expansions, of lotal land ma. 
Because ibis proje<:1 exceeds""" acre (including stagil\i areas. CIC.). it may ""Iuire appropriate 
NPPES permil coverage prior ~ beginningeonstruction (small, one • nve acre, construction 
projects ""'y be able 10 qualify for I waiver in heu of permit coverage . sec Appendix D), 

Among othe-r 1l1inll", this permit requires thai a SlOnU Water f'<:IlIution Provenlion Plan (SWPPP) be 
pnlpam! for the .ite and that appr'(IIlriate floeSl Managemenl Practice! (BMPs) be installed and 
maintained both duril\i and al\er construction to preven,. 10 thc exler\l praclicable, pollutants 
(primarily $cdimcn~ oil & grease and C<mslnlClion mau,rilli. from oonstruetion sites) in S10rm waler 
runoff from enteri"i w3tm; or !be u.s. This permi, also ""lui,.". thai perrnllrlCnl Slabiliution 
m~ (re"~gctation, paving. etc.), and pmnanenl $tOIln water tnanag",'>Crlt measures ($IOnII 
waler detenlionlrctcmion struc\Ure5, ,-elociIY dissipation devic", etc.) be implemented post 
construction 10 minimize, in the long term, pol1u1al1U. in storm water runoff from tntering these 
walers. In addition, permiuec< mus, ensure tlw lhe", is no il'J<:rease in sediment yield and now 
velocily from the oonstruction sitt (both during and aflcr construction) compam! to pre. 
construclion, tmdisUlrbcd eondilions (see Subpan eO.C.I.b) 

You should also be aware that EPA requires tlw all "operaton" (see Appendix A) obtain NpDES 
pennil covenge for conslruction projects. Oenerally, Ihis OlCMS that al leaS! two parties will 
require permit co""rage. The owner/de"eloper of thi s oonSlruclion projoct .... ho has opennioflltl 
oontrol over projecl specifiealions (probably INIS in this case), the gme.aJ conlractor wl>o has 
day.to-day operational control of tho~ a<:tivities It the sile, ",ttich are necessary to enSllre 
compli&r>Ce with tho storm waler pollulion plan and other permi! condilions, and possibly other 
·operato,,· ",ill require appropriate NPDES permit ooverage for this projecl. 

The COP was re·issued effeclive June 30, 2008. The COP. Notice of 1"1tnI (NOI), Fa<:1 Slu:cl, 
and Fcde.aJ Register nolice can be downloaded al; 
bupJ/cfpube!'ll\ g<!v/nIXlMlstQrmwa\tr/cgp,dm 

In addition, USEPA requires NPDES Storm Water Multi·seclor General Permit (MSGP) 
coverage (or facili!ies thai engage in "indUSlrial activities" as <kfincd at 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 122.26(b)(14). Although lhe type of business to be operated is not en'irely 

2 

Dun ltS$OOiatcd with vehicular use and earth.moving A~livities may also impact local air quality. 
Ho''''',<,r the ill<K&SClI should not Kwh in non·attainment of lir quality standards. Dust contrOl 
measures should be considered 10 minimiu !.he "'lease of paniculates due to vehiculBi traffic and 
grouocl dislU:banc:.,.. If activities fl:sul1 in signif,cant ground disturbance, the project a",a should 
be ","'aimed 10 a .. oid long·tenn problems "ith ero";"" and fugitive dl,l$l. 

To fwthe. tnlu:. air qualily standards an:: mel, applicable local or county "'gulation. l'C<juiring 
noise and/or dUSl control must be followed. If none an:: in effocl. conlrolling cons1nJcti""·,,,I.tcd 
lir qualily impacts du:ing projects should be considered to ",duGc thc impact of fulltive d ... 1 
and/or ooioe on communily rmmbers. 

Su rfUt Wattt Q uolity Hurcau 
n.c U.s. Environmental Protoction Agency (USEPA) requires National Pollutant l)i50~ 
Eliminalion Syslem (NPD£S) Consuuction Oencral Pennit (COP) covt:nJie for storm waltr 
disci'wllts from cons1nJ<ti"" ~ (common plans of de,-eloprnent) ,hal will ","ui, in tn. 
d;'turhantc for re-disturbancc)' of one or ntO/'e a<:n:s. ioclooil\i expansions, of 10131 land mao 
Bt:o.:ause thi. project exC«ds one ac", (i""Juding staging an:as, CIt,)' it may l'C<jui", appropriate 
Nf'pES pennit coverage prior to, btgiMing COns1nJ<Uon (small, one • live acre, eonsU\ICtion 
proJCC1$ may be able to qualify for I waiver in lieu of permit coverage _ sec Appendix D). 

