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‘ 4.5.12 Special Maintenance Practices Used in Important Habitats

No important habitats (e.g., marshes, natural areas, bogs) have been identified within the 133.4

ha (330 acres) CISF. Therefore, no special maintenance practices are proposed.

4.5.13 Wildlife Management Practices

Several best management practices to limit or minimize impacts to existing wildlife habitat in

association with the CISF will be included. These best management practices include:

e Use of design and BMPs to minimize the construction footprint to the extent possible

e Site stabilization practices to reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation

e When possible, leave open areas undisturbed, including areas of native grasses and
shrubs for the benefit of wildlife

e The use of native plant species tore-vegetate disturbed areas to enhance wildlife habitat

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 proposed CISF. These practices and procedures include the use of
BMPs, minimizing the€onstruction footprint to the extent possible, avoiding all direct discharge
(including storm water) to any waters of the U.'S., the protection of all undisturbed naturalized
areas, and site stabilization pragctices to reduce the potential for erosion and sedimentation. The
use of native plant species to re-vegetate disturbed areas will enhance and maximize the
opportunity for native wildlife habitat to be reestablished at the site.

RAI AQ-4
4.6 AIRQUALITY IMPACTS

'-The greatest expécted. air quality’ impacts would be attributed to products of combustion from

construction and edfthinoving equipment and fugitive dust involved in site preparation and
‘truction. Air qu.impacts from construction site preparation for the proposed CISF were
evaliiated using AERMOD version 15181 to determine hourly impacts and emission rates
quantified for these sources. Emission rates for products of combustion and fugitive dust were
calculated"Using emission factors provided in AP-42, the EPA’s Compilation of Air Pollutant
Emission Factors (EPA, 1995), and the most recent emissions standards from the EPA with

regard to on-road and non-road engines. Emission rates for construction activities were
‘ estimated for a 10-hour workday assuming peak construction activity levels were maintained for

Page 4-41 Revision 3



INTERIM STORAGE PARTNERS LLC CHAPTER 4
ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

approximately eight months of the year. The calculated impacts of emissions of products of
combustion and fugitive dust are compared to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) and are presented in Table 4.6-1 and Table 4.6-2 for construction activitiés. and Table
4.6-3 for operations activities.

Fugitive dust emissions were estimated using an AP-42 emission factor for €onstruction site
preparation that was adjusted to account for dust suppression meastres (p‘Q's Rock
Crushing Plant Emission Calculation Workbook) and the fractionfef total suspended patticulate
that is expected to be in the range of particulates less than ml to 10 micrometers _[n
diameter and 2.5 micrometers (PM,s) in diameter. Emissions were modeled as a point sourcé
for engines and a series of volume sources for fugit‘st with emisSiohs occurring 10 hours
per day, 5 days per week, and 34.5 weeks per y&‘issiq' criteria pollutants from
construction activities are below the NAAQS.

Construction and operation emissions lifetime:totals are shown in Table 4.6-4.

Air quality impacts are expected to be highést during phasé .of constriction, with subsequent
phases of construction having less emissionshOperafional emissions would be intermittent and
would not be expected toscohtribute to an exceéedance of any ambient air quality standard, as
shown in Table 4.6-3.Visibility impacts during eonstruction would be minimal and water spray
dust suppressants would be usedto help minimize Visibility impacts. During operation, there are

no anticipated visibility impacts! The.proposed CISF would be designed and constructed in a

manner that would minimizé the quantity of radioactive wastes and contaminated equipment,

and facilitate the removal of radioactive wastes and contaminated materials at the time the
proposed CISF. is permanently decommissioned pursuant to 10 CFR 72.130, Criteria for
decommissioning. At the time of license termination, the site would be released for unrestricted
use in accordance with 10 CFR 20, Subpart E, and the site would be abandoned in place.
Therefore, the impactto air quality during decommissioning would be negligible, if any at all.
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Table 4.6-1
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration — Phase 1
(5 pages)
1-Hour NO2, SO2, and CO NAAQS
1-hr 1-hr 1-hr NO21 S02 co
NOx S02 co AERMOD NO2? NO2 AERMOD Cco4 co
Emission Emission | Emission 1-hour Background Total 1-hour S02 1-hour Background Total 1-hour
Emissions Rate Rate Rate Unit Impact Concentration | Impact NAAQS Meets Tofal Impact | NAAQS Meets Concentration Impact NAAQS Meets
Phase Source (Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) (Ibhhr) | ([ug/m*Yfib/hr]) (ug/m’) (ug/m’) | (ug/m’) | NAAQS? | (pg/m®) NAAQS? (pg/m®) (ug/m?) | (ug/m’) | NAAQS?
Earthwork HHT 0.62 2.87 9.35 14.52 8.94 46.30 150.86
EM 575 2.05 6.68 12.88 74.11 14.31 29.34 95.59
Total 83.05 75, 246.45
Cask Bldg PT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 15.46 15.46 41.32
RMT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 15.46 15.46 41.32
CE 4.60 1.64 5.34 13.92 64.06 15.46 . 15.46 82.64
EM 2.88 1.03 3.34 12.88 37.05 14.31 4.67 14.31 47.80
Total 68.96 50.72 165.28
Admin
Bldg PT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 15.46 8 15.46 41.32
RMT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 6 15.46 41.32
CE 4.60 1.64 5.34 13.92 64.06 15.46 82.64
EM 2.88 1.03 3.34 12.88 37.05 1 14.31 47.80
Total 68.96 50. 165.28
SNF Pad PT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 15.46 12.68 15.46 41.32
RMT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 15.46 8 15.46 41.32
EM 8575 2.05 6.68 12.88 74.11 14.31 .34 14.31 95.59
Total 79.01 .70 178.23
Protected HHT 0.15 0.72 2.34 14.52 2 1157 16.13 3771
Area EM 575 2.05 6.68 12.88 29.34 14.31 95.59
Total 40.91 133.31
Total® 26.2 155.35 ﬁ[ YES 22.80 101.44 196 YES 343.60 674.15 40,000 YES
NOTES:
1.  AERMOD ARM2 NOx/NO2 method used to determine 1-hour unit impact.
2. Based on 1-hour NO2 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ El Paso Ascarate Park SE Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly maximumyAugust 2019
3. Based on 1-hour SO2 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ Big Spring Midway Ambient Monitoring.Station, monthly average, August 2019
4. Based on 1-hour CO readings of monitoring data - TCEQ El Paso Ojo De Agua Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly maximum, August 2019
5. Impacts take into account the maximum of General Earthwork, the sum of Cask and Admin Building operations, and the sum of SNF Pad and Protected Area construction.
Page 4-43 Revision 3

All Indicated Changes are in response to RAlI AQ-4




INTERIM STORAGE PARTNERS LLC CHAPTER 4

ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT
Table 4.6-1
‘ NAAQS Compliance Demonstration - Phase 1
(5 pages)
3-Hour SO2 NAAQS
1-hr
s02 S02
Emission 3-hr Total 3-Hour
Emissions Rate Unit Impact Ba d Impact NAAQS
Phase Source (Ib/hr) ((ug/m’J[Ib/hr]) C‘on g (ug/m’) (vg/m’) N&_
Earthwork HHT 2.87 15.85 , 4548
EM 2.05 14.14 2898
Total 7446
Cask Bldg PT 0.82 15.14 1 12.41
RMT 0.82 15.14 12.41
CE 1.64 15.14 , 24.82
EM 1.03 _ 1414 1449
1 Total _ 49.64
Admin Bldg PT 0.82 1514 ilica 12.41
RMT 0.82 1544 | 12.41
CE 1.64 15.14_ 24.82
‘ EM 1.03 1414 14.49
i 7 Total 49.64
SNF Pad PT 0.82 1514 12.41
RMT 0.82 15.14 12.41
EM 2.05 14.14 28.98
| Total 53.80
Protected HHT 0.72 15.85 11.37
Area EM y i 14.14 28.98
i Total 40.35
Total 1 ) 22.8 122.09 1,300 YES
NOTE!
14 Based on 1-hour SO2 readings of monitoring data = TCEQ.Big Spring Midway Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly average, August 2019
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Table 4.6-1
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration - Phase 1
(5 pages)
8-Hour CO NAAQS
1-hr
co co
Emission 8-hr Total
Emissions Rate Unit Impact Background Impact
Phase Source (Ib/hr) ((pg/m’Y[Ib/hr]) Concentration’ (ug/m’) &
Earthwork HHT 9.35 14.95 139.78
EM 6.68 13.38 89.40
Total 229.18
Cask Bldg B 2.67 14.45 38.62
RMT 2.67 14.45 38.62
CE 5.34 14.45 77.25
EM 3.34 13.38 y 44.70
—Toml 75449
Admin Bldg Bl 2.67 38.62
RMT 2.67 38.62
CE 5.34 7725
EM 3.34 44.70
Total 154.49
SNF Pad B 2.67 38.62
RMT 2.67 38.62
EM 6.68 89.40
Total 166.65
Protected HHT 34.94
Area EM 89.40
Total 124.35
Total ] 343.60 652.58 10,000
NOTE:

1. Based on 1-hour CO readings of monitoring data - TCEQ El Paso Ojo De Agua Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly maximum, August 2019
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Table 4.6-1
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration - Phase 1
(5 pages)
24-Hour PM2.5 NAAQS
1-hr
PM2.5 PM2.5
Emission 24-hr Total 24-Hour
Emissions Rate Unit Impact Impact NAAQS
Phase Source (Ib/hr) (pg/m’J[ib/hr]) ¥ (ug/m’)
General Excavation 0.40 23.88 A
Earthmoving
Total Z6 35 YES
NOTE: e e
1. Based on PM2.5 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ Socorro Hueco Ambient Monitoring Station, morithly avetage/ August 2019
24-Hour PM10 NAAQS
1-hr T
PM10
Emission ’al 24-Hour
Emissions Rate nd pact NAAQS Meets
Phase Source (Ib/hr) 4 m’) (ug/m’) NAAQS?
Earthwork HHT 0.03 0.34
EM 0.07 0.60
Total 0.94
Cask Bidg PT } 0.09
RMT 0.09
CE 0. 0.54
EME 0.03 0.30
& Total 0.73
Admin Bldg 0.01 0.09
0.0 0.09
0 0.54
0.30
Total 0.73
SNF Pad .01 0.09
0.01 0.09
1 EM 0.07 0.60
1 Total 0.78
T 1 11.03 0.09
a 9.06 0.60
Total 0.68
General Ex 4. 23.88 105.53
Earthmoving Total 105.53
| Total 20 128.44 150 YES

1. Based on PM10 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ El Paso Riverside Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly average, March 2019
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Table 4.6-1
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration - Phase 1
(5 pages)
Annual NO2 and PM2.5 NAAQS
1-hr
NOx NO2 Annual”® Total PM2.5 Annual’® Total
Emission Annual Background’ Impact Annual Annual Annual B 1 Impact Annual Annual
Emissions Rate Unit Impact Concentration Ratio Impact NAAQS Meets Unit Impact Conc Ratio Impact NAA Q,S Meets
Phase Source (Ib/hr) ﬂ’gg/m ]/[Ib/hr]l {Eg/m’) (1,725 hours) {Eg@t n°) @g{m’l NAAQS? Mm JIb/hr]) (1,725 hours) (pg/m ) (ug/m’) NAAQS?
Earthwork HHT 0.62 0.20 0.69
EM o] 5.00 0.20 5.67
Cask Bldg PT 0.18 5.43 0.20 0.19
RMT 0.18 5.43 0.20 0.19
CE 4.60 5.43 0.20 4.92
EM 2.88 5.00 0.20 2.83
Admin Bldg 21 0.18 5.43 0.20 0.19
RMT 0.18 5.43 0.20 0.19
CE 4.60 5.43 0.20 4.92
EM 2.88 5.00 0.20 2.83
SNF Pad PT 0.18 5.43 0.20 0.19
RMT 0.18 5.43 0.20 0.19
EM 875 5.00 0.20 5.67
Protected HHT 0.15 5.68 0.20 0.17
Area EM 575 5.00 5.67
General Excavation d 0.40 10.10 0.20 0.79
Earthmoving
Total 26.2 60.69 100 YES 7.6 8.39 15 YES
NOTES:
1. Background concentrations for annual compliance have been conservatively assumed to be equal to be the same aMg penods‘
2. Annual hours of operation are a total of 1,725 hours based on 10 hours per day, 5 days per week;34.5 weeks of operatiol ped against 8,760 hours to determine the most appropriate annual impact.
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Table 4.6-2
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration - Phases 2-8 and Operations
(4 Pages)
1-Hour NO2, SO2, and CO NAAQS
1-hr 1-hr 1-hr NO21 S02
NOx S02 co AERMOD NO22 NO2 AERMOD S02 co*# co
Emission Emission Emission 1-hour Background Total 1-hour 1-hour Total 1-hour g Background Total 1-hour
Emissions Rate Rate Rate Unit Impact Concentration | Impact | NAAQS Meets Unit Impact Impact | NAAQS Meets Concentration | Impact | NAAQS Meets
Phase Source (Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) ([pg/mYfib/hr]) (ug/m’) (ug/m®) | (ug/m’) | NAAQS? m3 (pg/m?) | (ug/m’) | NAAQS? (ug/m’) (pg/m?) | (ug/m?) | NAAQS?
SNF Pad PT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 15.4 2.68 41.32
RMT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 1 41.32
EM 575 2.05 6.68 12.88 74.11 4 14.31 95.59
Total 79.01 .70 178.23
Protected HHT 0.15 0.72 2.34 14.52 2.24 16.13 11.57 16.13 37.71
Area EM 575 2.05 6.68 12.88 74.11 14.31 29.34 14.31 95.59
Total 76.34 40.91 133.31
Storage
Module RMT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 15.46 12.68 15.46 41.31
Construction Total 2.45 i 12.68 41.31
Storage : |
Module MT 2.01 0.72 2.34 14.52 29.24 * 7 16.13 3771 |
Transport Total 29.24 7 37.71
| Y
Total® 26.2 181.55 188 I * 118.41 196 YES 343.60 655.14 | 40,000 YES
NOTES:
1. AERMOD ARM2 NOx/NO2 method used to determine 1-hour unit impact.
2. Based on 1-hour NO2 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ El Paso Ascarate Park SE Ambient Monitoririg Station, monthly maximum, August 2019
3. Based on 1-hour SO2 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ Big Spring Midway Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly average, August 2019
4. Based on 1-hour CO readings of monitoring data - TCEQ El Paso Ojo De Agua Ambient Monitorifig Station, monthly maximum, August 2019
5. Impacts take into account the maximum of the sum of the sum of SNF Pad and Protected Ared construction and the sum of Storage Module Construction and Transport emissions.
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Table 4.6-2
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration - Phases 2-8 and Operations
(4 Pages)
3-Hour SO2 NAAQS
1-hr
S02 S02
Emission 3-hr Total 3-Hour
Emissions Rate Unit Impact Ba Impact NAAQS
Phase Source (Ib/hr) (pg/m’}[ib/hr]) c on’ (ug/m’) (ug/m’)
SNF Pad PT 0.82 15.14 .41
RMT 0.82 15.14 1
EM 2.05 14.14 8
Jotal .80
Protected HHT 0.72 15.85 A _ 11.37
Area EM 2.05 14.14 ; 28.98
40.35
Storage Module RMT 0.82 15.14 12.41
Construction Total 12.41
Storage Module MT 0.72 * 11.37
Transport i Total 11.37
Total 1 228 95 1,300 YES
NOTE:
1. Based on 1-hour SO2 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ Big Spring Midway Ambient Monitorifig Station, monthly average, August 2019
8-Hour CO NAAQS
“1-hr
co co
Emission 8-hr Total 8-hr
ns Rate Unit Impact Background Impact NAAQS Meets
Phase rce (1 ([ug/m’J[1b/hr]) Concentration ' (ug/m’) (ug/m’) NAAQS?
SNF Pad T 45 38.62
38.62
89.40
Total 166.65
Protected HHT 2.34 14.95 34.94
A EM 6.68 13.38 89.40
Total 124.35
MT *g 14.45 38.62
ruction Total 38.62
Storage Module ! é 14.95 34.94
Transport Total 34.94
| Total 343.60 634.59 10,000 YES
NOTE:

1.4 Based.on 1-hour CO readings of monitoring data - TCEQ El Paso Ojo De Agua Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly maximum, August 2019
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Table 4.6-2
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration - Phases 2-8 and Operations
(4 Pages)
24-Hour PM2.5 NAAQS
1-hr
PM2.5 PM2.5
Emission 24-hr Total 24-Hour
Emissions Rate Unit Impact NAAQS
Phase Source (Ib/hr) m’J/[Ib/hr]) (pg/m’)
General Excavation 0.01 23.88
Earthmoving
Total 76 35 YES
NOTE:
1. Based on PM2.5 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ Socorro Hueco Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly average] August 2019
24-Hour PM10 NAAQS
1-hr
PM10
Emission 24-Hour
Emissions Rate d act NAAQS Meets
Phase Source (Ib/hr) i (ug/n’) (ug/m’) NAAQS?
SNF Pad Bl 0.01 0.09
RMT 0.01 ; 0.09
EM 7 0.60
Total 0.78
Protected HHT 11.03 0.09
Area EM 0. 9.06 0.60
Total 0.68
General Ew 0.12 23.88 2.76
Earthmoving Total 2.76
| 4
Storage Module ? 001 34 0.09
Construction Total 0.09
Storage Module * .02 11. 0.25
Transport Total 0.25
Total 20 24.22 150 YES
NOTE:
14" Based on PM10 readings of monitori ) El Paso Riverside Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly average, March 2019
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Table 4.6-2
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration - Phases 2-8 and Operations
(4 Pages)
Annual NO2 and PM2.5 NAAQS
1-hr |
NOx NO2 Total PM2.5 Annual’® Total |
Emission Annual Background’ Annual? Annual Annual ion Annual Impact Annual Annual
Emissions Rate Unit Impact Concentration Impact Impact NAAQS Mee Rate Unit Impact Ratio Impact NAA 038 Meets
Phase Source (Ib/hr) ([ug/m’J[Ib/hr]) (ug/m’) Ratio (ug/m’) (ug/m’) | NAA (Ib/hr) ([ug/m’YIb/hr]) (1,725 hours) | (ug/m’) | (ug/m’) | NAAQS?
SNF Pad = 4 0.18 5.43 0.20 0.19
RMT 0.18 5.43 0.20 0.19
EM 575 5.00 0.20 5.67
Protected HHT 0.15 5.68 0.20 0.17
Area EM 5.75 5.00 0.20 5.67
General Excavation 10.10 0.20 0.02
Earthmoving
Storage Module RMT 0.18 5.43 0.29 0.27
Construction
Storage Module MT 2.01 5.00 0.29 2.87
Transport N =
Total 26.2 41.23 ' * YES 7.6 7.62 15 YES
NOTES: -
1. Background concentrations for annual compliance have been conservatively assumed to be equal to be'the same as those of shorter averaging periods,
2. Annual hours of operation are a total of 1,725 and 2,500 hours based on 10 hours per day, 5 days pérweek, 34.5 weeks of construction and 10 hours per day, 5 days per week, 50 weeks per year of operations.
This has been ratioed against 8,760 hours to determine the most appropriate annual impact.
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Table 4.6-3
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration — Operations
(3 Pages)
1-Hour NO2, SO2, and CO NAAQS
1-hr 1-hr 1-hr NO21 S02 co
NOx S02 co AERMOD NO22 NO2 AERMOD §02 AERMOD co# co
Emission | Emission | Emission 1-hour Background Total 1-hour 1-hour Total 1-hour 1-hour Background Total 1-hour
Emissions Rate Rate Rate Unit Impact Concentration | Impact | NAAQS Meets Unit Impact tion | Impact | NAAQS Meets it Impact Concentration | Impact | NAAQS Meets
Phase Source (Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) m*J/[Ib/hr]) (ug/m®) (ug/m’) | (ug/m®) | NAAQS? m? (ug/m’) | (pg/m®) | (ug/m’) | NAAQS? I (ug/m’) | (ug/m’) | (ug/m’) | NAAQS?
Storage
Module RMT 0.18 0.82 2.67 13.92 2.45 1546 15.46 41.31
Construction Total 2.45 i 1268 41.31
{
Storage
Module MT 2.01 0.72 2.34 14.52 29.24 16.13 i 11.57 16.13 37.71
Transport Total 29.24 11.57 37.71
. i
Total 26.2 5789 | 188 YES 2280 47.05 | 196 YES 343.60 42262 | 40000 | YES
NOTES:
1. AERMOD ARM2 NOx/NO2 method used to determine 1-hour unit impact.
2. Based on 1-hour NO2 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ EI Paso Ascarate Park SE Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly maximum, August 2019
3. Based on 1-hour SO2 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ Big Spring Midway Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly average, August 2019
4. Based on 1-hour CO readings of monitoring data - TCEQ El Paso Ojo De Agua Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly maximum, August 2019
Revision 3
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‘ Table 4.6-3
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration — Operations
(3 Pages)
3-Hour SO2 NAAQS
1-hr
S02 S02
Emission 3-hr Total 3-Hour
Emissions Rate Unit Impact Ba Impact NAAQS
Phase Source (Ib/hr) ([ug/m’J[Ib/hr]) [ on’ (ug/m’) (ug/m’)
Storage Module RMT 0.82 15.14 12.41
Construction Total 1
Storage Module mMT 0.72 15.85 .37
Transport I 11.37
Total 46.58 1,300 YES
NOTE:
1. Based on 1-hour SO2 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ Big Spring Midway Ambient Monitoring Station, monthly average, August 2019
8-Hour CO NAAQS
1-hr
co
Emission ; Total 8-hr
Emissions Rate Background Impact NAAQS Meets
‘ Phase Source b/h Concentration ' (ug/m’) (ug/m’) NAAQS?
Storage Module RMT 38.62
Construction Total 38.62
Storage Module 2.34 14.95 34.94
Transport Total 34.94
Total 343.60 417.17 10,000 YES
NOTE:
1. Based on 1-hour CO readings of monitoring data <TCEQ jient: Monitoring Station, monthly maximum, August 2019
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Table 4.6-3
NAAQS Compliance Demonstration — Operations
(3 Pages)
24-Hour PM10 NAAQS
1-hr
PM10 PM10
Emission 24-hr Total 24-Hour
Emissions Rate Unit Impact nd Impact NAAQS
Phase Source (Ib/hr) ([pg/m’J[Ib/hr]) tion’ m’) (ug/m’) N
Storage Module RMT 0.01 10.34
Construction Total
Storage Module MT 0.02 11.03 0.25
Transport 0.25
Total 20.35 150 YES
NOTE:
1. Based on PM10 readings of monitoring data - TCEQ El Paso RiversidedAmibientsMonitoring Station, monthly average, Mareh, 2019
Annual NO2 NAAQS
1-hr
NOx NO2 Total
Emission Annual nd’ ¢ Annual Annual
Emissions R Unit Impact tration Impact Impact NAAQS Meets
Phase Source ([ug/m’Y[Ib/hr]) m’ Ratio (ug/m’) | (ug/m’) | NAAQS?
Storage Module RMT 5.43 0.29 0.27
Construction
Storage Module 2.01 5.00 0.29 2.87
Transport
Total 1 26.2 29.35 100 YES
NOTES:
1. Background concentrations for.annualicompli n conservatively assumed to be equal to be the same as those of shorter averaging periods.
2. Annual hours of operation are avbased on 10 hours per day, 5 days per week, 50 weeks per year of operations. This has been ratioed against 8,760 hours
to determine the most appropriate 4
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Table 4.6-4
Construction and Operations Emissions - Lifetime Totals
PHASE 1 PHASE 2 PHASE 3 4 PHASE 5
2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2031 2032 2033 2034
Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual A Annual Annual Annual Annual
Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissi Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions
Pollutant (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy)
NOx 26.38 0.34 0.34 10.75 0.34 10.75 0.34 0.34 0.34 10.75 .34 10.75 0.34 0.34
CO 45.59 2.37 2.37 21.14 237 21.14 2.37 2. 2.37 21.14 7 21.14 2.37 237
SOx 13.99 0.73 0.73 6.49 0.73 6.49 0.73 0.73 6.49 6.49 0.73 0.73
PM;o 1.36 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.01 0.20 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.20 0.01 0.01
PM; 5 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 ; 0.00 5 0.00 0.00 0.00
CO; 7,849.33 408.25 408.25 3,639.75 408.25 3,639.75 408.25 .25 4 3,639.75 408.25 3,639.75 408.25 408.25
HAP 0.18 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.08 0.01 .01 0.08 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.01
VOC 16.86 0.88 0.88 7.82 0.88 7.82 0.88 ﬁ 7.82 0.88 7.82 0.88 0.88
PHASE 6 PHASE 7 PHASE 8
2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042 2044 2045 2046 2047 2048
Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual nnual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual
Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emission§ Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions
Pollutant (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy)
NOx 10.75 0.34 10.75 0.34 0.34 0.34 A 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34
CO 21.14 2.37 21.14 237 237 2.37 21.14 2.37 2.37 2.37 2.37 2.37
SOx 6.49 0.73 6.49 0.73 0.73 0.73 6.49 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73
PM;o 0.20 0.01 0.20 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.20 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
PM:z s 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
CO> 3,639.75 408.25 3,639.75 408.25 408.25 408.25 L 408.25 408.25 408.25 408.25 408.25
HAP 0.08 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
VOC 7.82 0.88 7.82 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
2049 2050 2051 2054 5 2056 2057 2058 2059 2060 2061
Annual Annual Annual Annual nual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual Annual
Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions jons Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions Emissions
Pollutant (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) l tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy)
NOx 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34 0.34
CcO 287 2.37 2.37 : 2.37 2.37 2.37 2.37 2.37 2.37 2.37
SOx 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73 0.73
PMjio 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
PM: 5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
CO; 408.25 408.25 408.25 408.25 408.25 408.25 408.25 408.25 408.25 408.25
HAP 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01
VOC 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88 0.88
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RAI AQ-5

Characterize the peak year emission levels. Consideration should be given, but not
limited, to the following:

e Overlap of the various stages (i.e., construction, operation, and decommissioning) within
the framework of the planned eight phases.

e Distinctions in construction emission levels between Phase 1 and subsequent phases.

