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Approach to Environmental Review 
This teleconference called was led by EPA Region 9 and was intended to introduce the 
environmental review (ER) process for the future license amendment request to transfer 
mine waste from the Northeast Church Rock Mine to the UNC Church Rock Mill site 
(License No. SUA-1475). The discussion included the similarities and differences in 
approach between EPA and NRC. The CERCLA and NEPA processes are similar in 
many respects, but because there are some significant procedural and substantive 
differences between the two, integration of the two processes is not entirely 
straightforward. The differences are primarily in the areas of underlying philosophy and 
purpose, scope, specific procedures and in the meaning of terms that are common to 
the two statutes. Successful completion of an integrated process will require the 
involvement of a multi-disciplinary team with experience in both CERCLA and NEPA. 

The NRC's guidance document that outlines the process for fulfilling the NEPA 
requirements is outlined in the NRC document NUREG 1748 entitled Environmental 
Review Guidance for Licensing Actions Associated with NMSS Programs (NRC, 2003). 

GE/UNC asked what remaining environmental review is required for the CERCLA 
removal action on the Northeast Church Rock Mine since the EPA removal action 
selection process is considered the equivalency of the NEPA process. EPA Region 9 
indicated an interest in presenting their ER of the Northeast Church Rock Mine in a 
similar way to how NRC presents their information. NRC said they are in the process of 
an internal review to discuss the NEPA ER scope and that NRC will continue to talk to 
EPA to consider EPA's focus and to coordinate on this project. NRC is considering 
whether they should focus on the selected alternative (placement of the mine waste at 
the mill site) or should the ER consider all the alternatives included in the EPA Region 
9's EE/CA. NRC also indicated that the ER may be an "exhaustive" consideration of 
impacts and the timeline may be about the same for an EA as for an EIS. Key items 
that need to be determined prior to proceeding with the ER include: 

• Shall it encompass the mine and the mill sites, as well as surrounding areas, 
and to what extent? 

• What are the significant environmental issues/resources that have not already 
been addressed by existing documents? 

• Will it encompass alternatives beyond the selected alternative? 
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Environmental Requirements Summary Table 
Reviewed the draft Environmental Requirements Summary Table (attached) and 
discussed applicable resource areas, applicable regulations and consultations, existing 
data, and potential data or information gaps. MWH stated the ER table was based on 
NRC's NEPA process, as described in NUREG-1748. 

To the extent possible, to streamline the process and the schedule, GE recommends 
using existing data from both the mine site (e.g., removal site evaluation results, EEICA 
and the interim removal actions), if applicable, and the mill site (e.g., existing geologic 
data). This approach is consistent with NUREG 17 48, Section 1.6, Utilizing Existing 
Environmental Analyses, which states: Existing environmental analvses should be 
considered to evaluate impacts associated with a proposed action to the extent possible 
and appropriate. This approach builds on work that has already been done, avoids 
redundancy, and provides a coherent and logical record of the analytical and decision 
making process. 

The above statement highlights the acceptable use of existing information, such as the 
results of the interim removal actions that have been undertaken at the NECR mine site, 
under which impacts were successfully mitigated through the removal action design and 
implementation, demonstrating that further exhaustive, time-consuming study is not 
necessary. While the NRC acknowledged that existing environmer)tal analyses should 
be considered, information such as is included the historical Environmental Report 
(UNC, 1975) would need to be updated for items such as use of water and socio
economics. For example land use under NEPA considers the range and context (e.g., 
immediate area) and how the actual time-frame of the project may impact land use. 
Other issues briefly mentioned included transportation studies and baseline air 
monitoring during construction. 

In determining the scope of the ER, it is important to note that in NUREG 1748, Chapter 
6, it states: The ER should present a detailed and thorough description of each 
affected resource for evaluation of potential impacts to the environment. It mav not be 
necessarv for every resource to receive the same level of detailed review and every 
action may not require all the information discussed in this chapter. The NRC as a 
reminder indicated that the information submitted in fulfillment of NEPA for the ER must 
be up-to-date. 