Among other Ihin8".thi. permit requirtS thai a Sl<>n'II Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be 
p<q>an>d r"" the .ile and thai appropriale Fktl Management Pnocti= (BMP.) be installed and 
maintained both duril\i and aller COI\Suuclion 10 preven~ 10 the: extcN practicable. polluW1l$ 
(primarily sediment. oil &: grease" and construCtion material. from construction sito.) in Slorm waler 
runoIT from enteril\g w31m; of !be u.s. Thi. pennil oJ"" rt:qui .... that permanenl stabilization 
mC3$UJ'<!ll (fl:,-egctation. paving. etC.). and pcnnanenl $tO/Tl1 waler managomenl mcasurn ($tO/Tl1 

waler delentionimomion 5UUoC\ures, ~eloc:ilY dissipalion devices. etC.) be: implemenloo post 
construotion 10 minimize. in tho long tcnn, polluU1lU in storm WIlltr runoff from enlering 1besc 
...... ters. In addition, penniltCt:$ must ..... """ tlw then: is no i""",asc in sediment yield and now 
velocity from lhe construction silc (both duril\i and afler conwuction) compared 10 pre_ 
construction. W>dislUrbe<\ conditiON (see Subpart 1O.C.I.b) 

V<>u lhoYtd also be ."'lIn: thai EPA requirt:5 that all · opcratots" (JOe Appendix A) obuin NPDES 
pennil coverage for construet;"" projecu. Generally, this means that al least tWO parties will 
require pennil coverage. The owner/de"e!op"" of thi s construction project who lias opcrtuionaJ 
control 0""" project specilications (probably INIS in this cast). the general .00''''':lOr ",ho has 
day.ln-day openuional control of tltosc activities al the site, which are necessary 10 ensu", 
compliance with the storm watcr pollution plan."d o!.he. permit coMitio",. and possibly oth ... 
·operators" "ill require appropriate NPDES permit coverage for this project. 

The CGP WIL't ",.i.<5l1ed effective June 30, 2008. The COP. NOIicc of Intenl (NOI). Fact Sh«t. 
and Federal Regislcr notiec can be dov'nloaded al: 
hllpllcfpub.J:PI\,!:gv/ondOO!Qm)waler/C&D,dm 

In addilion. USEPA .equirt:$ NP DES S1<>m1 Wat ... Multi_Keto. General Pcnnil (MSGP) 
coverage for [acililies lhat cnpse in ~ind"'lriai ""Iivili.," ... <kfined al 40 Code of Federal 
Resulalio", Part 122.26(b)(14). Although !.he type of business to be operated is not en'irely 

, 

DUSlltS$O<;iatcd with vehicular usc and earth.moving A~livities may also impact local air quality. 
Ho""',<,r the i""Kase!! should not Kwh in non·attainment of lir quality .1.alIdards. Dust C(lnU'OI 
measures should be considered 10 minim':.e the "'lease of panicula!eS due to vehiculBi traffic and 
grouocl dislutbanc:.,.. If acti\'ities re.uh in signifIcant ground disturbance, the projecl a",a should 
be ",daimed to avoid long·term problems "ith ero";"" and fugitive dl,l$l. 

To fwthe. tnSure air quality standards an:: met, applicable local 0< C(lunly ",gul.tions l'C<juiring 
noise and/or dUSl control must be followed. If none an:: in effcct. controlling cons1nJcti""·,,,I8Icd 
lir quality impacts during projocl' should be oon.idercd 10 ",ducc the impact of fu&ilive d ... t 
andIor ooise on C(lmmunity mcmben. 