¢ Individual pollutants other than just particulate matter (e.g., other criteria pollutants,
volatile organic compounds, non-radiological hazardousair pollutants) because the peak
year for particulate matter could be different than the peak year for other pollutants.

e Complete range of emission sources and activities associated with the proposed action
(see RAI AQ-4).

¢ Provide estimated emission levels (e.g., tons per year) for the activities and sources
associated with the proposed CISF accounting for the various topics raised in the
previous bullet points specified in this RAI (i.e., individual stages, overlapping of stages
and phases, pollutants other than particulate matter PM10, range of emission levels) or
provide a basis for not providing.any aspects of this information.

ER Section 1.3.2.3 identifies that both the eonstruction and.the operation activities generate
air emissions. ER Section 4.5.3 states that the CISF could be built in eight phases and
indicates that this phased approach means that construction and opeération activities could
overlap at times. ER Section 4.5.3 also indicates that the first phase would also include site
infrastructure construction'(e.g., facilities, the railfoad side track, possibly a new concrete
batch plant). The air impact analysis in ER Section 4.6 (i) does not clearly identify the
proposed action’s highest annual or peak year emissions considering the possible overlap of
stages (i.e., construetion, operation, and decommissioning) or phases as well as the
distinction in construction emission levels between Phase 1 and the subsequent phases, (ii)
only considers particulate matter, (iii) does not.consider combustion emissions from mobile
sources, and (iv) only provides estimated annual emission levels for the concrete batch plant
(note that these emission level estimates in ER Table 4.6.2 do not specify units). The EIS
analysesneed to consider the peak year emission levels since this relates to the largest
potential impacts from the proposed action.

This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(b)(1), which requires that the ER
include a description of the proposed action and its potential impacts on the environment.

Response to RAI AQ-5:

Emission estimates have been developed for construction and operations activities at the CISF
and may be found in Tables 1-9 of Excel™ Spreadsheet T190815_EMISSIONS
ESTIMATES.xlsx included as an Enclosure referenced in RAl Response AQ-4. Emissions are
broken down by equipment/activity type and are based on the construction phase and
operations year.
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The majority of emissions associated with the CISF are estimated to take place during the initial
construction phase (Phase 1) and will constitute the project’s “peak year” emissions (Table 7 of
Excel™ Spreadsheet T190815_EMISSIONS ESTIMATES.xIsx). Phase 1 construction is
expected to begin in 2021. Each subsequent construction phase is expected to have the same
level of emissions and will take place approximately every 2 to 3 years starting in 2024. |
Operations emissions are expected to remain the same from year to year (Table 8 of Excel™
Spreadsheet T190815_EMISSIONS ESTIMATES.xIsx) and will overlap construction Phases 2-8
(Table 9 of Excel™ Spreadsheet T190815_EMISSIONS ESTIMATES.xIsx). Figure AQ-5-1 |
illustrates emission estimates by pollutant for each phase of construction with the exception of

CO,, which is included in Table 7 of Excel™ Spreadsheet T190815_EMISSIONS

ESTIMATES.xIsx.

Construction Emissions Estimates by Phase {tpy) |
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Figure AQ-5-1
Emission Estimates by Pollutant for Each Phase of Construction for the
CISF

Decommissioning emissions will be negligible. Facilities will be surveyed, decontaminated if
necessary, and abandoned in place.

Impact:

No change as a result of this RAI.
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RAI AQ-6

Provide a greater level of detail for the site-specific air dispersion modeling. Examples of
additional information to provide include, but are not limited to, the following:

o Estimated emission levels for the various pollutants generated by the proposed CISF
activities that were used as input for the air dispersion modeling.

¢ Details about the emission inventory assumptions, inputs, and caleulations (e.g., types
and number of emission sources, horsepower, load factors, and emission factors).

e Baseline ambient air concentrations.

e Air dispersion modeling results, which allow for comparison to the various National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) thresholds.

e Basis for why the air dispersion modeling did not include (i) pollutants other than
particulate matter PM10, and (ii) sources other than fugitive dust from construction.

¢ Identify who conducted the air dispersion modeling and when it was conducted.

ER Sections 4.2.1 and 4.6 state that air dispersion modeling was conducted to assess
impacts of the proposed CISF. However; information in.the ER conceming the modeling
input is limited and did not include the emission inventory used as inputfor the modeling. ER
Section 4.6 stated that construction stage particulate matter PM10.emission were below the
NAAQS. However, the analyses in the ER did not (i) provide the actual modeling results, (ii)
compare the results to PSD-thresholds, (iii) providé baseline ambient pollutant
concentrations for inclusion in the NAAQS assessment, or (iv) explain why the air dispersion
modeling was limited to the particulate matter PM10 emissions from fugitive dust from the
construction stage: The requested detailed information provides a basis for characterizing
the quality of theé air dispersion modeling results.

This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(c), which requires that the ER
include sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an independent analysis.

Response to RAI AQ-6:

Air quality dispersion modeling was conducted for construction and operations at the proposed
CISF using the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’'s) AERMOD modeling system (version
15181), details for which can be found in the User’s Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model
(AERMOD) [1]. A general purpose meteorological preprocessor, the EPA's AERMET
preprocessor (version 16216), was used to enter available meteorological data into a format
suitable for AERMOD. The User’s Guide for the AERMOD Meteorological Preprocessor
(AERMET) [2] provides instructions for setting up and running the AERMET preprocessor.
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The dispersion calculations are based on emission estimates generated in the spreadsheet
included in ISP Response to RAI AQ-4. Each criteria pollutant was evaluated and compared to
its respective National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for each pollutant’s respective
averaging period. Each source was evaluated using AERMOD version 15181 and AERMET
version 16216 as previously discussed. Meteorological data for Andrews County,Texas, from
the TCEQ was pre-processed in AERMET and used in the AERMOD model. Due to the
relatively flat terrain associated with the proposed CISF, the model employed flat terrain for
receptors and low wind speeds in AERMET for low-level sources.

On-road and non-road sources were evaluated as point sources using @ 1 Ib/hr basis to create a
unit impact multiplier in units of (ug/m?3)/(Ib/hr), to which estimated emissions were applied.

Each point source used similar stack parameters and varying exit velocities based on engine
horsepower. Emissions of nitrogen oxides (NO,) were converted to nitrogen dioxide (NO5)
using EPA’s Ambient Ratio Method 2 (ARM2) with a minimum of 0.5 and a maximum of 0.9.
Emissions of sulfur oxides (SO,) assumed a full conversion to SO,. Since AP-42, the EPA’s
Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (EPA, 1995) does not provide diesel engine
emission factor values for PM, 5, only PM,, was evaluated for point sources.

Fugitive dust sources relating to earthmoving activities at the site were evaluated as volume
sources using a 1 Ib/hr basis to create a unit impact multiplier ia units of (ug/m?®)/(Ib/hr), to which
estimated emissions were applied. It is assumed that, in one hour, an area of approximately
417.5 feet by 20.5 feet of earth will be moved. Using these dimensions and the dimensions of
the earthmoving equipment as a basis, a series of volume sources were developed, and the 1
Ib/hr emission rate was divided evenly among these sources to.determine the hourly impacts.
Emissions of PM,, and PM, s were evaluated for fugitive sources.

Background concentrations foreach pollutant were determined using the most recently
available data at the nearest air quality monitoring stations to the proposed CISF. Air monitors
used for this evaluation include those that are part of the Texas Air Monitoring Information
System (TAMIS).and are based in Odessa, Big Spring, Socorro, and El Paso, Texas.

Based on the modeled impacts of the construction and operations phases at the proposed
CISF, it was determined that NAAQS have been met for each criteria pollutant for their
respective averaging periods. Compliance with NAAQS is demonstrated in the spreadsheet
included.in ISP Response to RAI AQ-4.

Since the emissions from the construction and operations phases of the proposed CISF are not
expected to achieve major source thresholds and are located in an area in attainment with
NAAQS, an evaluation of the impacts from this project was not conducted with regard to
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements as it will not trigger said
requirements.

ER Sections 3.6.9 and 4.2.1 were updated to provide reference to sections that reflect this
discussion.

References:
1. EPA (2018) (Environmental Protection Agency), “User’'s Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory

Model (AERMOD),” EPA-454/B-18-001, April 2018. Available from: www.epa.gov/scram/air-
quality-dispersion-modeling-preferred-and-recommended-models#aermod
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1. EPA (2018) (Environmental Protection Agency), “User’'s Guide for the AERMOD
Meteorological Preprocessor (AERMET),” EPA-454/B-18-001, April 2018. Available
from: www.epa.gov/scram/meteorological-processors-and-accessory-programs#aermet

Impact:

ER Sections 3.6.9 and 4.2.1 have been revised as described in the respons
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Table 3.6-6, Average Morning and Afternoon Mixing Heights for Midland-Odessa, Texas

Winter Spring Summer Fall Annual
Morning 290 meters 429 meters 606 meters 419 meters ﬂ 436 meters
(951 feet) (1,407 feet) (1,988 feet) (1,375 feet) (1,430 feet)
Afternoon 1,276 meters 2,449 meters 2,744 1,887 2,089
meters meters meters
(4,186 feet) (8,035 feet)
(9,003 feet) (6,191 feet) (6,854 feet)

Source: (Holzworth, 1972)
3.6.9 Diffusion Estimates

This section is reproduced from WCS CSIF SAR Section A41:3.4, “Atmospheric Dispersion
Coefficients.”

For normal and off-normal conditions, an atmospheric dispersion coefficient is calculated using
D-stability and a wind speed of 5 m/sec and a 100/m (328 ft) distance to the controlled area
boundary. The controlled.aréa-boundary is more than 100 m (328 ft) from the WCS CISF, so
use of 100 m (328ft) is conservative. For accident conditions, a dispersion coefficient is
calculated using F-stability and a wind speed of 1 m/sec. These atmospheric conditions are
consistent with the guidance of NUREG-1536 and NUREG-1567. The smallest vertical plane
cross-sectional area of one horizontal storage module (HSM) is conservatively used as the
vertical plane cross-sectional area of the building: area = HSM Width * HSM Height = 9 ft 8 in x
15in = 20,8801in° = 13.47 m’.

The atmospheric dispersion coefficients can be determined through selective use of Equations
1, 2, and 3 of Regulatory Guide 1.145 for ground-level relative concentrations at the plume
centerline. For D-stability, 5 m/sec wind speed and a distance of 100 m (328 ft), the horizontal
dispersion coefficient, 0,, is 8 m per Figure 1 of (NRC, 1982). The vertical dispersion coefficient,
0., is4.6 m perFigure 2 of (NRC, 1982). The correction factor at these conditions is determined
to be 1.122 per Figure 3 of (NRC, 1982).

For F-stability, 1 m/sec wind speed and a distance of 100 m, the horizontal dispersion

coefficient, o, is 4 m per Figure 1 of (NRC, 1982). The vertical dispersion coefficient, o, is 2.3
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No additional construction access roadways off of Texas State Highway 176 would be required
to support construction. The materials delivery and construction worker access road would run
north off of Texas State Highway 176 along the west side of the existing LLRW site. These
roadways would eventually be converted to permanent access roads upon completion of

construction. Therefore, impacts from new access road construction would be minimized.
4.21 Facility Construction Impacts

Impacts from construction transportation would include the generation of fugitive dust, changes
in scenic quality, and added noise. Dust would be generated to some degree during the various
stages of construction activity. The amount of dust emissions would vany according to the types
of activity. The first 12 months of construction would likely be the period of highest emissions
since approximately 63 ha (155 acres) would be involved, along with the greatest number of

construction vehicles operating on an unprepared surface. However, it is expected that no more

than 20 ha (50 acres) would be involved in this type of work at any one time. BRI A

See ER Section 4.6 for air quality impactS#fem constrictionn

4.2.1.1 Scenic Views

RAIPA-2 and RAI AQ-6 |

Although CISF construction would substantially alter the natural state of the landscape, impacts
to scenic views are not considered to be significant, based on the absence of high quality scenic
views in the area and the presence of currently developed industrial land uses on surrounding
properties substantial. Construction vehicles would be comparable to trucks servicing

neighboring facilities in terms of their impact on the scenic views.

During decommissioning, the site would be decommissioned to levels that would allow for the
unrestricted release of the CISF pursuant to 10 CFR 20, Subpart E. Accordingly, the impact to

scenic views during decommissioning would be small.
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RAI AQ-7
Revise the air quality impact analyses as appropriate to address the following:

e The entire range of emission sources associated with the proposed action as described
in RAI AQ-4.

e The peak year emission levels as described in RAI AQ-5.

¢ Pollutants other than particulate matter PM10 (e.g., other critefia pollutants, volatile
organic compounds, non-radiological hazardous pollutants).

ER Section 1.3.2.3 identifies two primary types of air emissions associated with the
proposed action: combustion emissions from construction equipment and fugitive dust from
excavation activities and construction equipment. However, the air quality. impact analyses in
ER Section 4.6 is limited to fugitive dust. The EIS impact analyses need to consider the
entire range of emission sources (see RAI AQ-4), the peakyear emission levels (see RAI
AQ-5), as well as the entire range of pollutants generated by the proposed CISF to
accurately characterize the air quality impacts. If additional air dispersion modeling is
conducted in response to this RAI, consideration should be given te the information requests
in RAI AQ-6 associated with the existinga@irdispersion modeling.

This additional information is needed in accerdance with:10 CFR 51.45(b) and (b)(1), which
require that the ER include a description of the proposed action.and discuss the impacts of the
proposed action.

Response to RAI AQ-7:

Emission estimatesfor the construction and operational phases of the proposed CISF have
been quantified and may be found in the spreadsheet included in the ISP response to RAI AQ-
4. Emission factors are adopted from the EPA’s AP-42 [1], Chapter 3.3, “Gasoline and Diesel
Industrial Engines” and Chapter 11:9, “Western Surface Coal Mining.” Emissions estimated
include those of the eombustion products from equipment and vehicles and fugitive particulate
matter from earthmaovingduring construction and operations.

As presented in.the ISP response to RAI AQ-5, the majority of emissions associated with the
proposed CISF are estimated to take place during the initial construction phase (Phase 1) and
will constitute the project’s peak year emissions.

References:

1. EPA (Environmental Protection Agency), “Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors,
Volume 1, Stationary Point and Area Sources, Fifth Edition AP-42, January 1995.

Impact:

No change as a result of this RAI.
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RAI AQ-8

Provide a technical basis for the assumption of a 50-percent reduction in emissions from
dust suppression, given that various factors influencing the level of dust suppression
activities are yet to be determined (e.g., identifying the specific mitigation. measures that
would be implemented). If a different efficiency value is warranted, then specify the
value, provide a basis, and revise the emission inventory and impactanalyses
accordingly.

ER Section 4.6 states that the air emission inventory used for assessing impacts assumes a
50-percent reduction in fugitive dust emissions for dust suppression-activities. However, the
ER does not identify the actual, specific mitigation measure that would be implemented or
the basis for the using this 50 percent value. Other ER textidentifies several factors that
influence the level of dust suppression activities: water conservation (see.ER Section 4.2.3),
possible requirements from an air permit, which has not yet been obtained (see ER Section
1.3.2.3), and implementation of a Best Management Emission Control Plan, which has not
yet been developed (see ER Section 1.3.2.3). Providing a basis for the effectiveness of the
dust suppression mitigation allows for an accurate characterization of the air emissions and
associated impacts.

This additional information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(c), which requires that
the ER include sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an independent analysis.

Response to RAI AQ-8:

Surfaces throughout the proposed CISF will be watered in regular intervals to reduce fugitive
dust emissions during the construction phase of the project. TCEQ’s emission calculation
workbook for rock crushing plants [1], allows regulated entities to claim a 50% reduction in
emissions for “wet material.” Since the fugitive dust that is expected to be emitted at the site is
similar to the fugitive dust at similar plants around the state of Texas that adhere to this
calculation methodology, it is an appropriate. reduction to apply to fugitive dust emissions at the
site. ER Section 4.2.3 has been revised to reflect this discussion and for consistency with ISP
response to RAI PA-2.

References:

1. TCEQ (Texas Commission on Environmental Quality), “Rock Crushing Facility Emission
Rate Calculation Worksheet” [Microsoft Excel spreadsheet], APDG6490v1 (Version 1.0),
Last updated February 19, 2019. Available from:
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/permitting/air/Guidance/NewSourceReview/emiss-
calc-rock1.xIsx

Impact:

ER Section 4.2.3 has been revised as described in the response.
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‘ 4.2.3 Mitigation Measures

To control fugitive dust production, reasonable precautions would be taken to prevent PM
and/or suspended PM from becoming airborne. When necessary, water would be used to [RA| AQ-8
RA| AQ-8| control dust on dirt roads, in clearing and grading operations, and during construction activities.
Water conservation would be considered for activities which are JfiobW@ssential to dust

suppression. See Section 4.4 for a discussion of water conservation measures.yMitigation

measures would not be required during operations or decommissioning of the CISF.

4.2.4 Radioactive Material Transportation Impacts | RAI PA-2 and RAFAQ-8 |

Over the course of the 20-year operational life of the CISF, ISP weuld receive up to 40,000
MTUs of SNF and related GTCC waste from decommissioned commercial nuclear reactor sites
and operating reactors. SNF would be transported exclusively by rail. All SNF would be
transported approximately 169 km (108 mi) from Monahans, Texas to the CISF along the

transportation corridor.

The DOE or nuclear plant owner(s) holding title to the' SNF will be responsible for transporting
SNF from existing nuclear power plants to the CISF by rail in transportation casks licensed by
the NRC pursuant to10 CFR 71. The preparation of such shipments will be conducted in
accordance with written procedures prepared by the commercial nuclear power plant, the DOE,
or their contractors. The DOE or private qualified logistics company will also be responsible for
coordinating with federal agencies, such as the U.S. Department of Transportation, U.S.
Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, regarding transportation of SNF from the commercial nuclear
reactor sites to the CISF.

If the DOE is the shipper, the federal government, through DOE, is responsible for providing
emergency training to states, tribes, and local emergency responders along the transportation
routes where SNF would be transported to the CISF. ISP joint venture member Waste Control
Specialists has acquired considerable experience in responding to the potential transportation
events given its relative proximity to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant. Local fire fighters, law
enforcement, and emergency medical staff have been trained to respond to put out fires and
organizing any emergency response actions that may be needed to reduce the severity of

‘ events related to transportation incidents involving SNF.
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CLIMATE CHANGE (CC)
RAI CC-1

Address the following aspects of climate change and the proposed action’s greenhouse
gas emissions:

e Describe any relevant regional, state, or local goals or laws that address climate change.

e Characterize the proposed action’s greenhouse gas emission levels from stationary,
mobile (e.g., onsite, local, and national), and indirect sources.

¢ Disclose whether any mitigation, project design, or adaptation measures will be
implemented to address greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed action.

e Describe any areas where the environmental impacts of climate'‘change overlap with the
environmental impacts of the proposed action (€.g., water usage and availability).

The discussion of greenhouse gas emissions is limited to text in ER Section 8.5, citing

NUREG-2157, and states that the proposed action’s emissionwould be small but would add

to the overall atmospheric burden of emissions that could contribute te potential long term

impacts (NRC, 2014). The EIS needs to address the project’s greenhouse gas emissions

and the potential overlap of environmental impacts from elimate change and the storage of

SNF at the WCS site. ‘

This additional information is needed in accordanceWwith 10 CFR 51.45(b) through (d), which

require that the ER include: a description of the proposed action and the environment affected; ‘
a discussion of the impacts of the proposed action; sufficient data to aid the NRC in its |
development of an independent analysis; and a description of the status of compliance with

applicable environmental quality standards and requirements, including limitations and ‘
requirements which have been imposed by Federal, State, regional, and local agencies having

responsibility for environmental protection:

|
Response to RAI CC-1: l

On January 2, 2011, EPA began requiring sites that are major sources of Greenhouse Gases
(GHGs) to obtain permits under federal Title V and Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
rules, which the State of Texas adopted in adopted in Title 30 Texas Administrative Code
(TAC), Chapter 116, Subchapter B, Division 6. The threshold for being considered a major
source of GHGs is 75,000 tons per year (tpy) of carbon dioxide (CO,) equivalents (CO,.), as
outlined in 30 TAC § 116.164. On June 23, 2014, the United States Supreme Court held in
Utility Air Regulatory Group v. EPA, 573 U.S. 302(2014), that sites cannot be compelled to
obtain such permits unless other pollutants that are regulated trigger such major source
permitting as well, invalidating the existing “Tailoring Rule” that EPA had developed for
evaluating sources for GHG PSD applicability based on GHGs alone. The proposed CISF does
not exceed major source thresholds for GHGs or other regulated pollutants and is therefore not
subject to such rules. ISP is not aware of any local GHG laws or rules.
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The Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program (GHGRP) is an annual reporting program of the EPA
promulgated under 40 CFR Part 98. Sources of GHG emissions that exceed 25,000 metric tons
(mt) of CO,, are required to report their actual emissions of GHGs annually to the EPA. Since
the proposed CISF does not exceed the 25,000 mt CO,, reporting threshold, rules promulgated
under 40 CFR Part 98 do not apply to the CISF site and reporting is not required.