In its cursory review of the Environmental Requirements Summary Table (attached), the 
NRC noted, for example, that environmental justice was not considered to be an issue. 
However, the argument could be made that the addition of mine waste to the existing 
tailings disposal area is an environmental justice issue under NEPA. The NRC clarified 
that the UNC Church Rock Mill license boundary is all of the privately owned land 
subject to the license (i.e., Sections 2 and 36). Thus the ER supplemental data gaps 
report should not be narrowly focused on the impact to the tailings disposal area, but to 
consider the entire NRC licensed boundary of the UNC Church Rock Mill Site. 

As an example of an element of the removal action that is unrelated to placement of the 
mine spoils at the UNC Church Rock Mill, GE referenced the transportation of Principle 
Threat Waste (PTW), which was evaluated by EPA as part of the EEICA and therefore 
should not be part of the NRC NEPA process, since it will not be deposited on the mill 
site. 

NEPAICERCLA Timeline 
EPA Region 9 has completed the following steps relative to the CERCLA action at the 
NECR mine site: 
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1. Approved the Removal Site Evaluation Report, Northeast Church Rock Mine 
Site (October 1, 2007), as well as subsequent supplemental Removal Site 
Evaluation reports for the mine site. These reports provide a detailed 
characterization of the site conditions, as well as a summary of historical mining 
operations, surrounding land use, geology, surface waters and site conditions. 

2. Published the final Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis, Northeast Church 
Rock Mine Site (May 30, 2009), which considered various removal action 
alternatives and evaluated the alternatives relative to the nine CERCLA criteria 

3. Published the Action Memorandum: Request for Non-Time Critical Removal 
Action at the Northeast Church Rock Mine Site (September 29, 2011 ). This 
memorandum describes the selected alternative to address releases of uranium 
and Ra-226 in mine waste and soils at concentrations that exceed the Action 
Levels. 

4. Held multiple public information/consultation meetings with members of the 
regional and local communities and other interested parties. 

EPA Region 6 published the final United Nuclear Corporation Superfund Site U.S. EPA 
Region 6 Surface Soil Operable Unit Proposed Plan (July 20, 2012), which also 
evaluated no action and the removal action alternative selected by. Region 9 (EPA, 
9/29/11 ). 

NRC indicated that the ER process will be thorough and include deliverables outlined in 
NUREG 1748. In addition, the NRC's license amendment process will include a public 
participation process. Both the NRC and EPA-Region 9 are currently evaluating their 
ER processes to ensure that the data gathered by UNC/GE satisfies both the needs of 
the NRC in fulfillment of NEPA and the EPA's in meeting the CERCLA equivalency of 
NEPA. EPA Region 9 suggested completing a cross-walk of the CERCLA process 
using NUREG-1748. Both the NRC and EPA agreed that further interagency 
discussions would be required to coordinate their ER processes before being able to 
provide guidance to the licensee. 

The scope of the ER needs to be established before GE can determine what additional 
data and environmental studies are necessary to support the ER. EPA Region 9 
suggested that the various regulatory and interest agencies be consulted before any 
surveys or studies are undertaken to assure that all consultation requirements are 
addressed. GE asked which agency will do the consultations, such as for NHPA 
Section 106, ESA section 7, CWA Section 404, and that they would continue to work on 
determining the data needs and develop a data gaps report. In order to allow timely 
implementation of the final removal action, GE recommended that the agencies 
establish the scope of the ER in the near term to potentially allow additional data 
collection and studies to be erformed in s rin /summer 2013. 
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Action Items 

Item Description Action By 

1 Review and provide comments on the draft Environmental 
NRC, EPA Requirements Summary Table 

2 Develop a cross-walk to NUREG 1748 EPA Region 9 

Next Meeting: January 2013 conference call to be scheduled by EPA 9 

Attachments: Draft Environmental Requirements Summary Table 

Distribution: Attendees (see above) 
Roy Blickwedel, GE 
Larry Bush, UNC 
Steve Dwyer, Dwyer Engineering 
Clint Strachan, MWH 
Eileen Dornfest, MWH 
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action should allow unrestricted reuse. 
NMDOT regs Known haul route for Mine spoils to repository Traffic disruption only along haul route to repository, and to - Traffic study a lor 