Su rfUt WaItt Quo lity Huruu 
The US. EnvironmenUll Prolccnon Agency (USEPA) requires National Pollutanl l)i50~ 
Elimination S)'$Iem (NPD£S) COll!ilnlClion Oencral Pennit (CGP) CQ'Ot:nJ!e for storm water 
disc~ from oonstructi"" ~ (oommon plans of de,,<,loprnenl) lhal will ",.ull in the 
dislurbantc for rHisturbancc) of one or more 1I<'rc:s. including expansions, of Iota! land mao 
Bocausc thi. project exC«ds one ac", (irduding .18ging f1n:as, etc,). il may l'C<jui", appropriate 
Nf'O£S permil coverage prior to, begiMing oonstruction (small, one • five acre, oonstr\IClion 
proje.:,s may be able 10 qualify for a waiver in lieu of permit coverage _ sec Apprndix 0). 

Among other things. this permil rcquirtS thai a Sl<>n'II Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) be 
pot:paml r"" the .itc and thai lIilI"'QIlrial. Best Managemenl Pno:ti= (BMPs) be il1Slllled and 
maintained bo!h during and aller COTISlnICtion 10 preven~ 10 tht: extcN practicable. polluWll$ 
(primarily sediment. oil &: grease" ar.d CO<UlnIt1ion materials from CO<I$If\IC\ion sitos) in storm WBter 
runoff from enteril\i w31m; of tbc u.s. This pennil al"" ~ui .... thaI permanent stabilization 
mcasttr'<!ll (re''<'gelation. ~ving. etC.). ar.d penrw>ent storm water managoment measurn (storm 
waler detention/mention structure$, ,·elcoity dissipalion devices. etC.) be: implementoo post 
construction 10 minimize. in the long term, polluUllts in 510rm water runoff from entering tbcsc 
waters. In addition. permillCt:$ mUSt ensure tlw then: is 00 increase in sediment yield and now 
velocity from the construction sile (both during and afler col1SlruClion) oompaml 10 pre_ 
construction. uodismrbed condilions (SC<' SubparllO,C.I.b) 

You should also be a"we thai EPA requi,.,. that all · operators" (see Appendix A) obtain NPOES 
pennit .overlie for oonstruct;DfI projecu. Generally, this means that al kaSl IWO parties will 
requi", pennil coverage. The owner/de"eloper of this COll!itruction project who lias openuionaJ 
control o"er project specificatiOll!i (probably INIS in this case). the general COIlIl'IK:tor ",ho Iw 
day.to-day oper81ional conlrol of tltosc activities It the site. which are necessary 10 ensu", 
eomplitll1Ce with Ihe storm waler pollulion plan."d other permit conditio",. and possibly other 
·OperaIOrs" "ill require appropriate NPD£S permit coverage for this project. 

The CGp WIL'l ",-issued effective JUlI<' 30, 2008. The CGp. NOIicc of Intenl (NOI). Fact SII«I. 
and Federal Regislc, notice Car! be do"'lIloaded al: 
http;llcfpub.tPII,!:gv/mldOOwnnWaltrlc&D,dm 

In addition. USEPA requil'<:$ NpDES S1<>mI Water Multi_KOtO' General Permit (MSGP) 
C(lverage for f1l<'ililics thaI enpge in ~indl,l$trial 1I<'Ii"'ti.," \IS <kfined at 40 Code of Federal 
Regulat"'", Part 122.26(b)(14). Although the type of business to be operaled is not entirely 

, 



 

ER-IFP-001 Revision A –FEP/DUP Plant Environmental Report December 27, 2009 
 Page B-88 
 

 

 

 

cI~ar in the .ubmilt.al. if Ihis business "'«IS lhe ckflnilion of regulaled ind"'lri,1 IClivily. il will 
require approl",,"lt NPDES pmuil COVl:l1Ig~ prior 10 bqj:iMing .l1Ilions. 

Among other thinrp. thi, pmui, abo requires 1hal a SWppp be prepWCd for the site ...! thaI 
appropriate Besl MMagm'lml Pl1IC1m (8MPs) be i!\SUIlled Uld mIIin~ntd 10 pl'tV'tl'lI. 10 the 
."tenl pncticabk. pollutants in SlOmI "'31er nJlk)ff from mlm", watm of the U.S. A SWPPP 
should include such lhi .... .s: 