Emission estimates of the GHG CO, have been quantified for construction and operations at the
CISF site. Peak CO, emissions are estimated to occur during Phase 1 of the construction
process and are not expected to exceed 7,849.33 tpy, well below the threshold of 75,000 tpy
CO,.. Emission estimates are based on factors found in EPA’'s AP-42 Chapter 3'3, and may be
found in Excel™ Spreadsheet T190815_EMISSIONS ESTIMATES. xIsx included in RAI
Response AQ-4. Emissions of GHGs are considered to be a minimal contribution to the overall
emissions of the site, and existing engine manufacturer desigh and controls provide sufficient
reductions to minimize emissions. Therefore, no further mitigation, project design, or adaptation
measures are included with this project, and no significant overlap with climate change impacts
is expected from a GHG emissions perspective.

ER Section 8.5 has been updated to incorporate the above discussion about GHGs and to point
to ER Section 4.6 for emission estimates based on factors found in EPA’s AP-42 Chapter 3.3.

References:

1. EPA (Environmental Protection Agency),” Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors,”
Volume 1, Stationary Point and Area Sources, Fifth Edition AP-42, January 1995.

2. Federal Register, “Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule,” EPA 40 CFR Part 98, October 22,
2015.

Impact:

ER Section 8.5has been revised as described in the response.
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Though greenhouse gas emissions of the CISF proposal would be very small, those emissions
could contribute to long-term impacts associated with climate change (NRC, 2013). Emission
estimates of the greenhouse gas (GHG) carbon dioxide (CO,;) have been quantified for
construction and operations at the CISF site. Peak CO, emissions are estimated@®tcur during
Phase 1 of the construction process and are not expected to exceed 7,849888py, well below
the threshold of 75,000 tpy CO,. Emissions of GHGs are considéféd iohbe a minimal
contribution to the overall emissions of the site, and therefore no mifigation, projéétidesign, or
adaptation measures are included with this project as existing efigine manufacturer'désign and
controls provide sufficient reductions to minimize emissionsdEfiission estimates are baseahon
factors found in EPA’s AP-42 Chapter 3.3 and may be foufidin ER Section 4.6.
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NOISE (NOI)
RAI NOI-1

Provide current information on measured background or ambient noise levels at the
proposed CISF.

ER Sections 3.7.1 and 4.7.3 provide information on background noise levels at the
neighoring URENCO facility measured in September 2003. In ER Segtion 4.7.3, ISP
assumes that the measured September 2003 background noise levels at URENCO would be
similar to current background noise levels at the proposed ISP.CISF. Current site-specific
information on background noise levels is necessary to descfibe the affected environment
and establish background/ambient (baseline) conditions of the site so that the NRC staff can
evaluate the impacts of construction and operation of the proposed CISF.

This additional information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(b) and (b)(1), which
require that the ER include a description of the affected environmént and a discussion of the
impacts of the proposed action.

Response to RAI NOI-1:

ISP performed an acoustical analysis of the background sound levels in July of 2019 in areas
surrounding the proposed CISF. Measurements were taken at and around the existing Waste
Control Specialists facility and in and around the city of Eunice; NM. Roadway traffic is the
primary noise contributor at all locations monitored:

In general it was found that the Noise Sensitive Areas (NSA) in Eunice, NM, which are nearest
to the proposed CISF are also very near to highways NM 176 and NM 18, as well as the gas
plant located on.the south side of the city. These Eunice NSA measurements possess elevated
background levels above L4, 55/ At the current northeast corner of Eunice, NM, sound levels
are more moderate.. The EPA’s 1974 recommendation for residential communities is Ly, 55.
Sounds originating at the CISF are unlikely to be audible in Eunice and are not expected to
exceed the EPA’s recommended guideline.

NSAs along the western Waste Control Specialists property line are in the 30s and 40s Lg,.
Construction is likely to be generally audible at these locations. Operations at the CISF are
expected to only be audible from time to time. The EPA’s 1974 recommendation for industrial
sites, as well as for “Farm Land and General Unpopulated Land” is Ly, 70. Sounds originating
at the CISF are not expected to exceed the EPA’s recommended guideline.

ER Sections 3.7.1 and 4.7.2 and 4.7.3 have been revised to include the above information.
Section 9 has also been updated to include add: Nelson Acoustics. (2019). “Noise Assessment
for ISP CISF,” Austin, TX as a reference document for the ER.

References:

1. Nelson Acoustics, “Noise Assessment for ISP CISF,” Austin, TX, 2019.
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‘ Impact:

ER Sections 3.7.1,4.7.2, 4.7.3 and 9.0 have been revised as described in the response.
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Because the nighttime noise levels are significantly lower than the daytime noise levels, the
daytime L., is used alone, without averaging the lower nighttime value, to provide a more

conservative representation of the actual exposure.

Measurements were made at the nearby NEF in New Mexico in Septembér 2003 during the
development of that facility. The results of those measurements showed higher noise levels
resulting from vehicle traffic near New Mexico Highway 234, which'is an extension of Texas
State Highway 176, particularly heavy-duty tractor-trailer trucks. .Other noise sources were low-
flying aircraft operating out of the Eunice Airport and sudden high wind gusts. Average
background noise levels ranged from 40.1 to 50.4 dBA. These noise levels are considered
moderate, and are below the average range of speech, which ranges from 48 to 72 dBA (HUD,
1985).

ISP performed an acoustical analysis of the background sotnd levels in July of 2019 (Nelson
Acoustics, 2019) in areas surroundingdh@ proposed ISP CISF. “WMeasurements were taken at

and around the existing WCS facility andlif\and"atoufichthe city of EURIGB,NM. Roadway traffic
is the primary noise contributor at all location$ monitored:

In general it is found thatdfi@iNeise Sensitivé Aréas (NSA) in Eunice, NM which are nearest to
the proposed CISF ar@@lso veryifigar to highways NM 176 and NM 18 as well as the Gas Plant
located on the sOUth side of the'@ity. These Eulhice NSA measurements possess elevated
background IéVels above L, 56." At.the current Roftheast corner of Eunice, NM, sound levels

are more moderaten, The £PA’S 1974 recommendation for residential communities is Lg, 55.

Sounds originating ‘at the CISF are unlikely to be audible in Eunice and are not expected to

exceed the EPA’s recommended guideline.

NSAs along the Western WCS'property line are in the 30s and 40s L, Construction is likely to
be generally audiblé @t these locations. Operations at the CISF are expected to be only audible
M time to time. .EPA 's 1974 recommendation for industrial sites, as well as for “Farm
Landyand GeneralfUnpopulated Land” is Ly, 70. Sounds originating at the CISF are not
expectedito exeéed the EPA’s recommended guideline.

3.7.2 Community Distribution
The area immediately surrounding the proposed CISF is unpopulated and used primarily for

disposal of various waste products, for mining, and for intermittent cattle grazing. The nearest
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4.7.2 Potential Impacts

ISP performed an acoustical analysis of the background sound levels in July of 2019 (Nelson
Acoustics, 2019) in areas surrounding the proposed CISF. Measurements weré taken at and
around the existing WCS facility and in and around the city of Eunice, NM.4R@&dway traffic is
the primary noise contributor at all locations monitored.

In general it is found that the NSAs in Eunice, NM which are nearest#o the propoSed\GISF are
also very near to highways NM 176 and NM 18 as well as thglG&s Plant located on the South
side of the city. These Eunice NSA measurements posseg8ielevated background levels above
La» 55. At the current northeast corner of Eunice, NM{I80Und levels améumore moderate. THé
EPA’s 1974 recommendation for residential communitiessis L., 554886unds originating at the
CISF are unlikely to be audible in Eunice and are Violhexpeoted to exceed the EPA’s
recommended guideline.

Noise impacts resulting from the temporary increasein noise levels along Texas State Highway
176 due to construction vehicles are not expected to impact nearby receptors significantly.
Noise from truck traffic already using the road is currently substantially louder than would be
caused by the incremental increase in traffic related to the construction and operation of the
CISF. The nearest.commercial noise receptors are four businesses located within a 2.4 km
(1.5-mi) radius of the proposed site. These four businesses are URENCO to the west just over
the New Mexico border; Lea County Landfill, located to the southeast; Sundance Services,
Inc.and Permian Basin Materials, located to the north. Potential impacts to local schools,
churches, hospitals, @and residences are not expected to be significant. The nearest residential
noise receptor is located west of the site at a distance of approximately 4.3 km (2.63 mi). Due to
its distance from the proposed CISF site, the residential receptor is not expected to perceive an
increase in noise levels due to operational noise levels. The nearest school, hospital, church,
and other sensitive noise receptors are located even farther away, thereby allowing the noise to
dissipate and be absorbed, helping decrease the sound levels even further. Homes located near
the construction traffic at the intersection of New Mexico Highway 234 and New Mexico
Highway 18 would be affected by the vehicle noise, but due to existing heavy tractor trailer
vehicle traffic, the change is expected to be minimal. No schools or hospitals are located at this

intersection.
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4.7.3 Cumulative Noise Impacts

ISP conducted background noise-level survey at four locations on and along the boundaries of
the existing Waste Control Specialists facility and proposed CISF site on Julffi@5-26, 2019
(Nelson Acoustics, 2019). The measured background noise levels at the'ations ranged
from between 36.3 and 40.7 decibels A-weighted, represent the nearestifécepter locations for
the general public.

Cumulative impacts from all site noise sources should be small and typically remain at or below
HUD guidelines of 65 dBA L4, and the EPA guidelines of 85 dBA Ly, during CISF construction,
operation, and decommissioning. Residences closest'to the site boundary would experience
only minor impacts from construction noise, with the majority of the noise sources being from
additional construction vehicle traffic. Since phases of construetion include a variety of activities,
there may be short-term occasions when higher noise levels would be present; examples

include the use of backhoes and large generators.

The level of noise anticipated offsite is comparable to noise levels near a busy road and less
than noise levels found in most city neighborhoods. Expected noise levels would mostly affect
an area within a 1.6 km (1 mile). radius of the proposed CISF site. The cumulative noise of all
site activities should‘have a minor impact and only on those receptors closest to the site

boundary.
4.8 HISTORIC AND CULTURAL RESOURCE IMPACTS

Historic.resources include buildings, structures, objects, and non-archaeological sites and
districts that are important in the history of a community, a region, a state, or the nation. The
NRC regulates the proposed licensing activities; therefore, the project is subject to Section 106
of the NHPA.

The APE for direct impacts is the project footprint. Taking into consideration the height of the
crane that would be required, the height of the potential aboveground facility, and the relatively
flat surrounding terrain, the APE for indirect/visual impacts is a 1.6 km (1 mi) radius from the
proposed project footprint. The direct effects APE is contained entirely within the state of Texas,

while the indirect effects APE extends into New Mexico.
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RAI NOI-2

Provide estimates of peak noise levels that would be generated during construction and
operation of the proposed CISF, for example, estimates of peak noise levels generated by
vehicular and rail traffic, construction and operational equipment, and ancillary activities
such as operation of the concrete batch plant.

ER Section 4.7.1 concludes that, “(p)redicted noise levels, background noise levels,
calculated construction noise levels, and operational noise levels shodld typically be well
below both HUD and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines.” However, the ER
should estimate peak noise levels that would be generated during eenstruction and
operation of the proposed CISF to support this conclusion. Estimates of peak noise levels
generated during construction and operation are needed ta'support the NRC staff’s
evaluation of potential noise impacts to offsite and onsite receptors.

This additional information is needed in accordance with 10. CFR 51.45(b) and (b)(1), which
requires that the ER include a description of the affected environment and a discussion of the
impacts of the proposed action.

Response to RAI NOI-2:

ISP performed an acoustical analysis of the background.sound levels'in July of 2019 in areas
surrounding the proposed CISF [1]. This formed the basis for.determining estimates of noise
levels that would be generated during construction and‘operation at.the proposed CISF.
Estimates were performed for nine noise-sensitive areas (NSA) around the proposed CISF and
the city of Eunice, NM. New ER Figures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 have been added to provide the
locations for each of the NSAs.

Equipment types.and counts were based on the types and quantity of equipment used for the air
quality evaluation performed in the ISP Response to RAI AQ-5. Additional noise sources
related to mechanical equipment associated with the CISF Security and Administration Building
and the Cask Handling Building. In addition, noise from vehicle backup alarms were added
(Reference [1]).

A-weighted sound power level and temporal usage factors for construction vehicles were
obtained from the Federal Highway Administration’s Road Construction Model [2]. Typical
construction octave band spectral shapes and Sound Power Levels for other equipment were
obtained from various resources as stated in the report [1]. Noise emission levels from the
Waste Control Specialists locomotive were extracted from direct measurements performed
during the site visit. Factors for geometric divergence and excess attenuation due to air and
ground absorption were computed in accordance with ISO 9613-2 [3], then applied to yield
sound pressure level estimates. No credit was taken for intervening terrain or material
stockpiles that could further reduce offsite levels since occasional weather conditions can cause
these barriers to be bypassed.
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During construction, increased sound levels may be noticeable from directly neighboring
facilities (URENCO, Sundance Services, and Permian Basin Materials), especially during Phase
1 construction. During operation of the facility, the nominal average sound levels increase
primarily due to the potential of the passage of an additional train per day. The day-night
average sound level, Lq4y, Which is the average noise level over a 24-hour period, for
construction and operation is well below the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guideline
for industrial land use.

Residents of Eunice will be unable to hear construction activities during.any phase of
construction due to the relatively high level of traffic noise already in the area. During operation
the nominal average sound levels increase primarily due to the potential passage of an
additional train per day adjacent to Eunice. The L4, at the propesed CISF during construction
and operation are well below both the EPA guideline for residential properties and prevailing
background levels.

Estimated Lg, values during construction and operation of the proposed CISF have been
provided in New ER Tables 4.7-1, 4.7-2, and 4.7-3.

ER Section 4.7 has been updated to reflect this discussion.

The concrete batch plant has been eliminated from the proposed CISF as discussed in the ISP
response to RAI PA-2, so it was not considered for.the noise evaluation.

References:
1. Nelson Acoustics, “Noise Assessment for ISP CISF,” Austin, TX, 2019.

2. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA),” FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Guide
Users’s Manual,"FHWA-HEP-05-054, January 2006.

3. International Organization for Standardization (ISO), “Acoustics — Attenuation of Sound
During Propagation Outdoors —Part2: General Method of Calculation,” ISO 9613-2,
December 1996.

Impact:

ER Sections 4.7 and 9.0 have been revised, and Tables 4.7-1, 4.7-2, and 4.7-3 and Figures 4.7
1 and 4.7 2 have been added as described in the response.
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4.7 NOISE IMPACTS

Sources of noise during facility construction and operation would be related to traffic entering
and leaving the facility and to construction equipment. Ambient background neise sources in
the area include vehicular traffic along New Mexico Highway 234, the concrete quarry to the
north of the site, the landfill to the south of the site, the waste facility to the south of the site,
train traffic along the tracks located on the south border of the site, low flying aircraft traffic from

Eunice Airport, birds, cattle, and wind gusts.
4.7.1 Predicted Noise Levels

The EPA's recommended Day-Night Average Soun‘gl (LDN) forindustrial sites, as well as
"Farm Land and General Unpopulated Land" is 70 dBAN(EPA, 1973). ISP performed an
acoustical analysis of the background sound levels in JUUQ in areas surrounding the
proposed CISF (Nelson Acoustics, 2019):This formed the ba‘detenmnlng estimates of
noise levels that would be generated Wn and operation.of the proposed CISF.
Estimates were performed for nine No:se‘s:ttve_LamunMe proposed CISF and
the city of Eunice, NM. Figures 4.7-1 and 4,752 provide the locations for each of the NSAs.

Noise levels during cofistruction ‘and operations were estimated based on noise levels from
construction equ"t and a-ional nois‘uroes related to mechanical equipment
associated with the Security and Administration' Bilding and the Cask Handling Building. In

addition, noise from.vehicle backup alarms Were.added (Nelson Acoustics, 2019).

A-weighted_Sound Power Level and temporal Usage Factors for construction vehicles were
obtained from the Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Guide User’s
Manual (FHWA, 2005). Typiecal construction octave band spectral shapes and Sound Power
Levels for other equipment were obtained from various resources as stated in the report (Nelson

Acoustics, 2019). Noise emission levels from the Waste Control Specialists locomotive were

extracted from direct measurements performed during the site visit. Factors for geometric
divergence and. éxcess attenuation due to air and ground absorption were computed in
accordance with 1SO 9613-2 (1SO, 1996), then applied to yield Sound Pressure Level estimates.
No “credit™was taken for intervening terrain or material stockpiles that could further reduce
offsite levels since occasional weather conditions can cause these barriers to be bypassed.
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During construction, increased sound levels may be noticeable from directly neighboring
facilities (URENCO, Sundance Services, and Permian Basin Materials), especially during
Phase 1 construction. During operation of the facility, the nominal average sound levels
increase primarily due to the potential of the passage of an additional train per'day. The sound
level, Ly, for construction and operation is well below the EPA guideline fo‘n‘al land use.

Residents of Eunice will be unable to hear construction activitiés during"any. phase of
construction due to the relatively high level of traffic noise alreadynin the area. During operation
the nominal average sound levels increase primarily duete the potential passage of .an
additional train per day adjacent to Eunice. The Ly, at the proposed CISF during construction
and operation are well below both the EPA guideliné for residential properties and prevailing
background levels.

Estimated L, values during construction and operation at the proposed CISF are provided in
Tables 4.7-1, 4.7-2, and 4.7-3.

Table 4.7-1: Estimated Noise Impact at NSAs during Phase.1 Construction

B | s Total L...i EPA .

NSA Type Ambient Lan During Recommended Proceni
% (dBA) Construction Lan (dBA) (dBA)

F (dBA)
1 Boundary 6100 ft. SW 47.9 49.1 70 1.3
2 Boundary 3900t W | 426 49.4 70 6.8
3 Boundary | 4000 ft. WNW 41.6 49.4 70 7.8
4 CISF SW Comer 391 69.9 - 30.8
5 W%SA NE Comer 39.8 60.0 60.1 % 20.3
6 | Residential | 3.9 mi WSW 64.5 30.2 64.5 55 0.0
7 Residential | 4.1 mi. WSW 58.9 29.6 58.9 55 0.0
8 | Residential | 5.3 mi. WSW 47.0 27.1 47.0 55 0.0
9 | Residential :!tmi. wsw 55.5 27.9 55.5 55 0.0
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Table 4.7-2: Estimated Noise Impact at NSAs during Phase 2-8 Construction

Approximate Estimated Estimated Estimated Potential
Distance and | Estimated | CISF Phase 2- | Sound Lan Total Lon EPA Nofse
NSA Type Direction | Ambient 8 During During | R M. N
Relative to Lan (dBA) | Construction | Operation | Construction ( dc IBA' . ;
the CISF Lan (dBA) (dBA) (dBA)
1 | Boundary | 6100ft SW | 47.9 37.7 414 49.1 70 1.2 |
2 | Boundary | 3900ftW | 426 43.0 39.9 468 70 42 |
3 | Boundary 4w~wam' 41.6 43.7 39.1 466 70 5.0 ||
4 CISF SW Comer | 39.1 57.8 58.4 61.2 & 221 ||
5 | WESESA | necomer | 398 52.2 55.1 57.0 R 17.2 ||
6 | Residential | 32 64.5 25.0 333 64.5 55 0.0 ’
<o ; . ; .
7 | Residential | %1 58.9 243 28.8 569 55 0.0 |
wsw 2
8 | Residential | 230 47.0 21.8 345 47.2 55 0.3 |
e ; ; ; : .
9 | Residential | *5M" 55.5 226 33.2 55,5 55 0.0 |
wsw : : ' A '
Table 4.7-3: Estimated Noise Impact at NSAs during CISF Operation
Estimated
D Total Lan EPA .
NSA Type CISF+ Recommended P
to the Ambient Lan (dBA) (“dm"”)
CISF (dBA)
1 Boundary 6100 ft. SW 48.7 70 0.9 |
2 Boundary 3900 ft. W 44.5 70 1.9 |
3 Boundary 43.5 70 1.9 |
4 CISF SW Comer 58.5 - 19.4 |
5 v NE Corner 55.3 i 15.5
6 | Residential | 3.9 mi. WSW 64.5 333 64.5 55 0.0 |
7 Residential | 4.1 mi. WSW 58.9 28.8 58.9 55 0.0 |
8 Residential | 5.3 mi. WSW 47.0 34.5 47.2 55 0.2 |
9 Residential | 4.9 mi. WSW 55.5 332 55.5 55 0.0 |
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RAI NOI-3

Provide information on peak noise to workers during construction and operation of the
proposed CISF. This information should include:

e Estimated peak noise levels that workers would be exposed to.

e Comparison of estimated peak noise levels to workers with Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) regulatory limits.

¢ Mitigation measures that would be implemented to reduce noise levels to workers.

The ER should assess the environmental impacts of noise toweorkers during construction
and operation of the proposed CISF. Specifically, estimates of peak noise levels that
workers will experience during construction and operatioh of the proposed CISF are needed
to support the NRC staff’s evaluation of noise impacts to onsite receptors.

This additional information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(b) and (b)(1), which
requires that the ER include a description of the affected environment and a discussion of the
impacts of the proposed action.

Response to RAI NOI-3:

The acoustical analysis performed for ISP in July of 2019 [1] estimated the maximum noise
levels to workers that would occur during construction.and operation-of the proposed CISF.
Personnel noise exposure is a function of the shift average sound pressure level La gq, identical
to time-weighted average (TWA).as defined by thé Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA)for continuous noise sources, and slightly less for the sources
contemplated in the#eport. OSHA regulations per29 CFR 1910.95 Table G-16 require that
personnel do not.receive an unprotected noise dose in excess of 90.0 dBA for an 8-hour shift
and 88.4 dBA for a 10-hour shift;

Some of the estimated A-weighted (adjusted sound levels to express relative loudness of
sounds in air as perceived by the human ear) work area sound levels exceed 90 dBA in large
part because of backup alarms. Generic backup alarms are typically 115 dBA at 4 feet, which is
usually considerable more than necessary to assure awareness of moving vehicles.

Estimated shift-average construction levels are high especially in the work areas for the
buildings due to the amount of equipment active in a relatively small area. Levels are lower on
the more extended areas (General Earthwork, Protected Area, Storage Pad Construction).
Levels are dependent on the assumed source sound power levels and utilization percentages.

New ER Tables 4.7-4, 4.7-5, and 4.7-6 provide estimated TWA and Shift-Maximum (Lya) sound
levels for construction and operation of the proposed CISF.
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Based on the estimated noise levels, hearing protection is recommended for most of these
activities (TWA>80 dBA). Noise reduction ratings (NRRs) of hearing protectors should be
capable of reducing at-the-ear exposure to 85.0 dBA (8-hour, Operation) and 83.2 dBA
(10-hour, Construction). For maximum sound levels (L,a) there is not an explicit OSHA
limitation. The maximum sound levels occur on rare occasions when everything at a
facility/operation occurs at the exact same time. The TWA are based on the faet that noise
producing activities are starting and stopping for the given utilization and the.maximum sound
levels are included in the TWA.