PTW disposaVprocessing facility repository . 
- Determine haul r 

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act (SMCRA) - TBD Numerous geologic and seismic studies through 1981 - Mine site: restore remaining ecosystem None 
- Mill site: none 

- CWA Section 401, 402 and 404 Shoemaker (1974) Erosion & sedimentation during construction and - Updated downst 
- NM Water Quality, Ground and Surface Water Protections (20.6.2 Potential post-1974 studies & monitoring reports maintenance. - Current water Ql 

NMAC) and (20.6.4 NMAC) - Estimate of sedir 
- Storm water BMPs per EPA Publication EPA/832/R-92006 - Source and amo 

Executive Order 11988 ER report includes a max. flood volume by comparison to the Rio Consider potential flood frequency and flood control None 
Puerco. measures. 

- NM Water Quality, Ground and Surface Water Protections (20.6.2 - Numerous site-specific groundwater investigation, remediation No impact anticipated None 
NMAC) and monitoring reports. 
- Federal Water QualitY Standards CCFR 131) - NECR Reoional Groundwater Assessment (EPA 9/20/11) 
- NM Fish & Game wildlife conservation (19.21.2 NMAC) Mine site veg & wildlife survey (baseline and reference areas) Mine -yes Mill site veg & wile 
-Consultation with USFWS Mill - no (except possibly borrow sources, but all on UNC land) 

-Federal Clean Air Act (40CFR Part 61) -Regional prevailing wind direction Nuisance dust and rads in air during construction Baseline air qualit 
- NM Air Quality (20.2 NMAC). - Mill site wind rose data Radon flux from repository 

- Background data from mine (IRA EDRA) 
Federal, State or County noise standards IRA & EDRA construction During construction heavy equipment and trucking noise. None 

- NHPA Section 106 Navajo Nation Historic Preservation Department records with Mine site only. - Survey of mine s 
- NM Cultural Properties Act NMSA 1978 Compliance Review Section and Traditional Cultural Program Mill: restricted to previously disturbed areas on UNC land, - Survey of borroy 
- 43CFR Parts 7 and 10 (ARPA & NAGPRA) consider borrow pits. 
-42 USC 1996et seq. (AIRFA) 

Pre-design of repository Mill: new facility on exiting tailings cell - Final 3D renderir 
l<see EPA Non-Team Critical Action Memo) Mine: none - Identification of I 
-1980 census and county info. Report. No impact anticipated Current demogra~ 
- EEICA and NTC Removal Action Memorandum 

-rads) 
- OSWER Directive 9200.4-18NM (1 OCFR Part 20) Ra-226 and U concentrations in Mine spoils. Background and PTW transport to offsite facility PTW potential ex1 
-Standards for Protection Against Radiation (20.3.14 NMAC). construction air monitoring data from mine. 1996 mill site flux Perimeter exposures to public during construction 

evaluation. Worlcer health and safety 
NM Regulation of Non-coal mining, restoration and closeout, (19.1 0 nla None None 
NMAC) 

EEICA evaluations and public involvement process, NTC No impact anticipated 
Removal Action Memorandum 

- Hazardous materials/shipping regs (49CFR Parts 171, 172, ·173) Mine spoils characterization (RSE) data No hazardous waste anticipated None 
- RCRA Subtitle C 
- UMTRCA (49 CFR 192) 
- NM Hazardous Waste Act (20.4 NMAC) 

- RCRA Subtitle D Mine spoils characterization (RSE) data Construction only Plan for off-site trc 
- NM Solids Waste Act (20.9 NMAC) PTW disposal 

--- -

:e for Licensing Actions Associated with NMSS Programs 
'NUREG-1748 guidance. Environmental review of the areas outside the licensed area (mine site removal and restoration, haul route and PTW disposal), has been performed as part of CERCLA evaluation process ar 

Many of the cited regulations are not ARARS. 