A dtKriplloa or pol'''llal pollUlnl ",Utt" - incllKln such thing! as I ,ite map. an 
idenlification of the Iypes ofpolluw!!, that are likely 10 be preKnt in SIO<m .... Ier discharges. an 
invcnl<>ry of the I~' of mIIlm"l, llandled Bl the site that pOIl'''li.lly .... y be exposed 10 

precipitalion •• list of ,i",ifleanl spill' Uld leah of oil. 10xic or hal.8l'dowl: poliUlanlS, sampling 
dat.a. a narralive description of the polenlial pollutanl SQ\lI'I:C't from specific ac1.iyili~ al the 
flCility (i,e,. pumpina operalions, road oon.ll\II:lion. raw malerial .IOl1lat and handling. malerial 
transportalion. f ... ling .,Id olher equipment maintcllatlCe). and idemifie&lion of lpecific polenlial 
pollutants (i.e .• dusl. 10lal su,spcJ>ded solid .. IOlal dissolved ..,Iid •• lurbidily. pll . nill1ll". oil. 
grease. elhylene glycol. heavy mel"ls, nrdionllClides. and OIhe,,); and 

A dtnription or appropml. mtllurft n d < .. ntrob - incllKln the t)'pC and iocllion of 
."i'lina and propoxd "",,·struCtural Uld .lfllctural 11m rn-anagcmmt prICticn (8M Po) se!OClCd 
for each of the areas ... heft indu""';al m&1erial. or ""Iivili.., are e:xposcd 10 storm water, Non
struClural and SUUCllIrIl liMP. 10 be de$cribod and implt~lOd include ..... h !hi"" as good 
ho::>u5d:ec-p;ng. p«_i..., maintroa1>Ct, spill pm"Ul1ion and mponIC proc:fdwu. periodic 
inspections. emplo)'tt u.inina. reconI kec-p;ng. Don-SlOmI ,,'11101" evallll1ions and ca1iflClllions, 
scdimcn1 and erosion conuol, as ... ell as implemenlation/main1manr;:c of uadiliooal storm ... "Itt' 
managemenl praclica (i .e., Kdi~lI.enJina ponds. eheek dams. silt ftncn. JIra"" bale bani=. 
perimt:lCt berm •. runon divenion stl'\l(lures). -..-hen: appropriale. The MSGP also requi .... 
prcparaIion and impkmenlalir)n of. reclamalion pI ... for I"" sile. 

TIIC NP])ES Slorm WIICI' Mulli-S«!OI' Gener1ll Pcrm;t for Industrial Aelivitiel (MSG P) was r~ 
inued tffCeli,-e Scptember 29. 2008 (see r . d . .. 1 RtJls'.r!Vol. 73, No. 189lMo nday, 
Scpttmbtr 29. 2008 PI. S6Sn), TIIC MSGP. Notice of Inl<:nl (NOI), !'acl SII«I. and Fede .. l 
Regisler nol;ce can be: do,,"11*1ed at: bl1p;l!cfWb cpuoY/npdenlo[Q)wttffinIlIlP crm 

Finally, USIOPA requir .. individual NPOES pennit co ...... for diaeharies of procc:ss 
.... SI""""IC1"S. TtICsc pmTIill l)'pic~Jy conlain both ItChnology and "'lIt'tl' qualilY bas«! Cmutl'll 
limill. samplina requimnmlS. ('\C. NPDES regulations at 40 CFR Pin 122.44(d) require thai 
NPOES permits include cmuenl !imill nece.sar)" 10 ""hi ....... "'lIter quality -.dank establW>td 
under § 303 III U.S .C. 1l13- Wa\tf Quality SlaDdanh and Impkmmtalion 1'1 .... 1 of the fromol 
C1c:IIII WalO1" Act (CWA). indudina Stale nam!i,'t erilcria for _01" quality. 40 CfR Pan 
122.4(i) requi .... \hal • diKharic ..::rt ~ca\ISC or conlrlbule 10 the violalion of -".,,101" qualily 
SIaDdatds.~ The New MCJlico WIIOf Quality Conuol Commi",ion (WOCC) has odopled surface 
WlI ... quality standard. unckr authority of the New Mexico Wiler Quality Acl [CblrplO1" 74. 
Article 6 NMSAJ 1'II"lIIInl 10 CWA § 303. ,,1lich on: codif>ed .. S",..ua.ih ~ 1"'~m(1r~ and 
Intr,u/(lu Swrfoce War"J. 10,6.4 "'MAC. 