ER Section 4.7 has been updated to reflect this discussion.

References:

1. Nelson Acoustics, “Noise Assessment for ISP CISF,” Austin, TX, 2019.
Impact:

ER Section 4.7 has been revised and ER Tables 4.7-4, 4.7-5, and4.7-6 have been added as
described in the response.
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The acoustic analysis report performed for ISP also estimated the maximum noise levels to
workers that would occur during construction and operation of the proposed CISF. Personnel
noise exposure is a function of the shift average sound pressure level Laeq, identical to Time
Weighted Average (TWA) as defined by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) for continuous noise sources, and slightly less for the sources gontemplated in the
report. OSHA regulations per 29 CFR 1910.95 require that perSonnel not. receive an
unprotected noise dose in excess of 100% in any given shift. This ¢orresponds t6 90.0 dBA for
an 8 hour shift and 88.4 dBA for a 10 hour shift.

Estimated shift-average construction levels are high 'ially in the work areas for the
buildings due to the amount of equipment active in ‘ve]y small aréa. Levels are lower on
the more extended areas (General Earthwork, Prof‘(\raa‘ge Pad Construction).
Levels are dependent on the assumed source sound powewd utilization percentages.

Tables 4.7-4, 4.7-5, and 4.7-6 provide estimated. Shift-Average (TWA).and Shift-Maximum (L)
sound levels for construction and operation of the proposed CISF.

Based on the estimated noise levels, he‘ pmm ‘mended for most of these
activities (TWA>80 dBA)siiNoise reductlorv(NRRs) of hearing protectors should be
capable of reducmmWe to 85,0 dBA (8-hour, Operation) and 83.2 dBA
(10-hour, Consmv. For maximum sound levels (L,.) there is not an explicit OSHA
limitation.  THe maximum soliid_levels occurof rare occasions when everything at a
facility/operation océurs at.the exact same time.  The TWA are based on the fact that noise

producing activities are Starting and stopping for the given utilization and the maximum sound

levéls are included in the TWA.
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. Table 4.7-4 Estimated Baseline Noise Exposure during Phase 1 Construction
Activity TWA (dBA) Max Lpa (dBA)
General Earthwork 83 89
Cask Handling Building 92 99
Security/Admin Building 94 100
Storage Pad 88 96
Protected Area 83 89

Table 4.7-5 Estimated Baseline Noise Exposure during CISF Operation

Activity TWA (dBA) Max Lpa (dBA)
Storage Module Construction 92 103
Cask Transport 89 97

Table 4.7-6 Estimated Baseline Noise Exposure during Phase 2-8 Construction Including

Operation
Location TWA (dBA) Max Lpa (dBA)
Storage Pad 87 97
‘ Protected Area 78 89

|
|
|
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CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES (CHR)
RAI CHR-1

Clarify whether additional historic and cultural resources identification work, surveys,
and Federal, State, or Tribal agency coordination will be needed prior to construction and
operation of the proposed CISF because of construction activities potentially extending
into New Mexico. If so, provide a description of the identification work, surveys, and
agency coordination that would need to be completed and an anticipated schedule.

In response to its review of ISP’s archeological survey of the proposed CISF site, the New:
Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer (NM SHPOQ) stated, “The SHPO concurs that no
additional cultural resources identification efforts are needéd for this undertaking with the
condition that all new ground-disturbing and construction activities are confined to Texas. If,
however, any construction related ground disturbances such as staging areas, equipment or
materials storage yards, or access roads are needed in New Mexico, then a cultural
resource survey will be required to identify and evaluate historic properties in the area of
potential effects.” (see ER Appendix A, Attachment 3-3). Figures in the ER and SAR show
that the railroad side track to be built as part of the proposed CISF would extend into New
Mexico (e.g., ER Figures 3.3-1, 3.6-1, 4.8-1, 4:12-1, and 6.1-1 and SAR Figures 1-1, 1-2,
and 2-1). Therefore, the route of the railroad side track would result in new ground-disturbing
and construction activities in New Mexico. Specifically, the requested information is needed
to support the NRC staff’s evaluation of applieable agency eoordination and consultation
requirements and complete the NRC staff's description of the affected environment and
assessment of environmental impacts on cultural and historic resources in the EIS.

This additional information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(b) and (d), which require
that the ER include‘a description of the affected environment and a description of the status of
compliance with-applicable environmental quality standards and requirements, including
limitations and requirements which have been imposed by Federal, State, regional, and local
agencies having responsibility for environmental protection.

Response to RAI CHR-1:

As of June 2019; ISP no fonger plans to include project elements located in New Mexico; the
project will be entirely confined to the state of Texas. See RAI Response PA-1 regarding
removal of the New Mexico rail side track from the project and updates to the ER.

Impact:

No Changes as a result of this RAI.
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RAI CHR-2

Provide a copy (electronic or website link) of the draft report or final report, if prepared,
for the archeological survey conducted in May 2015 to inventory and evaluate
archeological resources within the footprint of the proposed CISF.

ER Section 3.8.2 states that, “In May 2015, a pedestrian archeological survey was
completed in order to inventory and evaluate archeological resources onl private land within
the footprint of the proposed spent nuclear fuel CISF at the existing Waste Control
Specialists waste disposal facility in western Andrews County, Texas.*Information in ER
Appendix A and D, indicates that the draft report for this survey entitled, “Intensive
Archeological Survey of the Proposed Waste Control Specialists Spent Nuclear Fuel
Consolidated Interim Storage Facility, Andrews County, Texas,” was submitted for review to
the Texas Historical Commission (THC) on July 2, 20154 The requested information is
needed to support the NRC staff's description of the affected environment and assessment
of environmental impacts on cultural and historic resources.in the E[S.

This additional information is needed in accordance with 10:CFR 51.45(b) and (b)(1), which
requires that the ER include a description of the affected environment and a discussion of the
impacts of the proposed action.

Response to RAlI CHR-2:

The archeological survey completed in 2015 for the WES CISF titled.Intensive Archeology
Survey of the Proposed WCS CISF in Andrews County, TX has been added to the ER as
Attachment 3-4. In addition; Section 3.8.2 has beén updated to point to Attachment 3-4 for the
report.

A previous cultural resource survey was completed in 1994 for the neighboring Waste Control
Specialists Fagility. The 1994 survey and 1994 and 2004 “No Effect” confirmation letters from
the Texas Historical Commission have been incorporated into the ER as Attachment 3-5. In
addition, Section 3.8:3 has been updated to point to Attachment 3-5 for the report.

The 2015 survey defined the Area for Potential Effect (APE) as a footprint of 216 acres, which
covers the entire Protected Area (PA), where a majority of ground disturbance activities are
expected. The 2015 APE covers 44% of the Owner Controlled Area (OCA), where limited
ground disturbance beyond the footprint is planned.

Impact:

ER Sections 3.8.2 and 3.8.3 and Attachments 3-4 and 3-5 have been revised as described in
the response.
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(RTHL), properties or districts listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), State
Antiquities Landmarks (SALs), cemeteries, or other cultural resources that may have been
previously recorded. No such resources were identified within the APE for direct/effects. The
nearest previously identified resource is the OSHM for Andrews County, located approximately

27 km (17 mi) southeast of the project area.

According to a search of the New Mexico Cultural Resources Information System (NMCRIS),
there are no previously-identified non-archeological historic resourees located within the APE for
direct or indirect impacts. The closest historic resource in New Mexico is “HCPI 37299 (building
at 703 Ruth Circle, Eunice, Lea County), located approximately 7.2 km (4.5 mi) from the CISF.

3.8.2 Historical and Cultural Resource Analysis

In May 2015, a pedestrian archeological survey was completed in order to inventory and
evaluate any archeological resources on private land within the footprint of the proposed spent
nuclear fuel the CISF at the existing Waste Control Specialists waste disposal facility in western
Andrews County, Texas (Attachment 3-4). Because the project includes a host agreement with
Andrews County, a political subdivision of the State of Texas, the project is considered subject
to the Antiquities Code of Téxas. The project would also be subject to Section 106 of the NHPA,
as amended, due to oversight and licensing by the NRC.

Chris Dayton,/PhD in Archeology and a Registered Professional Archeologist and Steven
Schooler, MA in Anthropology/Archeology of CMEC carried out the survey on behalf of the
County and Waste Control Specialists under Texas Antiquities Permit 7277.

3.8.3 Previous Investigations and Previously Identified Archeological Resources

Neighboring facility’ Waste Control Specialists completed a "Cultural Resource Survey of A
Proposed Waste Fagility Andrews County, Texas" in 1994. The 1994 survey and associated
letters from the Texa$ Historical Commission are located in Attachment 3-5.

A data search of the Texas Archeological Sites Atlas maintained by the THC and the Texas
Archeological Research Laboratory (TARL) was conducted in order to identify any previously
recorded cemeteries, historical markers, NRHP properties or districts, SALs, archeological sites,

and previous surveys in the archeological APE, which consisted of the footprint of the proposed
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URS
® RECERED

June 15, 2004 JUN? .mM

TE

RAS HISTOR ':ﬁ.‘ OMMESe
McMark Denton

Texas Historical Commission
P.O. Box 12276

Austin, TX 78711 \
Re: Waste Control Specialists- No Effect Confirmation /
Dear Mr. Denton:

\

As a follow up to our recent telephone conversation on. June\l 0, 2004 ,t,hm letter is being
submitted to receive an updated stamp of the “No Effect™ detcrmma/non for the Waste
Contro] Specialists {WCS) site located in Andrews County\Fnclmed is a copy of the
cover letter stamped by Dr. James Bruseth in 1994 for the W(‘S\glte WCS 1s planning to
expand operations located within the same area- (appmxlmatelv 1300 acres‘p included in
the original evalvarion of the site and . noi‘prqposm;, any activities that wopld be located
outside the area previously considered.

If you have any questions or require any addrtaonal xntom’z;?f&nrnl\egse contact me at
801-904-4019. Thank yo u—for ¥ our nssxstance

:,.e;_\rr e -y ‘lwb ,_"gz_;_{, fl—; ‘

CRGIECT MAY oRE i .{:L

ff/zﬁ/tfwﬁff“‘ |

e vy,

wet ey r,rl. Jake
~5:_'.»,”._|. (T & m_' SR Mg
U
e T
URS Corporation
758 East Winchestas Stieal. Suite 400
Salt Lake City. Utah 84107
Tel: 801.904.4000
Fax: $31.604.4100
WWW,USscatp.com
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ATTACHMENT 3: AUGUST 1994 TEXAS HISTORIC
PRESERVATION “NO EFFECT” CONFIRMATION LETTER
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ENVIRONMENTAL

Mr. James E. Bruseth, Ph.D.
Deputy Stale Histcric Preservation, Oificer
TEXAS RISTORICAL COMMISSION
P.0O. Box 12273

Austin, Texas 78711

AHn - Timaothy Ko Perttulz Bl

. el g PR ) 17

nA

Re: Wassie Centrol Specizelists
TNRCC Permit No. EG385

Dear Mr. Bruseth:

Enclosed is cne copy of the report ‘renfrac' oy Galvan Eling-Associalss, Inc.
. entitled "Culiurzal Rns urce Qur,w A P*_,z/ seé\'\a:te racliy Aridrews

Cournty, Texas /ms répert previa es\he sults of the cultural resource survey
3 r-.-.r:,v es.\.d 7 yeursttar of 18 July 1\-4<é".c 2s agrssd during cur meeting of
25 July 15€4 ,u,ne rapon\cénciudas .hm\ he, \stud arsa ofierz< few enticements
ic prehisior /.ec'.:la cr ezrly/settiers anc svidience of thelr use of this
rract was iclnd anc rio f c(u‘ Itural rescurces § d as an imgedimnsni to

cans ;\;r,::l:r- CT th~ waste facility.

We lesk fc. tc yCL.r hmcly co.,r"va! of {he .:port If you have any questicns

NO EFFECT

On Nsiional Register -eligible or listed properties
or State Archealogecal Landmarks

PROJECT MAY PROCEED
gi_/\ /Z‘;L,

James E. Bruseph, Ph.D., DSHPO

t /B / '

D’ e

—

oo ¥. N. Bicham, WC Pasacers
Mixe Woccward, Woedward & Stewar, Ausiin

1078 Mcpac Circie, # 101 Austin, Texes 78746 (512) 327-5775 Fax 3274570
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. ATTACHMENT 4: CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY OF A
PROPOSED WASTE FACILITY, ANDREWS COUNTY, TX

I March 16, 2007 2.2.1-57 Revision 12a

Adnnhimnnanmt D B AAdAdAA m vanArmanmaa ta DAL ALUD 2




APPLICATION FOR LICENSE TO AUTHORIZE NEAR-SURFACE
LAND DISPOSAL OF LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE
Appendix 2.2.1: Archaeological and Cultural Survey

Cuttural Resource Survey of A Proposed Waste Facility
Andrews County, Texas

AM Enwronmenta! I-c.
Austin, Texas/ /

/ Galvan Eling Associates, Inc.
3200 Breeze Terrace
Austin, Texas 78722

August, 1994
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() Abstract

On August 4, 1994, Galvén Eling Associates, Inc. assessed the cu:'l‘tyraj\ resource
potentiat of a 150-acre tract in Andrews County, Texas for AM Enwronmental Inc. of
Austin, The absence of prehistoric or significant historic occupauan/or exploitation of

7
this tract can be attributed to the lack of essential resources. Cultural resources do
not stand as an impediment to construction of a waste facility ox‘f:tl?ais~ property.

®
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. Introduction

At the request of AM Environmental Inc., Gaivan Eling Associates, Inc. conducted
a cultural resources assessment of a 150-acre waste cantrol facility site/in Andrews
County, Texas (Figure 1). The survey area is on the Flying W Diamon /Ranch/ 30 miles
narthwest of Andrews, immediately east of the New Mexico-Texas siate lnne and north
of Texas Hwy 176. The field work was accomplished by Carole/h'z!/edlar Frank Garcia,
and Kelly Scott an August 4, 1294, )\/

Methods

The survey tract was inspected by pedestrian transects walket at intervals ranging
from 10 to 30 meters, depending upon the local topography.(Close interval transects
paralieled the only ephemeral drainade on_the survey tratt and encwcied as well as
crosscut the five depressions, or buffai\w‘.-.ﬂgn/sxmat were consnde(}ed t¢ hold some,
albeit minor, potential for prehistoric o&eariy hsst@}c exXploitation\Photographs were

. taken tc document the general tooograph @VBQE&&H@XW

//’“\

atural Environment

A /‘\

kppﬂncatnan\f\or\a haz rdous waste perm }7 equires exhaustive and complete en-
vironmental analySLEVThemnta lirfformation pertinent to the potential for
archeolocical resomrg\és on the tract is detailed in volume 4 of AM Environmental, Inc.'s

(1293) permit ar_'phcats@n and is only summarized here.

/

The survey area, is in thg seuihern portion of the North American Great Plains
\physmcga'aphlc ZO) ;\on the shuthwestern edge of the Southern High Plains or Llano
Es tacado. The region is bounded by the Pecos River plain to the south and west,
N%\ >alero Ridge 1o t‘mﬂ northwest, Monument Draw (New Mexico) and Rattlesnake
ge tothe west, 2nd the Liano Estacado to the north and east. The waste facility
N

will be builthin gy area where the caliche sediments of the Tertiary Ogallaia Formation
lay unconfvrmably on Triassic red bed clay of the Dockham Group (Bureau of
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FIGURE 1. Map of study area.
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Economic Geology 1976). In the survey tract, the windblown sands that caused

‘ Ferguson (1286) to call this area the "Seminole Sand Sheet” are a thin veneer overlying
shallow brown silty sandy sediments broken by cutcrops of the underlying caliche.
Sand, gravel, and highly cemented caliche = e quarried less than a mile we/of the
state line and the western boundary of the waste facility tract.

The nearest major drainage is Monument Draw, southwest of the studly area in New
Mexico {not to be confused with Texas’ Monument Draw thgt@wé\east through
northern Andréews County). Baker Spring, 650 meters west ‘of the facility, was a
seasonal seep emanating from an outcrop of the Ogallala‘Formation but flow ceased
some 7 years ago. Water is sometimes found at the base’of the Ogallala Form\tx
in isolated gravel beds under slight depressions, locally-called buffalo wallaws. Thuosx

these topographic features influence human and~an|rﬁ/al explo:tatuop -0f the arid plains.

The climate is temperate and arid, averaging 14.5 m\hes .of/annual precipitation .
About 70% of the rain falls between May and October and@:annual evaporation rate

exceeds precipitation by 58 |nche§/\ The%n annual g%\tgmperature is 77.4
degrees F; the minimum is 48.4 degrees\F\(Bomam 883). \/>
The plains were described as a sea f grass that su;gorted huge herds of grazing
' animals, the mainstay of the native econcrﬁ\es {Hughes 1989} Modern land use has
been solely cattle past@‘the resident fauna are now coyaotes, jack rabbits, field
rodents, snakes and otfier r& reptiies, and a \aned bird population. The vegetation of
the study area js Iow grasses broken by scrub mg\squnte that grows more thickly in the
five slight depressmns that/poc.‘k—the‘generaﬂ\g,?evel terrain (Figure 2a). Elevation
ranges from 3\487 to, 3 422 /feetﬂAMSL we relief does not vary by more than 3 or

4 feet at maximumy TWo ;ndges rise about 1 or 2 feet above the plain; the deepest of
the/cﬁp’r;\sslons doesxnot exceed 4 feet in depth (AM Environmental, Inc. 1993).

ﬁ’rehlstonc envnronmentii changes in the region generally correlate 'with the Antevs

( (1955) model, and cons:st of‘afpost-Piezstocene cool and moist Anathermal {10,000-
7500 B.P), a warm and dry Altithermal (7500-4000 B.P) and a moderate Medithermal
400Q B.P. to present); These periods correlate to documented heavy occupation of
the Lidno Estacado if the Palecindian period, from 14,000 to 7000 B.P, a dearth of
oc‘,upation between 7000-4C00 B.P, the Early and Middle Archaic periods, and the
resumptnan of éboriginal occupation around 4000 B.P, a presence which was sus-
tzined until Historic times (Hughes 1589).
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FIGURE 2. Environmental setling. a) tepography and vegetation in the study area; b)
slight depression in ephemeral drainway, trampled by cattle.
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Cultural Background

Hughes (1989) summarized prehistoric cultural developments on the High Plains,
including the South Plains or Liano Estacado. Ignoring variability introduced-by ethnic
diversity and the influences radiating from more complex nieghboring sdcieties, the
long span of prehistory was divided into Palecindian, Archaic, and Necindian stages,
with the latter two further subdivided into Early and Late substagés. T?\\e\Histqric period
begins with Coronado’s expedition in 1540 but the area remained largely u\hd\nir the
control of Plains Indians until the mid-1870s. Andrews County, named fora Texas
revolutionary, was formed from Bexar County in 1876 and organized in 1910 (Cor@er,
et al. 1974). In 1890, only 24 people lived in thefcc}mty. Oil wassstruck in 1929. The”
modern economy is dominated by cattle ranching and erergy production, both
evidenced on the Flying W Diamond Ranch. ./

The majority of the 52 recorded sites in Andrews County were recorded as part of
the permitting process for oil and/ggipipelines. Most are'"bgrned rock or burned
caliche features or scatters with few ther antifacts found hdune blowouts with no
apparent nearby water source; a Iesse;‘r{umber were on dunes o ’é?od’ed uplands next
to playas (see Kibler 1981 for a dis&:ssion of site/?li\strib@ns in this region). The
dominant period of ocEupation, when }iet\éf{ninéble. was during the Late Archaic and
Late Prehistoric 1 eripdéf“One\éxite recorded(by a Jocal amateur archeologist, 41AD42,

, \
contained three Bal’éoindian po/ints (Scot?sbldﬁ. Milnesand and Eden).

7
The only_systematic arche{)logicaLs;gci}’r\)n the county that exceeded the survey
level of investigation,Was-accomplished by Colins (1968) who documented the
A
Andrews Lake site complex. Eight sites, ranging in age from Palesindian to Historic,

/and,featuringmasom:y fbupdati ons of several dwellings, clay and stone-lined hearths,

rd

4

.

burned rock héhnhs,\nun'iéqgus burials, caches and stone walls, were apparently
supported by semipermanent water in Andrews Lake, east of the current survey area.
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APPLICATION FOR LICENSE TO AUTHORIZE NEAR-SURFACE
LAND DISPOSAL OF LOW-LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE
Appendix 2.2.1: Archaeological and Cultural Survey

Results of the Survey

Despite the special attention paid to the one subtle drainage feature and-the slight
depressions that had some limited potential for p-ehistoric exploitation; ne cultural
remains worthy of site designation were found by this survey. Six piece$ of burned
caliche, averaging less than 3.5 cm in maximum dimension,/w/e}e\net\eid on the
northeast side of the drainway, next to a slight depression <tha /h.ad\bs\een\heaviiy
trampled by cattle (Figure 2b). Two clusters of three pieces, linearly distributed over
an area about 1 meter long, were found 20 meters apart/sepa%ated by a barrenistretch
of hard packed shallow sediments littered with unburned’lumps of caliche. The are;.t\\,)
was subjected to intensive scrutiny, including cytting-a profile inté~one of the nearby.””
remnant hummocks of soil, but no evidence be.ari}'ng\ upon the age or origin of the
burned caliche was produced. This drainway lacks “both ga’{hering and retentive
capability and probably holds water for less than a day after a heavy rain.

Two of the five slight depressioﬁ;ﬁ‘ the_study area are \shqwn as playas on the
USGS Eunice NE 7.5" quadrangle map but-ngne of-these "buffalg?v/allows" have much
water retention capacity. According o the geologic reports;they lack the impermeable
clay linings that inhibit rainfall absorption\in trx{e,playasrx&o evidence of historic or
prehistoric use of this féaturéswas found beyond the intensified grazing of cattle drawn

J

to the grasses that gg:ov’v“iﬁ“t-r\ue\bicttoms of these depressions.

AN

N

e

Comparatiéd’gta were obtained by a visit\to Baker Spring, shown on the USGS
maps less th\gn%(go meters’ westof the state,life that is the western boundary of the
study area. A:ccofdigg/to )oc‘él‘i’nformag@.-spring flow ceased about 7 years ago, a
fact they attributédo blasting at the adjacent quarry. Historic debris, reportedly the
/r-em/ains\oj\ear{y\ ranch \bu,_i_ldings, was abundant but prehistoric material consisted
sdl/ely of less.than 10 che fi‘alges and one thin end scraper. This site is in New Mexico
-~ and was not rec\:orded but\iyé“erves as a standard for judging the low intensity of

\\ prehistoric use of the immediate area.

T{\he study area ojfered few enticements to prehistoric peopie or early settlers. Itis
not surprising that’no evidence of their use of this tract was found and no cultural
resourcésvsté?/d’és an impediment to consiructicn of this waste facility.

e

e
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RAls and Responses - Public Enclosure 3 to E-54837

SOCIOECONOMICS (SOC)
RAI SOC-1
Provide tax revenue information on a county and state level over a 40-year period.

Appendix A of the ER provides estimated employee compensation and reggiop\al tax impacts

of the proposed CISF between 2019 and 2028. The iMpact analysis for/PgA’Nnin\g (IMPLAN)
model was run for a period of 20 years; however, ISP is requesting aJicense for aterm-gf 40
years. This additional information is needed to evaluate the potential socioeconomioixéc\ts

.

™,
N

on the states and the counties within the region during the re ,uefﬁe?j license period. A
AN

This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 5/1/45;b)6), which requires that the E
include a description of the impacts of the proposed action.” y

Response to RAI SOC-1:

Impact:

To be finalized.
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. PUBLIC AND OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH (POH)

RAI POH-1 /\
Provide a map or figure showing monitoring locations for background ra ijl/tion levels.

ER Section 3.11.1.1 (Background Radiation Levels at the CISF) prov:deSf@/tahng results

in Table 3.11-1, but should also include a figure showing the mon/torlpgllocat/ons Monltor/ng

results should include information about the locations where the momtormg occurred. The

requested information would allow the NRC staff to evaluate the appllcablllty of \ '

measurements to the proposed CISF location. “\\
This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 5/1 A45(c), which requires ERs to contain )
sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an lndependent anaIYS|s

Response to RAl POH-1:

Figures 4.12-7, 4.12-8, and 4.12-9.

Impact:
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Table 3.11-1, Detected concentrations of background radionuclides in samples collected in the vicinity of Waste Control
Specialists during 2010 and 2011.

Lsoa;:Z:; Sample type | Radionuclide Min Max Mea g SD # samples
Air Cs-137 2.45E-04 1.19E-03 4.94E-04 2.07E-04 18
Air GROSSA 4.36E-04 7.80E-03 1.68E-03 9.37E-04 pCi/m3 583
Air GROSSB 4 81E-04 3.67E-02 7 95E-03 3.33E-03 pCi/m3 624
Air K-40 1.78E-03 6.92E-03 3.64E-03 1.07E-03 pCi/m3 80
Air Pb-210 7.42E-04 1.23E-01 6.80E-03 6.21E-03 pCi/m3 759
Air Ra-226 2.44E-05 3.42E-03 1.47E-04 1.82E-04 pCi/m3 415
Air Ra-228 6.03E-05 4.93E-03 2.63E-04 4.46E-04 pCi/m3 270

Note 1 . ' ‘
Air Th-228 1.40E-05 2.43E-04 6.95E-05 2.96E-05 pCi/m3 265
Air Th-230 6.01E-06 2.93E-04 7.02E-05 3.23E-05 pCi/m3 354
Air Th-232 9.39E-06 2:51E-04 5.61E-05 2.67E-05 pCi/m3 325
Air Th-234 7.50E-03 9.53E-03 8.76E-03 1.10E-03 pCi/m3 3
Air U-233/234 5.49E-05 1.41E-03 1.54E-04 9.10E-05 pCi/m3 604
Air U-235/236 3.71E-06 7.29E-05 1.63E-05 1.04E-05 pCi/m3 135
Air U-238 3.84E-05 9.53E-03 1.94E-04 6.15E-04 pCi/m3 604
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( II.\I"I'I-I{ 3

L?;’z:)en Sample type | Radionuclide Min Max Mean Units # samples
Ground Water | GROSSA 1.36E+00 6.16E+01 1.15E+01 8.03E+00 pCi/lL 677
Ground Water GROSSB 1.75E+00 1.12E+02 1.17E+01 1.02E+01 pCi/lL 617
Ground Water | K-40 4.08E+01 1.39E+02 8.56E+01 2.91E+01 pCi/L 9
Ground Water Pb-210 1.79E+00 6.42E+02 2.24E+01 9.45E+01 pCi/L 58
Ground Water | Ra-226 1.25E-01 7.71E+00 5.93E-01 5.26E-01 pCilL 567
Ground Water | Ra-228 4.01E-01 4.16E+00 1.29E+00 6.28E-01 pCilL 544

Note 2 Ground Water Th-228 2.75E-02 2.03E-01 8.17E-02 3.89E-02 pCi/L 103
Ground Water | Th-230 1.76E-02 307E-01 | 7.46E-02" 4.35E-02 pCill 174
Ground Water | Th-232 1.74E-02 1.36E-01 4.15E-02 2.45E-02 pCilL 20
Ground Water | Th-234 1.82E+02 1.82E+02 1.82E+02 NULL pCi/L 1
Ground Water | U-233/234 7.43E-02 3.73E+01 8.91E+00 6.95E+00 pCi/L 689
Ground Water | U-235/236 4.23E-02 1.79E+00 2.97E-01 2.49E-01 pCi/L 415
Ground Water U-238 7.84E-02 1.82E+02 2.86E+00 7.43E+00 pCi/lL 685
Soil Cs-137 1.29E-02 7.55E-01 1.07E-01 9.68E-02 pCilg 441
Soil GROSSA 2.78E+00 2.27E+01 7.76E+00 2.90E+00 pCilg 462

Note 3
Soil GROSSB 3.14E+00 4.60E+01 1.28E+01 5.35E+00 pCi/g 489
Soil K-40 1.68E+00 1.89E+01 8.88E+00 3.24E+00 pCilg 529
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Sample . . : :
p' Sample type | Radionuclide Min Max Mean Units # samples
Location
Soil Pb-210 1.92E-01 5.56E+00 1.17E+00 - | 7.13E-01 pCilg 355
Soil Ra-226 1.21E-01 1.29E+00 5.54E01 1.79E-01 pCilg 580
Soil Ra-228 1.07E-01 3.11E+00 6.35E-01 3.08E-01 pCi/g 628
Soil Th-228 2.06E-01 2.04E+00 6.85E-01 2.65E-01 pCi/g 293
Soil Th-230 1.21E-01 3.01E+00 6.72E-01 2.67E-01 pCi/g 890
Note 3

Soil Th-232 1.73E-01 2.52E"_'QO 6.53E-01 2.80E-01 pCi/g 376
Soil Th-234 1.48E-01 2.50E+00 7.49E-01 3.17E-01 pCi/g 275
Soil U-233/234 5.52E-02 1.09E+00 HISSE -0V 1.64E-01 pCi/g 472
Soil U-235/236 1.63E-02 1.00E-01 4 55E-02 1.71E-02 pCi/g 133
Soil U-238 7.85E-02 2.50E+00 5.59E-01 2.73E-01 pCi/g 750

NOTES:

3. Air Sample Locations are shown on‘l 2-7

4. Ground Water Sample Location are shown onFigured.12°8

5. Soil Sample Locations are shown on Figure‘

|
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3.11.1.1 Background Levels of Radiation at the CISF

ISP joint venture member Waste Control Specialists conducted pre-operational monitoring of
the environment in 2010 and 2011 to develop a data set that could be used.to characterize
baseline levels of radiation and radioactivity prior to any LLRW disposal site' operations, which
began in 2012 (WCS, 2011). Pre-operational data, along with all subsequently collected data,
are available through the RACER application. Available data for samples collected in. 2010 and
2011 were obtained from the RACER database and are summarized in Table 3.11-1 to provide
an indication of baseline radiological conditions in the vicinity of the Waste Control Specialists
disposal facility. Sample locations are shown on Figupés 4.12-7, 4.12-8, and 4.12-9. Table
3.11-1 shows the range of detected concentrations {min and max), alohg with the mean and
standard deviation, for the background radionuclides expected to‘contribute most to radiation
exposure in the CISF area. The CISF area is characterized as having relatively lower radon
concentrations, consistent with other areas of Texas and the southwest U.S. and the levels of
uranium and radium in the soil shown in Table 3.11-1 (NCRP, 2009).

3.11.1.2 Current Radiation Sources and Exposure Levels at the CISF

Radiation sources at the<CISF.include the ‘naturally occurring background radiation and the
LLRW and uranium byproduct material waste that is received by the facility and prepared and
stabilized for disposal. Natural background levels were discussed in the previous section. The
CWEF will accept only stabilized/LLRW of Classes A, B, or C from commercial waste generators.
Waste shipments are received in a variety of sealed containers such as 55-gallon drums,
rectangular steel boxes, and shipping casks. Waste is stabilized before disposal in the facility
using concrete containers and grout. The FWF also accepts Classes A, B, and C LLRW. The
FWF allows for two different disposal methods, containerized waste and non-containerized
waste in the In-Cell Non-Containerized Disposal Unit (IC NCDU). The containerized section of
the FWF, similar to the CWF, grouts containerized waste in concrete canisters. The IC NCDU
accepts federal Class A waste in larger volumes of bulk soil or soil-like debris, rubble, or a
single uniform piece qualified for disposal under the facility’s license. Waste packaging and
stability requirements limit the amount of radionuclide particulates or gasses that may be
suspended into the air during waste handling, including unloading of shipments, repackaging,
and containerizing of waste for disposal. Thus, inhalation is not a large contributor to worker

dose. Waste Control Specialists accepts remotely handled waste with exposure rates of up to
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RAI POH-2

Provide a map or figure of monitoring locations for historical exposures to radioactive
materials.

ER Section 3.11.1.3 (Historical Exposure to Radioactive Materials at WCS) provides a table
of monitoring results but should also include a map figure showing the monitoring locations.
Monitoring results should include information about the locations where. the monitoring
occurred. The requested information would allow the NRC staff to evaluate the applicability
of measurements to the proposed CISF location.

This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(¢), which requires ERs to contain
sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an independent analysis.

Response to RAI POH-2:

ER Section 3.11.1.3 and ER Table 3.11-3 have been updated to include a reference to ER
Figure 4.12-10.

Impact:

ER Section 3.11.1.3 and Table 3.11-3 have been revised as described in the response.
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3.11.1.3 Historical Exposure to Radioactive Materials at the CISF

Both occupational and public external exposures at and around the CISF for the past five years
are summarized in this section. These exposures are based on quarterly readings obtained from
the thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLDs) and optically stimulated luminéscent dosimeters
(OSLs) worn by ISP joint venture member Waste Control Specialists site personnel and placed
at various locations in the environment around the CISF. Table 3.11-2 summarizes occupational
exposures for the past five years. Personnel exposures increased after operations began in

2012 because radioactive waste shipments for disposal commenced.

Table 3.11-3 summarizes environmental TLD and OSk measurements and calculated doses to
the public for the past five years. The sample loeations are n in Figure 4.12-10.
Background corrected doses are also shown based on subtraction of the pre-operational
background dose as assumed by ISP joint venture member \Waste Control Specialists as part of
its annual REMP reporting (10 mrem). Averages including zero values (i.e., nondetects or
values <= 0 after background subtraction) and excluding zero values are both shown. Doses
measured during the pre-operational period of 2010-2011 are consistent with those measured
during 2012-2014, and there is no evidence of an increase in external radiation exposure to the
public after operations.tegan in 2012. External radiation is not expected to be a significant
source of exposure to members of the public due to distance and shielding from the materials
managed at the CISF.
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Table 3.11-3, Summary of environmental exposures at Waste Control Specialists’ existing facilities based on TLD and OSL
measurements (mean mrem y')°

Before background subtraction r background sub
Sample Type Year Annual total Public dose Public dose nual total Public dose
Location (bounding) (site-specifi (site-specific)
a b a b a b a b a b
OSLD 2010 8.7 8.7 2.0 2.0 0.4 [, NF | 7.1 0.5 16 0.1 0.4
OSLD 2011 7.7 8.7 1.8 2.0 0.4 0.4 1.9 8.1 0.4 1.9 01 0.4
OSLD 2012 6.7 9.1 1.5 21 0.3 0.5 20 8.6 0.5 2.0 0.1 0.4
OSLD 2013 8.1 8.1 1.8 1.8 0.4 0.4 1.0 4.3 0.2 1.0 0.1 0.2
See OSLD 2014 7.3 11.3 1.7 26 0.4 0.6 24 9.2 0.5 21 0.1 0.5
Figure
4.12-10 TLD 2010 16.8 16.8 3.8 3.8 0.8 0.8 7.2 9.0 16 24 0.4 0.5
TLD 2011 16.3 16.3 3.7 3.7 0.8 0.8 6.9 8.6 1.6 2.0 0.3 0.4
‘ TLD 2012 12.2 12.2 2.8 2.8 06 |06 42 7.9 1.0 1.8 0.2 0.4
j TLD 2013 6.1 6.1 1.4 1.4 0.3 0.3 1.0 3.8 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.2
TLD 2014 14.7 147 3.4 3.4 0.7 0.7 7.4 121 17 2.8 0.4 0.6
! a = with zero values included b = without zero values included ¢ =1mrem = 0.01mSv
|
|
|
|
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WASTE MANAGEMENT (WM)
RAI WM-1
Provide generated waste volume estimates by waste type and facility lifecycle phase.

ER Section 3.12 (Waste Management) describes the wastes expected tobe generated by
the proposed action, including liquid (nonradioactive wastewater; sanitary) and solid waste
(low-level radioactive waste, nonhazardous solid waste, hazardous waste). These
descriptions do not provide information by lifecycle stage (i.e., construction, operations,
decommissioning) and the expected volume of each waste that would be generated is not
quantified. Volume estimates should be provided for any solid wastes that could be
generated in larger than negligible quantities, for example:

e Annual and cumulative volumes of nonhazardous solid waste that would be generated
from the fabrication of 3,200 storage systems over 20 years (ER Section 3.12.1.3)

e Annual and cumulative volume of nonhazardous solld waste that would be generated
during decommissioning

The requested information will allow the'NRC staff to evaluate the magnitude of potential
waste management impacts for each proposed facility lifecycle stage. This includes impacts
of waste generation on available capacity. and operational In‘e of disposal facilities.

This information is needed in accordance W|th 10 CFR 51. 45(c) which requires ERs to contain
sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an independent analysis.

Response to RAl WM-1:

ER Section 3.12:has been updated to include waste volume estimates for construction,
operations, and decommissioning lifecycle phases of the CISF, with the specific volume
estimates provided in new ER Tables 3.12-2, 3.12-3, and 3.12-4, respectively. The tables
provide annual and cumulative volumes of nonhazardous solid waste, low-level radioactive solid
waste, hazardous solid waste, and sanitary waste water (non-hazardous and non-radioactive).
Cumulative lifetime waste volume estimates are provided in new ER Table 3.12-5.

Impact:

ER Section 3.12 has been revised and Tables 3.12-2, 3.12-3, 3.12-4, and 3.12-5 have been
added as described in the response.
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. Table 3.11-10, Incidence Rates of Cancer in Andrews County Region (HSR9) and Texas
2007-2011
Rate per 100,000 Rate per 100,000
Males Region State Females Region State
All sites 497 .1 504.6 All sites 378.9 387.1
Prostate 112.9 126.9 Breast 104.8 113.6
Lung 79.7 75.6 Lung 49.5 47 .4
Colorectal 51.2 49.7 Colorectal 36.2 34.6

3.12 WASTE MANAGEMENT

Waste management for the CISF is divided into gaseous and liquid effluent, as well as solid
waste. Descriptions of the sources and effluent.systems for each of these waste streams are
discussed in this section. Waste volumes for GISEleenstruction, “@pérations (annual), and
decommissioning life-cycle phases are\provided in Tablesm3.12-2, 3.12-3, and 3.12-4,

‘ respectively; lifetime cumulative waste volumes aré provided in Table 3.12-5. Disposal plans,
waste minimization practices, and related environmental impacts are discussed in Section 4.13
of this report and Chapter 6 of the SAR.

3.12.1 Effluent Systems

Effluent systems are used to manage gaseous and liquid effluents to ensure that potential
radiation doses to workers are compliant with the discharge limits specified in 10 CFR Part 20,
maintain ALARA, and consistent with the philosophy of waste minimization, the term “waste” as
used in this section refers to waste generated during operations at the CISF, and does not
include SNF waste materials handled at the CISF.

These systems are described in more detail in Chapters 4 and 6 of the SAR.
3.12.11 Gaseous Effluents

Non-radiological air emissions would be generated primarily from diesel generators and engines

used to provide electrical power and move equipment, including SNF, at the CISF. Non-
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Table 3.12-2, Estimated Initial Construction Waste Volume

CHAPTER 3

Non: Selithow: Hazardous Sanitary
Hazardous Level Solid Waste
Initial Construction Activity Solid Radioactive Waste Water
Waste Waste (tons) (oallons)
(tons) (tons)
Storage Pad Construction 560 0 0.25
Storage Module Construction 0 0 0
Building Construction 47 0 0.33
Site Preparation, Fence, Admin,
Finish Work, Rail Construction L ¢ GED
TOTAL 713 0 1.33 450,000
Table 3.12-3, Estimated Annual Operational Waste Volunie
Nom= | Solid Lows
' Hazardous | Sanita
Hazarta(|" Level Solid Wast:y
Annual Operations Activity Solid | Radioactive Waiis Waidar
Wiety Wast (tons) (gallons)
, (tons) (tons)
Standard Opeérations and Admifi 53 1.33 1.33
Storage Module Construction (160 2336 B A
per year average)
Xpé rage Pads, Fence
=) 232 0 0
TOTAL 2,621 1.33 1.33 185,000
Note:
1. Averaged out per year
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Table 3.12-4, Estimated Decommissioning Waste Volume

CHAPTER 3

Non- Solid Low- g
Hazardous | Sanitary
Hazardous Level Solid Waste
Decommissioning Activity Solid Radioactive
Waste Water
Waste Waste (tons) (gallons)
(tons) (tons) g
Survey, Decontamination, and .
e 33 98.34 1.0
Building Cleanout 47 0 0.33 %
TOTAL 80 98.34 1.33 190,000
Note: 8

1. Based on the Decommissioning Plan estimate of 60.7 cubic yardsdnd an c assumed density of 120 pounds per cubic foot.

Table 3.12-5, Estimated Cumulative Waste Volume

W - o —uilh—3

CISF Facility Phase :,:SI,‘ ka:;::;:etive Wi Wikt

(tons) (tons) (tons) (gallons)

Initial Construgtion 713 0 1.33 450,000

Operation (20 years) 52,420 26.6 26.6 3,700,000

Decommissioning 80 98.34 1.33 190,000

TOTAL 53,213 124.94 29.26 4,340,000
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RAI WM-2

Provide additional information about the local municipal landfill and the WCS LLRW
disposal facility, including the available capacity, annual disposed volume of waste, and
currently projected operational life of these facilities.

ER Sections 3.12.1.3 (Solid Wastes) and 3.12.1.3.1 (Solid Low-Level Radioactive Waste)
describe that nonhazardous solid waste and Low-Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW) would be
disposed at a municipal landfill and the adjacent WCS LLRW facility, respectively, but
provides no description of characteristics of these facilities. The characteristics of affected
disposal facilities such as available capacity, annual disposed velume, and operational life
will allow the NRC staff to evaluate the impacts of proposed waste generation on these
facilities.

This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR §1.45(c), which réquires ERs to contain
sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of anindependent analysis.

Response to RAl WM-2:

Low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) generated by the CISF would be sent to the Compact
Waste Facility (CWF) within the Waste Control Specialists LLRW fagility. The CWF is licensed
to dispose of 9,000,000 cubic feet of waste over its lifétime. The facility, which opened in 2011,
is currently in the first of nine planned phases of operation. As.a phase nears its design
capacity, the next phase will be constructed in order tojprovide available disposal capacity
before the previous phase is full. The current phase{(Phase 1 of 9) has a waste volume capacity
of approximately 475,000 cubic feet. Existing waste volume (2019) in Phase 1 is approximately
200,000 cubic feet. The disposal rate for CWF is approximately 25,000 cubic feet per year.

The remaining dispoesal capacity (constructed and planned) for the CWF is sufficient for the
expected life of the CISF.

Hazardous waste generated by the CISF (See Response to RAI WM-4) would be sent to the
Waste Control Specialists Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C Landfill.
The landfill is permitted to dispose of 62,370,000 cubic feet of waste over its lifetime. The
facility was permittedin 1994 and has been operating for 24 years. The existing waste volume
in.the landfill is.approximately 20,000,000 cubic feet (2019). The Landfill is constructed in
phases ranging in size from approximately 3,000,000 cubic feet to 10,000,000 cubic feet. As
currently constructed, the available airspace capacity is approximately 10,000,000 cubic feet
(2019). New phases will be constructed as available airspace capacity is filled. The average
annual receipt rate for the landfill is approximately 830,000 cubic feet. The remaining disposal
capacity (constructed and planned) of the RCRA Landfill is sufficient for the expected life of the
CISF.

The Lea County Landfill is the nearest municipal landfill and would be the first option for
nonhazardous waste disposal. The landfill is permitted under New Mexico Solid Waste Bureau
permit number SWM-130402. The facility was permitted in 1998 with a planned life of 80 years.
The facility expands and constructs additional disposal area as needed. Currently, the facility
has used approximately 75 acres of area for disposal with the ability to expand to 268 acres
over its expected lifetime. Annual waste receipts are approximately 100,000 tons per year. ER
Section 3.12.1.3, including the appropriate subsections, have been updated to include this
information.
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. Impact:

ER Section 3.12.1.3 has been revised as described in the response.
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Solid radioactive wastes would be collected in containers and temporarily stored in the transfer
facility. Small volumes of solid radioactive wastes are anticipated. These low activity wastes
would be disposed of at Waste Control Specialists’ permitted or licensed dispasal facility. A
likely location for the low activity wastes would be the WCS Low-Level Raflieactive Waste
(LLRW) facility's Compact Waste Facility (CWF). This disposal facility, whicfi@pened in 2011, is
currently in the first of nine planned phases of operation. The facilitym dispose of
9,000,000 cubic feet of waste in its lifetime and its remaining dispoSal capacity 1S 8tffficient for
the expected life of the CISF.

3.12.1.3.2Non-Radioactive Solid Waste \_ RATVWM-2 :

Solid non-radioactive waste may also be generatedat the CISF. The majority of the solid non-
radioactive waste is expected to be generated during fabrication of some of the SNF storage
systems. Approximately 3,200 storage systems would be fabricated to store 40,000 MTUs of
SNF and related GTCC waste over 20 years. However, some storage systems would be

fabricated offsite, but assembled at the CISF. RAI WM-3

Other non-radioactive solid wastes are expected t0 be generated 'as a result of routine
maintenance, operations, and administrative support functions at the CISF. Prior to releasing
solid materials for unrestricted release, radiolagical surveys would be conducted to ensure that
any potential levels of radioactivity are below the limits specified in Table 3.12-1. The release
levels provided'in” Table 3.12-1 are taken from Table R.3 of NUREG-1556, Volume 9 and

Table 2 of NRC Regulatory/ Guide 8.30. ""These limits are also consistent with 30 Texas

Administrative Code 3364364 Appendix G.

Non-radiological solid waste would be disposed of at a solid waste municipal landfill. The Lea
|%unty Landfil“néar Euncie,, NM would be the first option for non-radioactive and non-
hazardous waste digposal. The facility was permitted in 1998 and has planned life of 80 years.

Fhe remaining capadity is sufficient for the expected life of the CISF.
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3.12.1.3.3Hazardous and Mixed Waste RAI WM-4

Mixed waste is not expected to be generated at the CISF. Hazardous waste potentially

generated at the facility will be limited to small quantities as described in Section 143.2:4.

Hazardous waste generated by the CISF would be sent to the WCS Rie- Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C Landfill. This landfill, which opened in 1995, s currently at
approximately 32% of its permitted capacity of 62,370,000 cubic fe’ waste. The remaining
disposal capacity is sufficient for the expected life of the CISF.