) 

~Iew in \be IUblnil ... l. If Ihis busincss n>«ts the defInition of re,III_1ed indoacri_1 Klivily. il will 
req~in' approp<iale NPDES pt'mlil co""",~ prior 10 lqiMin, OSX''''lions, 

Among 0Ihcr lb. Ibis pennil abo requirn!hal • SWI'I'I' be prepartd for !he si~ oro1 !hal 
"I'PfOI'ri1llC BesI Manaaancm Pndices (aMi's) be ;1ISUI11cd oro1 nWnUointd 10 ~I, 10 !he 
""lenl prXticable. pOIlUIDnIS In SIOmI "'aler nIIIOff from mlcrina watm of!he U.S. A SWppp 
should include such !hi .... a: 

A dOSl:nplloa of pot! " , I. 1 pollulut I(IU"'", - inchKk-s such thi .... as • site map. an 
idauirlCllion of!he 1)'lIeS of polluWlts ihli are likely 10 he JI=III1lt in SIOmI ,,'aler discharges. lin 

in""lnory of lhe 1)"pH of mall~ri.11 handltd BI 1ho site thai potcnlwly may he upoxd 10 
precipilalion, • li51 or ti",irlCanl spills lind leah of oil. loxk or hlanlous polluWlIt, $SmpHng 
dala, • IIIImIti"" dc:s<:ription of !hi: polcntial pollutanl IOIIl'tCS frum Jpt'<;ifle lCIivilies ,I the 
foocililY (i,e .. pumping opcnlliont,!OId oonstru<:lion. "' .. ma~ri.l ltO"'lIe.OO handling. malcrial 
tr1U\Sportali<>n. ruelinlllLlld othel equipment mainlcllallCe). and idc"lifiollion of specific polenlia! 
pollutants (i.e .. dUlu. 101_1 ~00ed solids., lOW diS50lvtd soilib. lwbidily. pll. ni1lBles. oil. 
~. elhylme gI)'COI. bcavy 1IIC1.1t, r.dion""lidcs. and OWl'll); 11><1 

" dOSl:nplion or al'Prop rU lt mUIII!'ft and .o.trols - incl",," the type and locaIion of 
""illi",11><1 pR>JIII'ICd non·5WC:llnl and swcrunJ heSI rnanaacrncnI pnctkcs (8Mp.) selec:lCd 
for each of the oreas .... here indUSlrirol ma~ri.ro1s or ctivitics are c:<postd 10 S\Oml ..... tn, NO<I' 
struc:runJ and SUUI;1""" liMP, 10 he described and irnplC'lllalIed Include _h <hi"" as good 
hoIlsd:eqling. prevalli"" rnainl-.w:c. spill pm-mtion and mpotIIC pro«<luru. periodic 
illSpt'ttionJ. emplo)'tt mni .... record k"";na. non-............ ICI evrol_ions 11><1 ccniflCations, 
seWmcm md erosion control, as .... ell as imp!C'IIlaIlalion/mainl~ of lIIditionol $lorm ""It< 
managancm praolka (i.t .. sedirnem/1eltli,,& ponds., check danu. sih fcnc:n. r1nW bait ~crs. 
perimeter he""s. IUIIOII diwnion ,,1\IctUfn) ..... here .pprop;a1c. The MSGP rolso ""lui"", 
preparation 11><1 impltmenillion (If. n:dlllllLtion pi"" for lhe ,it~. 

The NI'DES SIOmi W'l~r /.1ulll·5«tOI Gmcmll'trmit fOI lndu,trial AClivilie! ( I>1SGI') was IC
i"ued cffecli"e September 29. 2008 (sec r od ... l Rtlll.tr.lVol. 73. No. 189/Mo nd.y. 
Seple",bo. n. 2()(1S Pi. ~6~n), The MSGI'. N(I!icc (If InlC'n1 (NO!). fCI Sh«I.1I><I f.dmll 
Rclliiter IIOtic:e CWl be: do"nloW<:d at: htJP;l/cfoob cQf,aoylopdc!ls!ormwtlcrlm5NMfm 

filllily. USEPA requires illdividual NPO£S pennit oovtflllC! for di~ of process 
VI"aSI ....... Jm;, ~ pennilllypically eonUoin bo!h itChnolog)' and ..... tCf quality based em"""'l 
!'milS. Slmpli", requiremenlS. t1C.. NPDES n'J,ulalioRS at 40 erR Pin 121.44(d) require tJw 
NPDES pt'rmill include em_ limill necC$Sllf)' 10 cbi.'~ ..... tn qualily -.dardr eslabllsbtd 
unda §)O) In U.S.C. Il l) - W.iCf' Quality S1aOdan1s and lmplcnwntation PIam) of!hl: ftdc>1d 
Ckan Wiler Act (CWA). includi,,& Stat. lWTIIi.'. eriltria for .vater quality. 40 CFR Pan 
122.4{i) requires !hal I disc....., nO! ~U'*' or c:onlribute 10 u.e violation of "'aiCf' qualily 
SIandards." The New Mc:<ico Wit .... QlWilY Control CommiJ.sion (WQCC) has adopted surface 
WIller quality ~ I.lnCkr .utbO!ity (If the New Mui<:o Walft Quality Act [Chapler 74. 
"r1kle (, NMSAJ pu",ulLIl1 10 CW" f 303. ",ilkh In' codified IlS Smndar<h frN I""mol' and 
Inlro/lole Suifoc. Ware". 10,6..1 NMAC. 

) 

~I= in lbe ... bntil1.1'1I,lflhl. busi_ ~ the delinitioo ofre&\llaLOd indoacrial .eli,ily, iL Will 
req~i1e ilWfOp"iluc NPOES pmnil ~ovc: .... S~ prior 10 klliMin& o",,"Lions. 

AmOIIg oWr 1hiIIv. Lhi. pmnil abo requiro tha1 • SWI'I'I' be prq.red for "'" siu. ond tha1 
-.ppropriau- Ik'S1 MDnaim1m1 Prac1kes (aMi's) be imulltd ond maitUained 10 pm'ml, 10 "'" 
""leN pm:liabk, pOIluUlnIS In SlOnn "'3Ier runoff from r.uerina wakTS of"," U.S. A SWPPP 
ohould indudr such Lhinp a:: 

A dtS(tiplloo of potenTial poliurul ..,0"'05 - inchKlfs such lhinp ... silt Imp. 1111 
idmriflCalioa of Iho lypn of poliulanlS WI are likdy 10 br pre>ent In SlOnn .. "II<.'r disd .... ces. 1111 
invrnl"'1' of 1"" L)1IO'$ of ma,eriall handled II Lhr: ,;1C !haL poLen,ially may be c~poIed 10 
prrcipiLaLion. I 1isl of si",lflC1II11 lpills and Ieab of oil, l(ntie or h&r.ardouI: pollu1lll1lJ, sampHnB 
daLa, I nlml1ivc: ckxription of the poLen'iai pollu1allL 1OIU'o:" frum ~iI1( loI;tivilM:, .1 the 
focilily (i ,e .. pumpin& optflllionJ, road c:onsIt\IC1ion ..... ,., maL~ri.lILOI1l~.nd luuldling. ma.~rial 
IranspoMalion. rudin& ",Ill DLber equipmcm maintenance). and idc"lili~.Li<>n of $pecili~ poLenlial 
poliuLants (i.e .. dUSL, Lotal I~oded solids., lOW dissolved $011",. Lwbidi,y, pll. nill'111es. oil. 
&n:ase. eLhylme aJycqI.lr ... vy meLalJ, ""'ion""lides. and othc"l1l); and 

A d=tiplion or . ppnopmlt ratUurff .nd .onlrob - inclllCks the Lype and locaIion or 
uisti"l and pR>pOSed non·swellnl ond SlnoetunI best mana;cmmt prKtkcs (oMPs) selected 
for each or the are ...... hom: IndlWrial mau.riaI. or .,LiviLi" are "",posed 10 1\OnI1 _ . NOlI
IlrUC:Lural and IlrUC:TInl OMP. 10 be dcJcribod and iltlplC'rTlCnLOd incMk such LhifllS .. ,rod 
hoosd:«pinl- pm-"alti...., rn.Inlonarocc. spill pm"Ultion ond mponsc proc:f<lwu. periodiL: 
inspraiont, cmplo)"tt mn ..... reconI k"";na. "",,"Slann .... ,eL cVllillauons and ceniflCl.liona, 
sediment on<! crc>sion _1101 ... .... eU .. implC'rTlCntatiorllnWnlmanoL' of lI1diLiOlW SInm> "-.!Cf 

rnanagem<"III pn<lkel O.c .. lCdimentJJe1Llilli ponds. clw:ck clarns.1l1l fm:n, IIl"f;w bt.k barrim. 
perimc1n berms, runon dlvcnioa Jll\Ictum) . .. +.en: appropiatc. The MSGP also requi .... 
preparation and impkmcntalion of a reclamali"" plan for Ihr: sile. 