\_ RAI WM-2
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RAI WM-3

Clarify which NRC Regulatory Guide applicable to release of waste materials for disposal
the application relies on.

ER Section 3.12.1.3.2 (Non-Radioactive Solid Waste) references NRC Regulatory Guide
1.86 for limits applicable to releasing waste materials for disposal. NRC Regulatory Guide
1.86 has been retired, but similar limits are referenced in Regulatory Guide 8.30. The
commitments to follow NRC guidance in the application should reflect the currently
applicable guidance.

This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(¢), which requires ERs to contain
sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an independent analysis.

Response to RAI WM-3:

ER Section 3.12.1.3.2 has been revised to add Table 3.12-1,which'provides the acceptable
surface contamination levels for uncontrolled release of materials and equipment that were
formerly included in NRC Regulatory Guide (RG) 1.86 and Table 1.

Discussion:

As noted in the RAI, NRC RG 1.86 was withdrawn on August.12, 2016. According to the
Federal Register Notice (NRC-2016-0160) withdrawingthe RG 1.86,.“. . .Table 1 in RG 1.86 is
now included in RG 8.23 and is titled, ‘Table 3 Acceptable Surface Contamination Levels for
Uncontrolled Release of Equipment.”

RG 8.23 was also withdrawn on August 7, 2018. NRC guidance applicable to Radiation Safety
Surveys at Medical Institutions in RG 8.23 is now available in Table R.3 of NUREG-1556,
Volume 9. Tablé R.3 Surface Contamination Levels in Unrestricted Areas (dpm/100 cm?)
contains similar release levels as those formerly included in RG 1.86 Table 1 and RG 8.23
Table 3. Uranium and associated decay products, Transuranics, and Thorium are no longer
addressed in Table R.3 of NUREG-1556 Volume 9. These radioactive materials are now
addressed in Table 2'of RG 8.30, applicable to Uranium recovery facilities, which only includes
these types of materials, not Beta-gamma emitters, etc.

Finally, the state of Texas also includes Acceptable Surface Contamination Levels for releasing
material to unrestricted use in 30 Texas Administrative Code 336.364 Appendix G. The Table in
§336.364, Appendix G is consistent with the RG 1.86 Table 1 with the exception that it
combines Transuranics, Ra-226, Ra-228, Th-230, Th-228, pa-231, Ac-227, 1-125 and I-129 with
the other alpha emitters in the RG table and treats these radionuclides consistent with other
alpha emitters.

Therefore, including Table 3.12-1 in the ER is appropriate and the contamination limits specified

therein are consistent with the current NRC guidance and Texas Administrative Code limits
discussed above.
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Impact:

ER Section 3.12.1.3.2 has been revised and Table 3.12-1 has been added as described in the
response.
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Solid radioactive wastes would be collected in containers and temporarily stored in the transfer
facility. Small volumes of solid radioactive wastes are anticipated. These low activity wastes
would be disposed of at Waste Control Specialists’ permitted or licensed dispaosal facility. A
likely location for the low activity wastes would be the WCS Low-Level Raflioactive Waste
(LLRW) facility's Compact Waste Facility (CWF). This disposal facility, whighi'@pened in 2011, is
currently in the first of nine planned phases of operation. The facility i§licensedito dispose of
9,000,000 cubic feet of waste in its lifetime and its remaining dispdSal'capacity 18 Stifficient for
the expected life of the CISF.

3.12.1.3.2Non-Radioactive Solid Waste N RATWNIZ

Solid non-radioactive waste may also be generatedat the CISF. The majority of the solid non-
radioactive waste is expected to be generated during fabrication of some of the SNF storage
systems. Approximately 3,200 storage systems would be fabricated to store 40,000 MTUs of
SNF and related GTCC waste over 20 years. However, some storage systems would be

fabricated offsite, but assembled at the CISF. RAlI WM-3

Other non-radioactive solid wastes are ‘expected 10 be generated as a result of routine

maintenance, operations, and administrative support functions at the CISF. Prior to releasing
solid materials for unrestricted release, radiological surveys would be conducted to ensure that
any potential levels of radioactivity are below the limits specified in Table 3.12-1. The release
levels provided'in’ Table 3.12-1"are taken from' Table R.3 of NUREG-1556, Volume 9 and

Table 2 of NRC Regulatory/ Guide 8.30. " These limits are also consistent with 30 Texas

Administrative Code 3364864 Appendix G.

Non-radiological solid waste would be disposed of at a solid waste municipal landfill. The Lea
Iﬁ)unty Landfill“near Euncie, NM would be the first option for non-radioactive and non-
hazardous waste disposal. The facility was permitted in 1998 and has planned life of 80 years.

I [Ehe remaining capadityis sufficient for the expected life of the CISF.
RAlI WM-2
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Table 3.12-1, Acceptable Surface Contamination Levels for Uncontrolled Release of

Material
NUCLIDE® AVERAGE"° | MAXIMUM"® | REMOVABLE?"® ﬁRENCE
U-nat, U-235, U-238, and | 5 o, dom | 15000dpm | 1,000 dpm at Table 2 of RG
associated decay 7100 cm? 7100 om? OO 8.30
products - - cny - (Revision 1)
Transuranics, Ra-226, > )
Ra-228, Th-230, Th-228, 100 dpm / 300 dpm / Npm /
Pa-231, Ac-227, I1-125, 100 cm’? 100 cm? 700 cm’?
1-129 | (Revision 2)
T Table R.3 of
HEN 292, o090, 1,000dpm/ | 3,000dpmy/.| 200dpm7/ | NUREG-1556,
Ra-223, Ra-224, U-232, 2 -
100 cm 100 cm 100 em? Volume 9
1-126, 1-131, I-133 8 e
(Revision 2)
Beta-gamma emitters
(nuclides with decay 2 A St Table R.3 of
modes other than alpha 5,000 dom | 15,000pm | 1,000 dpmBy/ | NUREG-1556,
emission or spontaneous | By /100 cm? h—y / 1“ 100 cm? Volume 9

fission) except Sr-90 and
other noted above.

(Revision 2)

NOTES:

b. Asusedin ' e, dpm (disinte, ' per minute) meal
correcti nts per minute by an appropria
associal instrumentation.

ol

a. Where surface ¢ tion by a- and beta- : -emitting nuclides exists, the limits established for alpha- and
beta-gamma- nuclides should apply independently.

ate of emission by radioactive material as determined by
or for background, efficiency, and geometric factors

c. Measuremen ge ed over more than 1 square meter. For objects of less surface
area, the avera ived for each such object.

d. . The. maximum con" level applies to an area of not more than 100 cm2.

applying moderate pressure,

f removal
dry fi absorben:
wipe with iate ins:
determined, inent levels

All Indicated Changes are in response to RAl WM-3

ctive material per 100 cm? of surface area should be determined by wiping that area with
and assessing the amount of radioactive material on the

f known efficiency. When removable contamination on objects of less surface area is
reduced proportionally and the entire surface should be wiped.

Revision 3
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RAI WM-4

ISP should clarify ER statements about whether hazardous waste would be generated by
the proposed action.

ER Section 1.3.2.4 (Pollution Prevention and Waste Management) states that small
quantities of hazardous wastes would be generated and are expected to be much less than
100 kg in a month. This information appears to conflict with the statement in ER Section
3.12.1.3 (Solid Wastes) that indicates mixed and hazardous waste isot expected to be
generated at the CISF. If hazardous waste is generated by the proposed action, ISP should
clarify if the hazardous waste would be disposed at the adjacent WCS Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) facility.

This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 54.45(c), which requires ERs to contain
sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of anindependent analysis.

Response to RAI WM-4:

Mixed wastes are not expected to be generated at the CISF. "Small quantities of potentially
hazardous waste may be generated as stated in ER Section 1.3:2.4. ER Section 3.12.1.3 has
been updated to be consistent with ER'Section 1:3.2.4. Hazardous waste generated at the
CISF would be disposed of at the adjacent Waste Contrel Specialists'Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) facility. In addition to the Waste Control Specialists RCRA facility,
there are currently two additional RCRA permitted facilities in the state of Texas and at least 20
permitted facilities nationwide.

ER Section 3.12.1.3, and appropriate subsections, have been updated to include this additional
information.

Impact:

ER Section 3.12.1.3 has been revised as described in the response.
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‘ Only very low levels of the above constituents are expected in CISF conventional wastewater.
The non-reactive liquid waste streams shall be managed and would potentially be released to
the environment at the CISF only in accordance with federal and state requirements (e.g., a
TPDES Permit issued by the TCEQ).

3.12.1.2.2 Sanitary Wastes

Sanitary wastes generated at the CISF include the effluents from facility drinking water
fountains, water closets, lavatories, mop sinks, and other similar fixtures. Sanitary waste
generated at the CISF would be transferred to aboveground helding tanks, prior to discharge in
a permitted POTW.

3.12.1.3 Solid Wastes

LLRW, hazardous, and non-radioactive solid waste may be generated at the CISF.
Mixed waste is not expected to be generated at.the CISF.

3.12.1.3.1Solid Low-Level Radioactive Waste

‘ The CISF would be designed, and procedures developed, to minimize the volumes of solid
LLRW generated at the CISF. in accordance with 10 CFR 20.1406, Minimization of
Contamination, and 40 CFR 72.130, Criteria for Decommissioning.

Solid radioactive wastes may.be generated at the CISF as a result of cask contamination
surveillance and decontamination activities. These wastes generally consist of paper or cloth
swipes, paper towels, protective clothing, and other job control wastes contaminated with low
levels of radioactivity. Expended HEPA filters from the transfer facility ventilation system along
with job control waste associated with filter change-out, also may contribute to the generation of
solid radioactive waste. Job control waste generated during filter change-out is collected and |

monitored along with other low-level wastes for off-site processing. |

|

!
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‘ 3.12.1.3. 3Hazardous and Mlxed Waste RAI WM-4

M:xed waste is not expected to be generated at the CISF Hazaldous waste 7p(;tentlalfy
( generated at the facility will be Ilmited to small quanmlss as descnbed in Seotmn ;

e e e e e S e

‘Hazardous waste generated by the CISF would be sent to the WCS R
“and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle C Landfill. This landfill, which opene

'appmxmeely&%ofitspemmedcapaafyofezszoooom.
disposalcapacltyissuﬂ'iclentformeexpectedﬁfe ofthe CISF
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS (ClI)
RAI CI-1

Identify and describe past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that may
result in a potential for cumulative environmental impacts within an 80<km [50-mi] radius
of the proposed CISF.

ER Section 2.6 provides a description of present actions within a 48-km [30-mi] radius of the
proposed CISF that have a potential for cumulative environmentalimpacts. However, other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions within‘and outside an 80-km [50-mi]
radius of the proposed CISF have the potential for cumulativé environmental impacts. For
example, oil and gas development and production activities, livestock grazing, renewable
energy projects (e.g., wind and solar farms), and a number of reasonably foreseeable future
actions (e.g., the proposed Eddy Lea Energy Alliance/Holtec CISF, the Ochoa Potash Mine
Project, and the DK Disposal E & P Landfill and Processing Facility) all have the potential for
cumulative environmental impacts. The requested information isneeded to support the NRC
staff’s evaluation of cumulative impacts in the EIS.

This additional information is needed inaccordance with 10 CFR 51.45(c), which requires that
the ER contain an analysis of cumulative impacts that. may result from the proposed action.

Response to RAI Cl-1:
Draft response will be provided in a separate submittal in the near future.
Impact:

To be finalized.
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RAI CI-2

Provide additional information to support the analysis of cumulative impacts of both
nuclear and non-nuclear past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future activites for all
resource areas.

The analysis of cumulative impacts presented in ER Section 2.6 is limited to brief statements
regarding (i) air quality attributable to expansion of the WCS-Controlled Compact Waste
Facility and Federal Waste Facility, operations at Permian Basin Matenials, and manufacture
of concrete at WCS'’s existing concrete batch plant; (ij) competition forand use of aggregate,
crushed rock, and other mineral resources; and (iij) radiological doses attributable to the
nearby URENCO USA uranium enrichment facility and WCS's low-level radioactive waste
disposal facilities. To support the NRC staff's analysis of thé potential cumulative impacts of
the proposed action, address potential cumulative impagts relevant to all resource areas,
including an evaluation with supporting information of the environmental impacts of nuclear
acitivities (e.g., URENCO USA, WCS's low-level radioactive waste facilities, and the
proposed Eddy Lea Energy Alliance/Holtec CISF) and non-nuclear activities (e.g., oil and
gas exploration and development, potash mining, and livestock grazing) within an 80-km [50-
mi] radius of the proposed CISF. The requested information is‘needed to support the NRC
staff’s evaluation of cumulative impacts in the EIS.

This additional information is needed in accordance with.10 CFR 51.45(¢), which requires that
the ERs contain an analysis of cumulative impacts that may result from the proposed action.

Response to RAI CI-2:
Draft response will be provided in a separate submittal in the near future.
Impact:

To be finalized.
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ENVIRONMENTAL MEASURES AND MONITORING (EMM)
RAI EMM-1

Provide additional information on the proposed pre-operational and operational
Radiological Monitoring Program for the proposed CISF. The additional information
should include:

e Media or effluents to be sampled.

¢ Number and location of sample collection points, including distal control sample
collection points.

e Radiological measuring devices or methods of analysis and the radiological constituents
to be analyzed, including lower limits of detection.

e Procedures/protocols for sample collection (e.g., sample sizg; sample collection
frequency, and sampling duration), handling, preservation;and transport.

e Discussion that justifies the choice of sample locations, analyses, frequencies, duration,
sizes, and lower limits of detection:

ER Section 6.3 provides a limited discussion and few details about the pre-operational and
operational Radiological Monitoring Program. for the proposed CISF. Specifically, the
additional information is needed to support the NRC staff’s description of the applicant’s pre-
operational and operational Radiological Monitering Program and the NRC staff’s
environmental evaluation of the adequacy of radiological monitoring activities for the
proposed CISF to demonstrate compliance with the requirements in 10 CFR 72.104 (Criteria
for radionuclide matetial in effluents and direct radiation from an ISFSI or MRS).

This information‘is needed in accordance with 10'CFR 51.45(c), which requires ERs to contain
sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an independent analysis.

Response to RAIEMM-1:

Information concerning the pre-operational Radiological Monitoring Program is included in ER
Section 4.12.2.3, which states that “[Interim Storage Partners] joint venture member Waste
Control Specialists conducts a comprehensive environmental sampling and analysis program,
commonly referred to as the consolidated REMP.” “As part of the Radiological Environmental
Monitoring Program (REMP), samples of media and effluents, including gases and vapor, air
particulates, soil, sediment, fauna, vegetation, surface water, waste waters, and groundwater,
are collected and analyzed. A monitoring network of OSLs is also used to measure ambient
gamma radiation. The sampling media and sampling locations included in the REMP provide a
measure of the routine operations within and around the facility and monitor the potential impact
of the facility operations on the off-site environment, including the general public.” ER Section
6.3 has been updated to reflect the use of sample data collected as part of the existing Waste
Control Specialists REMP for use as part of the pre-operational Radiological Monitoring
Program for the proposed CISF.
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WCS CISF SAR Section 9.6.2.4 was updated as a part of the responses to RAlIs NP-9-3 and
NP-9-4 and now provides specific information on the Radiological Monitoring Program including
1) number of samples; 2) sample locations; 3) collection frequency; 4) sample analysis to be
performed; and 5) sample analysis frequency. The WCS CISF SAR also references. the figures
in ER Chapters 4 and 6 for the current monitoring locations and the proposed CISF OCA
dosimeter monitoring locations.

The bulleted list below provides responses to each of the bulleted items included.in the RAI.

Media or effluents to be sampled are air, soil and ambient radiation as stated in Section
9.6.2.4 of the WCS CISF SAR.

Number and location of sample collection points, including distal control sample
collection points are as indicated on ER Figure 6.1-1. An additional four optically
stimulated luminescence (OSL) locations and two soil sample locations are being
proposed for the CSIF to supplement the existing Waste Control Specialists REMP
sampling locations indicated in ER Figures 4.12-7 through 4.42-12. Three existing OSL
locations are shown in ER Figure 6.1-1; there are two existing soil sample locations and
three existing air sample locations that are co-located with these existing OSL locations.
These three existing air locations will be the air monitoring lecations for the CISF in
addition to the operational air monitoring within the Cask Transfer Building. With the two
existing soil sample locations and three existing OSL locations, there will be a total of six
soil sample locations and seven QSL locations preximal to the CISF (not counting the
other Waste Control Specialists REMP sampling locations more distant). The distal
control sample location (air, soil and ambient/QSL) is three miles east of the Waste
Control Specialists Facility on the south side of State Highway 176 as indicated in the
bottom right corner of ER.Figures 4.12-7,4.12-9, and 4.12-10. ER Figure 6.1-1 has
been updated to reflect the updated path of the rail spur to the proposed CISF. ER
Figures 4.12-7 through 4.12-12 show the locations of the various types of environmental
samples that are collected at Waste Control Specialists. One of the background
locations (Station 9) is located in the bottom right corner of Figures 4.12-7, 4.12-9 4.12-
10 and 4.12-12.

Radiological measuring devices or methods of analysis and the radiological constituents
to be analyzed, including lower limits of detection: WCS CISF SAR Section 9.8 was
added in response to RAI NP-9-5 and it provides the radiological measuring devices to
be used on-site and the specifications including the lower limits of detection. Methods of
analysis will be per EPA SW846 methodology and the requirements of the Department
of Energy (DOE) “Environmental Measurement Laboratory Manual” (HASL 300, DOE
1997) and analysis will be performed at an approved NELAC/NELAP laboratory. ER
Section 6.3 has been updated to provide reference to the radiological measurement
device specifications as updated in response to RAI NP-9-5, and reflect the methods of
analysis fordata collected as part of the proposed CISF Radiological Monitoring
Program:
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Procedures/protocols for sample collection (e.g., sample size, sample collection
frequency, and sampling duration), handling, preservation, and transport will be those
currently established under the existing Waste Control Specialists REMP, in accordance
with EPA SW846 analytical methods and the requirements of Department of Energy
(DOE) “Environmental Measurement Laboratory Manual” (HASL 300, DOE 1997), with
analysis performed at an approved NELAC/NELAP laboratory. ER Section 6.3 has been
updated to reflect the procedures/protocols for sample collection as odtlined in SAR
Section 9.6.2 4, itself updated in response to RAls NP-9-3 and NP-<9-4.

Discussion that justifies the choice of sample locations, analyses, frequencies, duration,
sizes, and lower limits of detection: Justification is discussed in ER Section 4.12.2.2,
which determined that the only significant radiological exposure pathway impacting
human health or the environment at the CISF during normal operations is from externai
sources of gamma-rays and neutrons resulting from radioactive decay of irradiated fuel.
All other radiological pathways, such as air, drinking water, soil ingestion, milk, and other
foodstuff are not applicable. Additionally, no credible accidents‘were identified that
result in a release of radioactive materials to the environment and thereby expose
members of the public as discussed in Chapter 12'of the WICS CISF SAR. Based on
this discussion, the choice of locations, analyses and frggue'ncies were determined and
stated in SAR Section 9.6.2.4. ER Section 6.3 has been updated to reference this
discussion. Finally ER Section 9:0 was updated to include the WWCS CISF SAR as a
reference used in ER.

Impact:

ER Sections 6.3 and 9.0 and Figure 6.1-1 have been revised as described in the response.

Page 100 of 106



INTERIM STORAGE PARTNERS LI( CHAPTER 6
ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT

Though no pathways exist for exposures due to liquid effluents, administrative
investigation and action levels are established for monitoring surface water runoff as an
additional step in the radiation control process. Because the surface water drainage
paths are normally dry, it is not possible to monitor runoff in a continuous or.bateh mode
basis. Even if surface water were sampled, the radionuclide levels would-ikely be so low
as to be statistically insignificant. Instead, quarterly soil sampling coupled with

weekly/monthly radiological surveys on the casks and storage pad would be conducted.

There are no connections to municipal sewer systems. Onsite sewage would be routed
to holding tanks, which are periodically pumped; the séwage would then be sent offsite
for disposal in a POTW. Each holding tank would be periodically sampled (prior to

pumping) and analyzed for relevant radionuclides.
6.3 RADIOLOGICAL MONITORING PROGRAM

The Radiological Monitoring Program- includes the collection of data during pre-
operational years in order to establish baseline radiological information that would be
used in determining and evaluating potential impacts: from CISF operations on the local
environment. Due to thefact that half ofithe, GISF will be within the permitted boundary
of the current VWCS FaGilityyhthe pre-opélational monitoring is basically complete.
Combined withi¥the pre-opef@tional data of'the three WCS facilities and the current
operationalfdata, there is anféXtensive amountohdata to determine any impact from the
addition of tHeRC/SF. The Radiological Monitoring Program would be initiated at least
one year prior to CISF operations. The early initiation of the Radiological Monitoring
Program provides assurance that a sufficient environmental baseline has been
established for the CISF before the arrival of the first cask shipment. Radionuclides in
environmental media would be identified using methods of analysis in accordance with
EPA SW846 méthodology and the requirements of the Department of Energy (DOE)
"Environmental Méasurement Laboratory Manual” (HASL 300, DOE 1997). Analysis will
bé, performed Af'8n approved NELAC/NELAP laboratory. Data collected during the
operational years would be statistically 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.
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As discussed in Chapter 4, Section 4.12.2.2, a bounding evaluation of off-site doses for
a 40,000 MTU facility loaded in eight phases was conducted. The evaluation looked at
two scenarios: 1) eight phases consisting of NUHOMS® HSMs arranged in threg rows of
144 back-to-back HSMs containing 5,000 MTU in each phase (See Figure 442*4); and
2) eight phases consisting of NAC Vertical Concrete Casks (VCC) arran' nine 4x 9
arrays of casks containing 5,000 MTU in each phase (See Figure 441255)iiThe purpose
of the dose calculations was to determine the impact to humafi'h@alth fromikadiation
emitted from the HSMs and VCC containing up to 40,0008MTU of SNF and“telated
GTCC waste. The design-basis of the HSMs and VCC, wiliéré canisters containing SNE
are welded and sealed, prevents the release gffadioactive materials into thé
environment. Accordingly, the only significant radiolegical exposufépathway impacting
human health or the environment at the CISF during fiormal oférations is from external
sources of gamma-rays and neutrons resulting from radioaetivé decay of irradiated fuel.
All other radiological pathways such as.air, drinking water, S@illingestion, milk, and other
foodstuff are not applicable. Additionally. o eredible accidents Wereidentified that result
in a release of radioactive materials {@the environmentiand thereby@xpose members of
the public as discussed in Chapter 12'6fthe SARSBas&d 0 the discussion above, the
choice of locations, analyses, and frequeliciesiWere determined and stated in Chapter 9,

Section 9.6.2.4 of the'reVised SAR.