The NI'D!;8 SlOml Wit'" Mulll-8ttlOr O<ncl/Ill'"nnil for Induslnal A~I; .. ;tlu (MSOr) was rci"""" effeclive September 29. 2008 (= Ffd .... ROllilltr,lVo'. 1J. No. 189lMo nd oy. 
Stpl.",bcc 19, 2008 Pi. S6H2). Tho MSGP. NOIitt of InL<nL {NOI), Fact SIreL:I. and Fcdera! 
1k&i.1C, fIOLk. CIlII be do .. nlorodN .1: hllP:lfcfwb cp'.l!oyiopds!ls!ormwttqim'MMfm 

finally, US~:PA requi...,. individual NPDES pmniL oovcn.ge for di~ of proctSS 

"'aSlMO .. 1CTl. Thr:sc pmnill Typically eonLain boLh Ltdmoloa.r ond .......cr quality bucd cmu<n' 
limiLS, samplin& requirr:mmts. t1C. NPOES rr:gulaIioRs aI 40 CFR I'Ifl 122.44(d) require !hal 
NPDES permits iuo:llKlc .mUeL\t limill necessary 10 .,hi.,~ ""1Cf quali\y -..bnb nublisbfd 
under § }O) III U.S.c. I) 11 - Wa1(f Quality SLaDdanIs and Implcnlcnwion PllnJj of the fl:dctal 
Clc:ato Waler AeL (CWA). iuo:ludin& StaLe LWnIi"t eri""';. for _ qualil)'_ 40 CfR Pan 
122A{i) require:ll thai • dixlwp not ~cau« or conlribuLc 10 "'" violation of .... ter" qualily 
5laIIdards.~ The Nrw Moko Wiler QlWil)' Control Comrru"';on (WQCC) h.u odt>pIed surface 
\\'aIcr quality standa«IJ under 'ULhoriI), of Lhr: New Moico W.l., QualII)' ""'I ICI\apL ... 74. 
Articl. (; NMSAj pur.lUlnt In CWA I 303. wtUclr "'" rodifleLl u Surndanll ~ 1f"~r"SI(Ju (",d 
/IITrosml' Swrfou Wmerl. 10,6.-1 ""MAC. 
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R.tgardh, .. of ,,;hether or not an NPOES ptrmit has betn issued, state sUfface watCT quality 
standards must be met .t all timO$ and violation of these Standards (If<: enforced by tile New 
Me.ico ""vi. """",nt Department Wlder authority of the N~w Mexico Wate.Qll/Ility Act 

! hopt this information is helpfuL 

$ir>een:ly. 

Goo.gia Clne.ley 
NM£D Fil~ .3083 

, 

R.egardlCSII of whelhc, or no! an NPOES permit has been issued. Sta1e surface walor quality 
stand.u'dl muO! be mel al all tin, .. and viol~lion of these Standard, aT<: cnfon;e<\ by the New 
M •• ico Envi.oruncnl Depanmc:nl under authority of the New Mexico Wal •• Qll/Ilily Act 

! hope: this information is helpful. 

Sil>Wely. 

Georgia Cl.".,ley 
NMED I'il. non 

• 

RegardlCSII of whelhc, or no! an NPOES permit has been issued. Sta1e surface wa10r qualilY 
uanduds mull be mol a1 all times and "iol~lion of 1hese Standanl, aT<: cnfon;e<\ by lhc Now 
M.~ico ""vi.oruncnl Depanmcn1 andet authori1y of the Ne,.. Mexico Wal •• Qualily Act 

! hope: this infonn.,;on is helpful. 

Sil>Wely. 

Georgia CI.".,loy 
NMED File non 

• 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEcnON ACF.NCY 
RECION6 

Mr. Steve LafliD 
Pruidenl and CEO 
Intemalional Isotope$. IDe. 
4137 CoIllll!C"1"CC Circle 
Idaho Fall s, 10 8341)1 

1445 ROSS AVENUE,surrt 1200 
DALLAS, TX 75102-1733 

Ikffmbn 15,2009 

The Environmen.!al Protection Agency (EPA) Relion 6 has received your 
correspondence, dilled OelObcr 20, 2009, re<:)ues\ing review of the propo5Cd projeCI{S). In 
IIOOOrdante with the National Environmen!al Poliey Ao;:I, and under S«tion 309 oflbc Clean Air 
A<:I,our agmcy has dctenniDed thai DO comments an: I>eCeSSary a11his: time. However, EPA 
would like 10 be placed on the mailinS lilllO receive notifieations aDd updates reprdina \bi$ 

project, as they become ' ..... ilable. 

Please noIe thai the proposed projeet(s) may be subi"! 10 other federal, stale aDd local 
reguialicms. Thank)'O\l for your coordination aDd cIon'\ bcsiwe 10 COIltKt me, C.uhy Gilmore, .II 
214-665-6766 or gilmore.catby@eJIILiOVshould)'O\lhaveanyqUC$lionsreprdinath"le\ICr. 

Si&f&,~ 
Cathy Gilmore, Chief 
Office of Planning and CoonIination 
Compliance Assurance Ind EnfOl«menl Division 

lJI'Io'lTED STATES £1'I'\'lRONME."lTAL. PROTECTION ACF.NCY 
RECION6 

/I.'lr. SteVe WiD 
Pruideat and CEO 
Intemalion&! IsoIopcs, Ioc. 
4137 Comrm"1'« Ci",l~ 
Jdaho filiI. 10 83401 

Dar Mr. WiD: 

1~4 5 ROSS AVENUE, SUITt 1200 
DALLAS, TX 75102-2733 

The Envirorunenll.l Protection Agency (EP AJ Re-gion 6 bas rueivaJ your 
correspondence, dated OetObcr 20, 2009, ~uesting review of the prOpOsed projec!(').1n 
aceonIante with the National EnvironmcDlIl Policy AI;\, .od under Section 309 ofllM: Clean Air 
AI;\, our agme)' has dctcnnined that DO comments are necessary AI this lime. Howcvn, EPA 
,,""Ould like 10 be pllloOCd on themailiD8listlo receivenotitie.uions.llld updalcs reprdina \his 
project, as they become .""ilable. 

Please nom that the proposed project(l) may be S'l.tbjecl. to other federal, state.od local 
regulatioBl. Thank)'O\l f« )'CUI" aIOrdUwian and don', besibU 10 contaC!. me. Cathy Gilmore, at 
214-665-6766 or gilmore. .... thY@epL8OVlbou!dyouMveanyqUl:Sllon,repnlinalhl$lmer. 

s~~~"-'-
Cathy Gilmore. Chief 
Office of Planning and Coordination 
CompliAnce Assurance.od Enforcement Divi5ion 

lJI'Io1TED STATES £I'\'\' IRONME."lTAL PROTECTION ACF.NCY 
RECIOX6 

/l.tr. SteVe WiD 
~landCEO 
lntcmalionallso\opcs. lnt. 
4137 Comrmru: Qro::le 
ldahe filiI. 10 &3401 

Dear Mr. LaIlin; 

1445 ROSS A VE Nt1£, SUITE 1200 
DALLAS, TX 75102-2733 

The &"'ircnrnrnlol ProtccticnA&eney (EPA) Re-gion 6 has rucivcd your 
correspcndenc(, doted D<:lObcr 20, 2009, re<juuUng review efthe proposed projce!.{,). In 
acconIante with the NatlOllol EnvirDnrr\(Qw Pelicy ACI, and under Section 309 of the Cleac Air 
A(1,our I£mC)' has dctmnincd!hat DO c.omments ate neec:uary 1I this lime. ~,EPA 
, .... ould like 10 be placed on the mailina list 10 =e;\"c notitieatiOIl$...,;I updates reprdina \hi$ 
project, as they beoome .""iiable. 

P!uscnote \hal the proposed proj«t(l) may be lubjcellO oIhe! fedentl,lWe ...,;IlccaI 
~gulatiolll. Thank)'O\l. f«)'OUI" """"'inIIioo and don'] awe 10 COIItae!. me, Cathy Oilmore, aI 

214-665-6766 or giJmore..eothy@q>LJOVlhouldyouhavelll)'quesllonllrepnlina!hitletter. 

sc;~~ 
Cathy Oitmore, Chief 
Office of Planning ...,;I Coordiruuion 
Compliance Assw"aIIU and Enforeement Divi5ion 
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