Direct radiation in offsite areas emanating from fuel stored on the dry cask storage pad
or resulting from cask handling operations.is expected to be minimal, see Section 4.12.2
of this ER. However, TLDs or OSLs would be placed strategically around the CISF
perimeter to measure these potential exposures and demonstrate regulatory
compliance.MWaste "Contro/ Specialists uses the Luxel+ Ta (beta/photon/neutron)
dosimeter for @tea monitorilg under the radiation safety area monitoring program
(minimum of eightilocations “on the inner fence of the PA) and the Landauer Inlight®
Environmental X8 {beta/photon) dosimeter for the perimeter environmental monitoring
program at the CA boundary (for reference, see ER Figure 6.1-1). All dosimeters will
bé'@halyzed®n'a quarterly basis. Environmental boundary air and soil monitoring (i.e.,
LowVoliifie air sampling or High Volume air sampling) will be performed at a minimum
of two I3€ations on the north OCA boundary (for reference see Figures 4.12-7 and 4.12-
9 in ER Chapter 4) in addition to the locations currently performed under the REMP.
Analyses will be for gross alpha/beta and gamma spectrometry and performed by a
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certified offsite laboratory. Air samples will be collected monthly for each location and
composited for a quarterly analysis. Soil samples will be collected and analyzed annually
unless air samples indicate the need to take additional samples.

Detection of radionuclide impacts to surface water runoff would be conducted in a two-
step process. First, all casks would be checked for surface contamination during
acceptance procedures and surveys, then all storage pads would be checked for surface
contamination during monthly surveys. Second, soil samples.would be collected on an
annual basis at the culverts leading to the CISF outfalls. Alfiugh not expected diiéito
welded and sealed dry stored canisters, monitored radioactive contaminants exceeding
the action levels, as established in written progédures, would cause an immediate
investigation and would require corrective action t0 protect human health and prevent

future recurrences.

During the course of facility operations, revisions to the Radiological Monitoring Program
may be necessary and appropriate to assure.reliable sampling and collection of
environmental data. The rationale and actions behind such revisions to the program
would be documented and reported to the NRC and other appropriate regulatory
agency, as required..Sampling focuses on locations proximate to the facility, but may
also include distant locations as control sites. Potential sample locations have been
identified, but are subject to change based on NRC guidance, meteorological
information, ISP joint venture member Waste ‘Control Specialists’ extensive experience

in environmental sampling in the area, and current land use, see figure 6.1-1.
6.4 COMPLIANCE WITH REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS

Compliance with 10 CFR §20.1301 is demonstrated using a calculation of the TEDE to
the individual who is likely to receive the highest dose in accordance with 10 CFR
20.1302(b)(1). Appropriate models, codes, and assumptions that accurately represent
the facility, the site and the surrounding area support the determination of the TEDE by
pathway analysis.

Compliance is demonstrated through boundary monitoring and environmental sampling
data. If a potential release should occur, then routine operational environmental data

would be used to assess the extent of the release.
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RAIls and Responses - Public Enclosure 3 to E-54837

COST-BENEFIT (CB)

RAI CB-1
Revise the quantitative cost and benefit estimates in ER Chapter 7 to inclé;discounting

and provide details and assumptions (e.g., a project schedule by year s’ﬁecifying when
activities occur) or provide a basis for not doing so for any of the cost factors.

Discounting was not used for any of the estimated costs and benefits of the proposed action

and no-action alternative presented in ER Chapter 7. ER Section/732.\‘l"§xplains that

%

discounting was not used because ISFSI operations include subfstlantial labor, technologjcal\
and regulatory compliance expenditures, and it was assumed thaf these expenses rema/”n\>

relatively constant. The justification for not discounting app{egrs/to focus only on ISFSI
operational costs associated with the eliminated storagé costs presented’in ER Section

7.2.1. However, this only represents one of the threetkey ’c':ost factors p/rese)nted in the
analysis and the nature of the other two costs is some\\‘/vlg\at\d@erept tharf the ISFSI operation
cost. The cost for the development of the CISF and relocation ot SNE’described in ER
Section 7.3 includes significant capital and infrastructure cckt@ (see ER Table 7.4-2). The
cost-benefit analysis for the repurposed Land in ER Section 7. 2% aécgunts for the future
estimated value of the land at decomm(zsione »nLLc\lear—purposed\I@ndgnce the license is
terminated (see ER Table 7.2-6). The n tb"\qfn. it calculation in ER Se\ction 7.4.1 uses the
undiscounted values from all three of the\‘se,k\ey qualiLa\tiﬁestimates. D@Bunting is
appropriate when analyzing this propose \\actlgn becalse /Qghezlo;xsar timeframe and the
nature of some of the costs. Specifically, dlscounting/ﬂjg,quantita@g,estimates is needed to
support the description of the-costs and benqﬁté\gnfhﬁfNRC’s EIS. Discounting requires
specifying the timing (i, e:,/ihe sﬁéciﬁc years) in Wh;Ch activities occur. Key “high dollar’
activities include the construction, operation, and decommissioning of the CISF as well as
the SNF transporta’tion./ The deta\ils and assumptions associated with the calculation (e.g., a
project schedule’by,year specifyif;g when activities o\c-:cur) are needed to support NRC’s
staff's unders{é/nding of how the discounting calculagons were performed and for evaluation
of cost and beneﬁté\o\i the proposed action a77?1"n9,§action alternative.

“
The requested information is"needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(c), which requires that

the.ER incluide_consideration of the benefits and costs of the proposed action and its
a‘lfe/r,natives as WeILas contain-sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an
i}pdependenﬁn' lysis, AN
{/ Response to RAI'CB-1:

.

Draft response will be pyovided in a separate submittal in the near future.
\I\mpa\c“tx:h ,./!

an
P

N, .
To be finalized.

NS
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' RAI CB-2

Clarify and supplement the SNF transportation schedule and associated assumptions as
appropriate in the ER to /

e Ensure the SNF transportation schedule and associated assumptions usgd’ror the cost
benefit analysis are consistent with this information, as described in“otherparts of the
ER or revise the analyses accordingly.

J/

e To the extent it is known, provide greater detail for the assumptlons %sﬁﬁment of
SNF to the proposed CISF in future potential expansions, of\the CISF beyona\the\
currently proposed 5000 MTU’s ER Section 7.2.1 descnbeSfthat SNF transport occurs
over a 31 year period. ER Section 4.2.7.1 states that the/SNF would be transportéd over
a 20 year period, assuming up to 200 canisters of SNF't being transported to the CISF \/ )
annually. The detailed assumptions for the SI\}F’fransport in ER Sectlon 7.2.1 address
the initial transportation at a greater level of detail than the poténtial “future expansion
(e.g., ER Table 7.2-3). \//

This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51 45(Q) anc’f 10 CFR 51.45(c), which

require that the ER include a description /of‘th\e proposed actlon\and sufﬂcrent data to aid the

NRC in its development of an independént analysis.

Response to RAI CB-2:

Impact:

To be finalized.
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RAI CB-3

Provide additional information, supplement the calculation and associated ass\ mptions
for the total SNF storage costs presented in ER Table 7.2-2. This should incl vdethe
following: /

. /
¢ Provide the detailed calculation and associated assumptions for the total*'SNF storage
cost for both potential future expansions (all eight phases) and né action currently

presented in ER Table 7.2-2.

e Supplement the current information in ER Table 7.2-2 to/ pf‘ogide the cost estimates,for
implementing just phase 1 (i.e., the initial license rqu‘est) and the detailed caleﬁlatlon
and associated assumptions or provide a basis for not domg SO. \
al

e Supplement ER Table 7.2.2 to also include cost. estlmates which assume no addition
reactors are shutdown (i.e., use an annual co\t of storlng SNF for an operating reactor)
and revise the cost benefit analyses in ER Chapter 7.accordingly-6r provide a basis for
not doing so. . /

o Identify the reference for the statement in ER Section 7\2 that by 2053 there will be a
total of 71 shutdown reactor sites m~the United States accordlng to NRC data (see AIN-
1). g ~

ER Table 7.2-2 contains the assumed total cost of storing SNE_storage at,the various

generation sites over the 40 years (i.e. the praposed SE 40-year~llcense period) for both
the full build out (i.e. all eight phases) (Wlth\ CISF) ang,no ac leuternatlve (without a
CISF). The difference betweenil,zsase two values\ls the”avoided reimbursement cost. ER
Section 7.2.1 provides,a general desor/pt/on 0(7 how these values were calculated based on
the transition of SNF/frommrrent storage focatlons to the proposed ISP site. However,
the ER does not rowde suff:c:ent /n;tormatlon for the NRC staff to determine exactly how the |
particular vaILt/es inTable 7.2-2 (and the associated Flgure 7.2-1) were calculated. ER Table |
7.2-2 also doés nét provide the' cost-estimate mformat/on for just phase 1 (i.e., the initial |
license reques\t) \\ / i |
. //——\\\“1/ }
ER Table 7.2-2 assumes an "annual cost of storing SNF at each generation site based on 1
tg/s/ééﬁﬁtfb*cc%rmg ata shugtdown reactor. NRC staff requests that this table be |
supplement d toalso include estimates assuming an annual cost of storing SNF based on ‘
thié activity occu<r/n \a at an operatmg reactor (i.e., no additional reactors are shut down). |
~Using an annual storage cost b sed on a value for an operating reactor could alter the |
\
\
|
|
|
\

‘f estimated benefit as calculated itf ER Table 7.2-2. NRC staff consider this an important

“eomponent for characte\q/zmg the costs and benefits. As requested in this RAI for the current
estimate in ER Table 7.2-2, provide the detailed calculation and associated assumptions for
the Ea/culatlon SO DIRC/staff can follow exactly how theses cost estimates were generated.
Spe\e/flcally, this addltlonal information is needed to support NRC staff's description of the
total cost for the ;;[oposed action and the no-action alternative in the NRC’s EIS.

The requestefd”lnformatlon is needed in accordance with 10 CFR 51.45(c), which requires that
the ER include consideration of the benefits and costs of the proposed action and its
alternatives as well as contain sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an
independent analysis.
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Response to RAI CB-3:

Draft response will be provided in a separate submittal in the near future.

Impact:

To be finalized.
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RAI CB-4

Provide additional information, supplement the descriptions in ER Section 7.3,
concerning the calculation, and associated assumptions for the costs of co,nstf,ucting,
operating, and decommissioning the facility. This should include the following?

e Supplement the current information to provide the cost estimates for implementing just

phase 1 (i.e., the initial license request) or provide a basis for not'dojrig.so.

¢ Clarify whether the staffing estimates in ER Table 7.3-10 represent the total number of
. . e N N R
employees supporting the ISP operations or only the ad ltIOEa| new hires augmenting
the existing WCS staff.

ER Section 7.3 explains that the costs for developing theproposed CISF, relocating the SNF\>
to this facility, and operating the ISFSI incorporates tl}e _agsa’mptions agd'bgst estimates

from a 2009 EPRI report (EPRI, 2009) and adjusts va@esf,\\where agprop;iate, for the
circumstances of the proposed CISF. However, the cost\eistinlatesfin ER Section 7.3 appear

to include future expansions (i.e. all eight phases) and do‘not ine[ﬁqe’such estimates for just
phase 1 (i.e., the initial license request). It is unclear whetherthe staffing estimates in Table
7.3-10 represent the total number of empleyges supporting thé\ISP\operations or only the

new employees augmenting the existing WCS‘staQ Specifically, this additional information is
needed to support the NRC staff's desch‘pt?b‘n\of thetotal cost for dévelo\biqg the proposed

CISF, relocating the SNF to this facility, éf\ope\r\étihg this facility in the\NRC's EIS.

The requested information is needed in accordance it;ly1'6\C'FR5\1]45(c), which requires that
the ER include consideration-of the benefits\and\gostsrof the proposed action and its
alternatives as well as/,eontaln sufficient data to aid,the NRC in its development of an
independent analysis: - \\ \

4

v
Response to R«AI(,C-B-4: / \
}
/s
Draft response\will\bg provided in a separate s“ub/-rplt'tal in the near future.
\\ S
Impact:

T0 be-finalized. ™
e ™~ ] .
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’ REFERENCED INFORMATION

RAI RI-1 .
/ /
Provide an electronic copy or active website link to the final version of WCS’s
“Application for License to Authorize Near Surface Land Disposal of Low-L/éveI
Radioactive Waste” (dated 2007).

Citations in the ER indicate that relevant information and studies can\be found in WCS". s,
“Application for License to Authorize Near Surface Land D/sposglfoaLow-Level Ra loactlve
Waste” (dated 2007). The requested information is needed to /conﬂnn information presented~

in the ER and to support NRC'’s evaluation of enwronm?/lryacts in the EIS. x_\
This information is needed in accordance with 10 CFR.51 45(c) which reqwres ERs to contalnv’}
sufficient data to aid the NRC in its development of an mdependent ar aIy3|s

\

\.

Response to RAI RI-1:
An electronic copy of the applicable portions of the final version ofWaste Control Specialists’

“Application for License to Authorize Nea/r §Erface Land Disposalof Low-Level Radioactive
Waste” (dated 2007) is provided in Enclosure Z. The- portions prowded include:

\

s
1. Appendix 2.3.1: Meteorological and Cllmat ology Daa\ \
‘ 2. Appendix 2.3.1-2: Meteorological System
3. Figures 5-10 and 5- 10a'oﬁAppend|x 2.6.1

/ \
4. Attachment 241 to’Appendlx 2.6. 1 pdf

5. Attachment 6—4\(Water Quality AnaIyS|s~®f~Baker Sprlng Ponded Water, November 2004) to
Appendix 2.6. 1\ / ﬁ\\/

6. Attachment 6-6 (Ground,water Age Dating) to Appendix 2.6.1

T \\\ \
. Appendix-2.9. 1 \Ecologlcal Assessment
s S,
s

~"8. Section 2.4.2 (Transportatlon I pact Analysis) of Attachment A to Appendix 11.1.1.

':.

\l

9 Flgures 1 through 14 of Attachment A to Appendlx 11.1.1

10. Appendlx 11.9.2: Ecologlcal Baseline Assessment
.

Impact: ™. 7

e
d

No change\gs/a' result of this RAI.
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WATER WELLS WITHIN A 10-KILOMETER RADIUS OF THE WCS LANDFILL SITE
(BANKS SURVEY)

TABLE 3-1

A
Well ID State Map Number Long‘;‘iltude Lati:lude 0/wner/ ’ TOtZ,ngﬁth- . D\a‘te\CompIeted Proposed Use
322650103041901 NM 6 103.07194 32.44722 1Unknown S X 60 . UnKnown Unused
322613103042002 NM 7 103.07222 | 3243694 |Unknown D Unknown Unknown  |Stock
322613103042001 NM 7 103.07222 | 3243694 |Unknown .\ / 7 Unknown Unknown  [Stock
26-40-201 ™ 8 103.04444 32.46028 |Ed Tinsley “ \ / Unknown 01/21/1990 Stock
26-40-602 X 13 103.03139 | 3242778 |FlyingW Diamond Ranch , ~ 80 01/2111990  [Stock
26-40-601 > 13 103.03500 32.42750_|Bill Vance '~\ \ Unknown 01/21/1990  |Stock
26-40-6B X 25 103.01114 | 32.44367. |Ralph.McWhorter N\ 85 10/13/1978  |Domestic
CP 00139 NM 30 103.09200 32.46704\ Manon and Wllham 0. Stephens b \ Unknown Unknown Stock
322747103052701 NM 30 103.09083 32.4636§ S;ephens, Wayne and William O. ‘\\, 43 Unknown Stock
CP 00705 NM 33 103.08557 32.47433" Uﬁlgnown / T \\, Unknown Unknown Domestic
. CP 00705 NM 33 103.08557 | 3247433 |Unkhown” T Unknown Unknown  [Domestic
CP 00678 NM 33 103.08662 |\, 32.47521 |Unknown 125 6/24/1985  |Domestic
CP 00660 NM 33 |/ 103:06348. | 32.47250 |Hard B. Tapp Unknown 12/20/1982  |Domestic
CP 00650 NM 33 | 10308662 | 32.47521 |Seth'Brown 155 5/19/1982  |Domestic
26-40-6A X 34 °| 10301076 /| 32.41932 |Ralph McWhorter 68 08/25/1978  |Domestic
26-40-901 X 88 | 10301778 |~£3241194—|Ed Tinsley - Unknown 01/21/1990  [Stock
322552103065701 NM 43". "\ 103,11583. - 3243111 [Wallach’P. Unknown Unknown  |Stock
~ CP 00188 NM 44 | 10310917 | 3241445 |George W. Sims Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
322446103062501 NM—|""~44 *. 10310694 | 32.41278 |Unknown Unknown Unknown  |N/A
322438103063901 |/ 'NM |-~ . 44 103.11083 | 32.41056 |Sims, George 55 Unknown  |Commercial
322928103050401, | NM 45 \| 103.08444 M| 32.49111 [Elliot Oil Co. 1200 Unknown  [Commercial
322759103080301 , [ NM 47 . |\ 10313417 |,.32.46639 [Skelly Oil Co. Unknown Unknown  |Other
322752103080201 | NM 47 | 10313380 | 3246444 |Skelly Oil Co. 79 Unknown  |Other
322746103081401 | “\NM 47 1 103.43722 | 32.46278 |Skelly Oil Co. 90 Unknown  |Other
322746103080001 | NM, 47 /| 10313333 | 3246278 |Skelly Oil Co. 84 Unknown  |Other
322738103075901 | “NM | 47/ |,10313306 | 32.46056 |[Skelly Oil Co. 81 Unknown  |Other
: \\ s
WCS\FINAL\03047103047.05\TECH NOD 2\ ~ ‘ . '
TNOD2\GEOLOGY\TABLES\ " REVISION 12a
T060331_TABLE 6.3-1.XLS 10f7 16 MARCH 2007



TABLE 3-1

WATER WELLS WITHIN A 10-KILOMETER RADIUS OF THE WCS IANDFILL, SITE

(BANKS SURVEY) 4 d \\ : \
L RS
Well ID State Map Number Lon%vitude Lati:lude Owr/l/er/,\ Tot?flelz‘sp\t‘l:‘ ) ‘D\a\te Completed | Proposed Use
322737103080101 NM 47 103.13361 32.46028 |Owen, Jim / s 80 N L\Jnlgnown Commercial
322527103070301 NM 47 10311750 | 3242417 |Wallach,P. /.7 A 58 “\Unknown [Stock
CP 00914 NM 48 10312199 | 32.43620 [RobertWalidch ¢ s 72 Unknown  |Exploration
CP 00133 NM 48 10312622 | 3243438 |Harien Stephéns N\, .~ Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
322609103073401 NM 48 103.12611 32.43583 |[Stephens, WilIiarﬁ‘Q. NS 70 Unknown Stock
322565103072801 NM 48 10312444 | 32.43194 [Lea County Concrete Gg. < 80 Unknown  |Commercial
CP 00193 NM 49 103.10698 | 32.40539™|George W. Sims BN Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
CP 00190 NM 49 103.10698 | 32.40539\:|Georgs'W. Sims RN Unknown Unknown  [Domestic
322435103063101 NM 49 103.10861 | 32.40972 |Sims;Gegrge . D 56 Unknown  |Domestic
322405103062702 NM 49 103.10750 | 32.40139, |Sims, George™ ~. v 47 Unknown  |Unused
322405103062701 NM 49 103.10750 | 32.40139 \|Sims, Georgé .~ .. 7 Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
322508103070701 NM 51 103,11861._ | 32.41889 [Sims\George” N 85 Unknown  |Unused
CP 00220 NM 52 103.12408 [N\32.44892 |M\W. Owéns Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
CP 00356 NM 53 | 103.12301™| 32.42086 |willy. MeCasland Unknown Unknown  [Domestic
CP 00111 NM 53 / |7 10312084 | 33.43164 |W.J.'McCasland Unknown Unknown  [Domestic
322552103073001 NM 53 7| 103.12500/] ;32.43111 |Eva Owen Estate 74 Unknown  |Commercial
322551103072801 NM 53, \| 103.12444 | 32.43083|Roberts, Gfady Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
322547103072601 NM 53 ™ [\10342389"| 32.42972~|Braithvaite, E.G. 1 Unknown  |Unused
322546103073001 NM 53 \1b3.j,2’500 32.42944 |Bowman, Gail 90 Unknown Domestic
322538103072701 | NN N "403.12417 | 32.42722 |McCasland, W.J. 90 Unknown  |Domestic
26-40-9B A7 x| s N | 10300854 | 32.39383 |Ralph McWhorter 70 10/04/1978  |Domestic
26-409A 7 | TX 54~ |\ 103.00654 [\32.39613 [Ralph McWhorter 180 08/17/1978  |Domestic
2640947 7| TX 54 | \103.00692™ |"32.39613 [Ralph McWhorter 50 09/18/1978  |Domestic
322427103065091 \\ NM 55 ‘\ i\03.11389 32.40750 |Sims, George 59 Unknown Unused
322425103065301.. | “NM 55 1 10311472 | 3240694 [Sims, George 59 Unknown  |Unused
CP 00138 N 56 /| 40312839 | 32.43986 [Marion and Wiliam O. Stephens Unknown Unknown  |Stock
322637103074101 NM N 56 |/ 10312806 | 32.44361 |warren, Guif Unknown Unknown  [Unused
WCS\FINAL\03047103047.05\TECH NOD 2\ \// ’
TNOD2\GEOLOGY\TABLES\ REVISION 12a
T060331_TABLE 6.3-1.XLS 20f7 16 MARCH 2007



TABLE 3-1
WATER WELLS WITHIN A 10-KILOMETER RADIUS OF THE WC?!AN/DFJI'DL“‘SITE
(BANKS SURVEY) &4 M
Well ID State Map Number Longitude Latitude 0wne|/ ,> Total deREh ) ‘Date Completed | Proposed Use
w N / (feet) ™., N\
322635103072601 NM 56 10312389 | 3244306 |Owen,M.W. /7 80 | Unknown [Stock
322625103074801 NM 56 103.13000 32.44028 |Warren, Guif / A 85 .\L_J,anown Unused
322601103074201 NM 57 103.12833 32.43361 |Owens, J.M,’/& MW / . ’ Unknown Unknown Domestic
322550103074601 NM 58 10312944 | 3243056 [Owens, JM.&MWYN, 70 Unknown  |Stock
322541103073801 NM 58 103.12722 32.42806 |Warren, Gulf NSO 195 Unknown Commercial
322535103073101 NM 58 10312528 | 32.42639 [Snyder, Keith RS 87 Unknown  [Stock
322532103073601 NM 58 103.12667 32.42556™|Warren, Gulf '\.‘ \ Unknown Unknown Commercial
322532103072601 NM 58 103.12389 | 32.43556-|McCasland, W.J. o\ 90 " Unknown  [Domestic
322531103074501 NM 58 10312917 | 32.42528 |Warfen, Guif . oD 85 Unknown  |Commercial
CP 00070 NM 59 103.10058 | 3249243 |Mcvay Driling:Co. ™~ 72 9/10/1962  [Stock
26-40-301 X 60 103.01889 | 32.49583 \[Dolig McWharter © ™. 7 Unknown | * 01/21/1990 |Stock
26-40-3 X 60 103,01555_ | 32.49749 |Iohn'Goén - K 163 05/16/1994 [Irrigation
CP 00442 NM 61 103.07806 [N\32.50423 [Uhknown~” 532 11111967  |Exploration
CP 00195 NM 63 | 10312201 | 32.41084 |Gedrge W. Sims Unknown Unknown  [Domestic
322521103073601 NM 64 | 10312667 | 32.42250 |Humble OilCo. 87 Unknown  [Domestic
322510103073601 NM 64 - | 103.12667/| 32.41944 [Humble,Oil Co. 85 Unknown  |Unused
26-40-3 X 65 | 103.00892 | “32.49466 [John-Gogr’ 147 04/14/1994  |irrigation
322831103071901 NM 66 - |\10342194" | 32.47528-|Stephens, WmO. Unknown Unknown  [Stock
27-33-4B X 67 | 102.98046 | 32.42099 [Ralph McWhorter 201 09/14/1978  |Domestic
322321103054101 | NN 68 "103.00472 | 32.38917 |[Simms, George 386 Unknown  [Unused
322309103054401 ,° NM | ™ 68 | 103:09556\ | 32.38583 |Unknown Unknown Unknown  |N/A
323031103035002” | - 'NM 69~ |\ 103.06389 [\32.50861 [McNeil Unknown Unknown  [Unused
323031103035001 - | NM 69 . | \103.06389™ |- 3250861 [McNeil Unknown Unknown  |Stock
CP 00221 N . NM 70 \ “I‘03.13360 32.43522 [J.M. Owen Unknown Unknown Domestic
CP 00214 '\NM 70 ] 1,'03.13050 32.43438 |J. M. and M. W. Owen Unknown Unknown Domestic
322604103075901 |- NM~_ 70 /| 40313306 | 32.43444 |Continental Oil Co. 75 Unknown  |Commercial
322551103081401 NM N 70 | 710313722 | 3243083 |Owen, JM. 290 Unknown  |Domestic
WCS\FINAL\03047103047.05\TECH NOD 2\ ‘ '\,\ /'
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TABLE 3-1
WATER WELLS WITHIN A 10-KILOMETER RADIUS OF THE WCS l!ANDFﬁZL SITE

(BANKS SURVEY) VAN \
S .

Well ID State Map Number Lon‘gNitude Lati:]ude Owr}el/ /JA-\' TO%LSSQE': A ‘D\a\te Completed | Proposed Use
322551103075001 NM 70 103.13056 | 32.43083 |Owens, JM.& MW" -~ 300 |\ Unknown [Unused
CP 00192 NM 71 103.08994 | 32.38186 |GeorgeW.Sims’ -~ A Unknown “Unknown  |Domestic
322245103053301 NM 71 103.09250 | 3237917 [TexasCo. & s Unknown Unknown  |Unused
322446103073601 NM 72 103.12667 | 3241278 |HumbleOiCo~, N .7 82 Unknown  |Unused
CP 00137 NM 73 10311770 | 32.48516 |Marion and William.Q. StepHens,-” Unknown Unknown  [Stock
322909103070601 NM 73 103.11833 32.48583 |Unknown “\ ‘\ Unknown Unknown Stock
322901103071101 NM 73 103.11972 | 32.48361|Terry, McNeil N\ ' 100 Unknown  |Unused
322637103080901 NM 74 103.13583 | 32.44361\-|Warreh; Gulf N 101 Unknown [irrigation
CP 00700 NM 75 10312041 | 3246792 |WayheR, Walker— N 75 9/10/1986  {Domestic
CP 00562 NM 75 10312837 | 3247068, [Jimmie D. Wair, ~_ v 136 1212311976 [Stock
CP 00134 NM 75 103.12409 | 3247068 \|Harien Steptiens.” - 7 Unknown Unknown  |Stock
322815103075602 NM 75 10313222 | 32.47083 |Stephens, W.O. " Unknown Unknown  |Unused
322805103075601 NM 75 /63.19232 "\32.46806 Si(glly Plaft #2 a3 Unknown Unused
322803103073901 NM 75 | 10312750\ 3246750 |Dunn,D'S. Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
322801103073101 NM 75 /| 10312528 | 33.46694 |Osborn, Mrs. O.J. 85 Unknown  |Domestic
322759103075601 NM 75 | 10313222/ 32.46639 |Skelly Ojl Co: 89 Unknown  |Other
322426103073601 NM 76, \| 103.12667 | "32.40722 | Marathop:Gil Co. Unknown Unknown  |Unused
27-334A X 77 .. [\102675417| 32.41899--|Ralph:NicWhorter 176 08/08/1978  [Domestic
322241103052801 NM 78 1b3.99'111 32.37806 |[Sims, George 513 Unknown Domestic
322227103051401 | NM ~78. 403.08722 | 32.37417 |Sims, Amanda 476 Unknown  |Unused
322805103080101 |~ NM™ [ "~79 \ | 103x336™\ | 32.46806 |Unknown 82 Unknown  [Unused
322805103075901” [ NM 79°.. '}, 103.13306 [\32.46806 |Stephens, Wm O. Unknown Unknown |lrrigation
322803103080901 | NM 79\ [ \103.13361 -.]"32.46750 |Skelly il Co. 81 Unknown  |Other
322734103082601 M. NM 80  \| 103.14056 | 32.45944 [warren, Gulf 96 Unknown  |Unused
322731103081701-, | “NM 80 | 103.13806 | 3245861 |Warren, Guif Unknown Unknown  |Unused
322724103083201 |+ NN, 80 /| 40314222 | 3245667 |Graves, Dr. SamW. Unknown Unknown  |Unused
322724103081101 NM N 80 . |’ 10313639 | 3245667 |warren, Gulf 84 Unknown  [Unused
WCSFINAL\03047\03047.05\TECH NOD 2\ ‘ '\_\/ .
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TABLE 3-1
WATER WELLS WITHIN A 10-KILOMETER RADIUS OF THE WCS KANDFIL:L SITE
(BANKS SURVEY) ( /.."’
o RN \
Well ID State Map Number Long‘i’tude Lati':'ude Owr:ler/ ,\ TOt?fLa‘;Qt\'t X ‘D,a\te Completed | Proposed Use
322717103082301 NM 80 103.13972 | 3245472 |Warren,Guf - 96 . Unknown [Other
26-40-3 X 81 103.01498 32.50827 |John Goen / e A\ 136 \'0(1/»1'9/1994 Irrigation
322418103075601 NM 82 103.13222 | 3240500 |Deck, Millard % s 140 Unknown  [Stock
322403103080301 NM 82 103.13417 | 32.40083 |Mitchel, AP.™ N . Unknown Unknown  [Stock
CP 00581 NM 83 10312625 | 32.39815 |Northern Natural Gas Con/" 125 Unknown [Industrial
CP 00581 NM 83 103.12625 | 32.39815 [Northern Natural Gas Go.  ~_ 125 4/18/1979  |Industrial
CP 00555 NM 83 103.12732 32.39727~|Northern Natural Gas Co.v"w,‘ \ 497 Unknown Industrial
CP 00199 NM 83 10312625 | 32.394525 |Leo Sims—__ NN Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
CP 00189 N 83 103.12201 32.396'3‘4 .(‘Bedfgexw‘. SinN \\ > Unknown Unknown Domestic
CP 00189 NM 83 103.15404 | 32.43260, [Paul D. Prathar, ~_ v 145 212511994  [Stock
322342103073101 NM 83 10312528 | 3239500 \|Pierce, RayA. .~ "~ 7 78 Unknown  [Stock
322333103072301 NM 84 103,12306_ | 32.39250 |Sims\Géorge " ) Unknown Unknown  |Stock
322322103072101 NM 84 103.12250 [\32.38944 |Sims, George 80 Unknown  [Unused
322751103083101 NM 85 | 103.14194"| 32.46417 |Skelly OllCo. 85 Unknown  [Other
322849103080601 NM 86 |7 10313500 | 32.48028 |Owens, J.M, 48 Unknown  |Stock
26-40-3 X 87 7| 103.02015/| 32.51517 [John Gaen 105 04/06/1994  |irrigation
04/05/94 X 87 N\ | 103.01900 | 32.51709 [John-Gogn” 138 04/05/1994  [Imigation
323025103062801 NM 88 . [\10340778 | 32.50694—|McNeil, Ray 90 Unknown  [Stock
323025103062501 NM 88 | 10310694 | 3250694 |Unknown 90 Unknown  [Unused
323022103062301 | NN 88, '103.10639 | 3250611 [Fullerton Oil Co. 90 Unknown  [Unused
322704103084901 {° NM 7| " T-.89 N\ | 103:14694\ | 32.45111 |warren, Gulf 99 Unknown  |Unused
3226571030848017 | 'NM 89+, '\ 103.14667 [\32.44917 |Skelly Oil Co. 101 Unknown  |Other
322652103084701.°| NM 89 ™, | \103.14639".| 3244778 |[Skelly Oil Co. Unknown Unknown  [Unused
322652103084401 | NM 89  \| 103.14556 | 32.44778 |warren, Guif 118 Unknown  [Other
322648103084601. [ “NM 89 | 103.14611 | 32.44667 |Skelly Oil Co. Unknown Unknown  |Other
CP 00881 ) . NI\\II\ 90 / 1,4'03.14550 32.45799 |Richard Don Jones 95 9/7/1999 Domestic
322729103085201 NM P 90 |/ 10314778 | 3245806 |Skelly Oil Co. 106 Unknown  [Unused
m N
WCS\WFINALI03047103047.05\TECH NOD 2\ .- \/ ‘
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WATER WELLS WITHIN A 10-KILOMETER RADIUS OF THE WCS IXANDFILL

TABLE 3-1

N
ITE

,

N

(BANKS SURVEY) AV \
. N
Well ID State | Map Number L°"3:,t“de "aﬁrfl“de Own/er/ ) R Tm;gg‘-’f: \‘D{te Completed | Proposed Use
322724103085102 NM 90 10314750 | 3245667 [SkelyOilCo. .7 103 ]\ Unknown [Unused
322724103085101 NM g0 103.14750 32.45667 |Graves, Dr. Sa}m/W.,-’" N\ 94 '”-L'J,nlznown Unused
CP 00212 NM 91 10313480 | 3248516 [J.M.Owens’ S Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
27-33-4A X 92 102.95876 | 3245059 |EMCO MachineWotks .~ .~ 147 02/26/1981  [Domestic
322324103073501 NM 93 103.12639 32.39000 |Sims, Leo “‘\ NS Unknown Unknown Stock
322322103074001 NM 93 103.12778 32.38944 |Sim, Leo 3 { 80 Unknown Unused
323046103062202 NM 94 103.10611 | 32.51278™|Unknown "o N\ Unknown Unknown  [N/A
323046103062201 NM 94 10310611 | 32.57278x-[Unknown..__ o\l 900 Unknown  [N/A
322444103084801 NM 95 103.14667 | 3241222 |CitiesService Oil€o, D Unknown Unknown  |Unused
322804103085701 NM 96 103.14917 | 32.46778, |Eubanks, O.R3 ~_ 80 Unknown  |Commercial
322804103084801 NM 96 103.14667 | 3246778 \[Eubanks,OR. .~ ™ .. 7 100 Unknown  |[Commercial
322803103085701 NM 96 103,14917_ [ 3246750 |Eubanks’ OR” Unknown Unknown  [Commercial
322159103060601 NM 97 103.10167 [N\32.36639 |Hansen, Efnest 300 Unknown  |Domestic
CP 00706 NM 98 | 103.12414)\| 3237462 |EliéSpear 96 12/31/1986  |Domestic
CP 00187 NM 98  |“ 10312414 | 3237825 |George W)Sims Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
322258103073001 NM 98 . | 103.12500/| 3238278 |Boyd, Olliel) Unknown Unknown  |Unused
322243103072501 NM o8, \J 10312361 | 3237861 |Unknown-" Unknown Unknown  |N/A
322237103073601 NM 98 . |\10312667" | 32.37694-|Sims,Leo 80 Unknown  |Unused
322230103072301 NM 98 | 10312306 | 32.37500 |Sims, George 75 Unknown  [Unused
322424103085401 | NM N "103.14833 | 32.40667 |Fristoe, LW. 63 Unknown  |Unused
322416103085401 |° NM | "~ 99 N\ | 103.14833\ | 32.40444 [Fristoe, LW. Unknown Unknown  |Stock
322222103070201 |, -'NM 100~ |, 103.41722 [\32.37278 |Sims, George Unknown Unknown  |{Domestic
CP 00736” NM 101 | \103.15723".]- '32.45163 [Ronald K. Woorden 120 9/10/1988  |Domestic
CP 00346- \\ NM 101 Y il03.15828 32.45254 |H.A. Bramlett Unknown Unknown Domestic
322714103093101 \‘NM 101 | 1,,'03.15861 32.45389 |Graves, Dr. SamW. 63 Unknown Stock
322708103091801 [+, NM~ 101 /| A03.15500 | 32.45222 |Jones, Ron Unknown Unknown  |Unused
322706103093001 NM N 101 /10315833 | 32.45167 |Faulkner, T.P. 80 Unknown  [Domestic
N
WCS\FINAL\03047103047.05\,TECH NOD 2\ h .
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TABLE 31
WATER WELLS WITHIN A 10-KILOMETER RADIUS OF THE WCS LANDFILL SITE

(BANKS SURVEY) / Ky \ \
LN

Well ID State Map Number Long\iltude Lati:lude Own/er/ , /\’\ TOt?ngsp\EE \‘D@{te Completed | Proposed Use !
322659103093001 .| NM 101 10315833 | 3244972 |Faukner, TP. /7 90 | Unknown |Domestic |
322658103092601 NM 101 103.15722 | 3244944 |Bramiett, HA. ~ A 90 “Unknown  |Domestic

CP 00197 NM 102 103.11985 | 32.51060 |George W.Sims < S 7 Unknown Unknown  [Domestic
322932103082701 NM 103 103.14083 | 3249222 [HumbleOlCo~, N - Unknown Unknown  [Unused
322923103083201 NM 103 103.14222 | 3248972 |HumbleOlCo. ~\ N\ .7 60 Unknown  |Unused
322921103083001 NM 103 103.14167 | 3248917 |[HumbleOiiCo. ™, £ Unknown Unknown  [Unused
CP 00673 NM 104 103.14443 32.39727~|Raul E. and Mary Hughes\‘ . \ Unknown Unknown Domestic
CP 00548 NM 105 103.15832 | 32.43986+:|A.J. Redden .\ Unknown Unknown  |Domestic
322641103093001 NM 105 103.15833 | 3244472 |Mclean, RL. ™~ N 93 Unknown |[lIrrigation
322638103093001 NM 105 10315833 | 3244389 [McLean, RL, ~._ v 100 Unknown [Irrigation
322633103093401 NM 105 103.15944 | 32.44250 \|[Eunjce Reptdl Tool Co-~._ 7 103 Unknown  |{Commercial
322632103093401 NM 105 103,15044 | 32.44222 |Eunice,Rental Tool Co. - 100 Unknown  |Commercial |
322810103092001 NM 106 10315556 |\32.46944 |Uhknown*” Unknown Unknown __|Stock |

=

WCS\FINAL\03047\03047.05TECHNOD 24 ™,
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Attachment ECO-1-1

Five-Year Report Concerned with Threatened and Endangered Species Occurring near the Land
Disposal Facilities Pursuant to Radioactive Material License No. R04100; License Cdndition 160
July 11, 2014




THE TEXAS SOLUTION

/

\WVIA Fed Ex

July 11, 2014

Mr. Charles Maguire Director
Radioactive Materials Division, MC-233
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality

P.O. Box 13087
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 \

References: (1) Radioactive Material License No. R04100; Amendment 25
CN600616890/RN101702439 S
.
Subject: Five-Year Report Concer ed\wnh\Threatened and\ Endangered Species
Occurring near the Land Disposal Facilities Pursuant-to Radioactive” Matenal License No.

R04100; License Condition 160

Amendment 25 of Radloactlve Matenal License\R04100 (RML R04100) License Condition 160
requires: /
<
The Licensee must prowde,to-the \gz(ecutlve director every five (5) years written
documentation from the” Texas Parks and Wildlife Department and the United States Fish
and Wildlife Servnce regardmg the presence of threatened or endangered species
T
occurring near.the site. of the land disposal facility.

Dear Mr. Maguire:

Th|s letter along with the attached enclosures fulfills the five-year requirement of this license

,~condition. \ ) /

I\ciertnfy under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
dlrectlon or supervisjon |n accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel
pr\gperly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or
persons‘\vxho m: nage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
mformatlon,\ the lnformatlon submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate
and complete V'am aware there are significant penalties for submitting false information,
including the e possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.

Corporate Facility

5430 LBJ Freeway, Ste. 1700 P.O. Box 1129
Three Lincoln Centre Andrews, TX 79714
Dallas, TX 888-789-2783
972-715-9800 Fax. 432-525-8902

Fax. 972-448-1419




Charles Maguire, Director
July 11, 2014
Page 2 of 2

WCS requests that a copy of all correspondence regarding this matter be emailed directly to my
attention at (jecartwright@wcstexas.com) as soon as possible after issuance. If you have any
questions or need additional information, please call me at 432-525-8500. /

Sincerely, ' ' /

Jay Cartwright,
Radiation Safety Officer and Director of Radiation Safety

Enclosures

cc: Bobby Janecka, TCEQ

Elicia Sanchez, WCS

Scott Kirk, WCS

Jane Grimm, WCS

WCS Regulatory (;/()mb’lTaﬁ'l‘ce\
WCS Records Mahagement ™




ENCLOSURES ~

1.)Summary of Federal and State Iis<tings of Threatened and
Endangered Species, Andrews Coun’t-y\, Texas

2.)Texas Parks and Wildlife Department List of Threatened and
Endangered Species, Andrews County Texas

N
3.)U. S. Department of Fish ;n\d W||d||fe~L|st of Threatened and
Endangered Species,
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ANDREWS COUNTY, TX

Taxon Common Name Scientific Name Federal | State

Status |‘Status
Birds American Peregrine Falcon| Falco peregrinus anatum DL |/ T
Birds Peregrine Falcon Peregrinus anatum pL /| T
Birds Northern Aplomado Falcon|Falco femoralis septentrionalis |/ LE\
Birds Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus | /DL N T
Birds Lesser Prairie Chicken Tympanuchus pallidicinctus<_ ,{ LT \| ™\
Birds Whooping Crane Grus americana SN LE E™.
Birds Least Tern Sterna antillarum LE N
Birds Piping Plover Charadriusmelodoiis / LT N
Mammals |Gray Wolf Canus lupus / / AN LE E
Mammals |Black-footed Ferret Mustela nigripes \ /| LE
Reptile |Texas Horned Lizard Phrynosoma cofnutum, / / T

N
Status Key \

DL, PDL - Federally Dellsted/Proposed for. Dellstmg ‘\\/
LE,LT - Federally Listed Endangere /T hreat ed
E, T- State Listed Endangered/T hreate egK

S~




American Peregrine Falcon and Peregrine Falcon: Both are delisted at the Federal
level and listed as threatened in the State of Texas. These falcons are year round
residents and local breeders in west Texas, nesting in tall cliff eyries, Iandforms which
are absent at the WCS facility. These birds occupy a wide range of habltats dﬁnng
migration including urban, lakeshore and coastal environments. They m|g/r,ate across
the state from more northern breeding areas in the US and Canada, and qvmters along

the coast and farther south. The preferred habitat for these falcons does not exist at the

WCS site. It is likely that they migrate through Andrews County af/a ‘transient

population. \
Northern Aplomado Falcon: This bird is listed as endangered at the federal level.

This falcon frequents desert grassiands and coastal pr/alnes of western Texas, mos of \
New Mexico and southeastern Arizona, using the abandoned nests.of other hawks ow)

ravens for rearing young. A “non-essential” expenmental popt;ljatlon’has been
established in Arizona and New Mexico. Numerous captlve/rea[,ed Aplomado Falcons
have been released in Texas. The U. S. Fish and WI|\d|If&S€;VIC€ cite mesquite
encroachment on grasslands as a negative habitat factor for.this falcon, thus the
preferred habitat for the falcon does/not QZISt near the WES 6perat|on It is likely that
the Northern Aplomado Falcon seeks out mere favorable habitat: N

\
Bald Eagle The Bald Eagle is listed es\threatened by'the_State offTexas but it has
been delisted at the Federal level. The idgal habitat, for{tls s bird is nearby rivers and
large lakes. The Bald Eagle nests in tall trees or of cliffs hear'water. These habitat
types are non-ex1stent/for many miles Sl}rroundlrfg the WCS facility. It is possible that
Bald Eagles migrate through\he west Texas/southeast New Mexico area but it is very
un-likely that Bald” Eagles would take up residence in the area.

Lesser Prairie Chicken: The Lesser Prairie Chicken is listed as threatened at the
Federal levelbut is not Ilsted/ at.in the State" of Texas. The ideal habitat for this bird is
arid grasslande‘generally /mterspersed“wnhrshrubs but dominated by grasses. Lesser
Pralne,Cmgkens nest lnascrapes lined with grasses. As part of the permitting process,
WCS performegt an mt\enswe study to determine if Lesser Prairie Chickens frequented
company corgtrolled property No evidence of the existence of these birds on WCS
/controlled lands was found. \’}
4
\Whoopmg Crane; \)Vhooplng Cranes are listed as an endangered species at both the
Federal and Statelevel. This bird prefers marshy wetland habitats, nesting on raised
mounds within th/e marsh. The WCS facility is located in an arid region and no ideal
habltat for Wh90p|ng Cranes exists for many miles surrounding the facility. Andrews
County appears /to be on the extreme westem edge of the migration path between
breedlng grounds in Canada and wintering grounds on the Texas gulf coast. Itis
possible that Whooping Cranes could migrate through Andrews County as a transient
population.

Least Tern: Least Temns are listed as endangered at the Federal level but is not listed
at the State level. These birds live along rivers, wetlands, ponds and lakes. The WCS



facility is located in an arid region and no ideal habitat for Least Terns exists for many
miles surrounding the facility. Andrews County may be on the migration path of the
Least Tern between breeding grounds to the north and wintering grounds in the
Caribbean and South America. It is possible that Least Tems could migraté/ \rough
Andrews County as a transient population / /
Piping Plover. This bird is listed as threatened at the Federal leve but is not listed at
the State level. The Piping Plover inhabits wide, flat open sandy beaches and\nest
along small creeks or wetlands. In the summer, the birds |nhab|t the Northe(n G(eat
Plains, the Great Lakes Region and the Atlantic Coast. In the wmter the birds migrate
to the Gulf of Mexico and points farther south. The WCS f/a/CIhtY is located in an \ria\\
region and no ideal habitat for Piping Plovers exists ;o‘r any miles surrounding the
facility. Andrews County may be on the migration path-of the Piping Plover between J
breeding grounds to the north and wintering groundS’m the Gu/l/ﬂof Mexico. It is possible
that Least Terns could migrate through Andrews'¢ ounty as adransient population.

\
Gray Wolf. The Gray Wolf is listed as an endangered\spemes at both the Federal and
State level. These animals are wide /anglng and currently\emst as a recovering
population in the forests and savanpas of nerthemn tier states\(Great Lakes and Rocky
Mountain regions) of the United Sta es\ Thg!volf~|s relatively aQund}ant in Canada and
Alaska. The Gray Wolf population has recovered_in remtrq\d\uchon,areas to the point
that the species is proposed for delisting in 2014 ZA subspecies, the Mexican Gray
Wolf, will remain on the endangered l|st for \sofre time ﬁtbthe’future Recovery efforts
for the Mexican Gray Wolfare ongoing |n Anzona and New Mexico. There are no

known populatlons of Gray olves or the' Mexucan Gray Wolves in Andrews County,
Texas.

Black-footed Ferret footed Ferret Black footed _Ferrets are/llsted as an endangered species at the
Federal level._The p The preferred habitat for 1 these,ammals is large Prairie Dog towns on
open grasslands These ferrets typically-reside in the abandoned burrows of Prairie
Dogs or other burro\wmg/anlmals Populations of Black Footed Ferrets have been re-
established"in Arizoha, Colorado, Montana, South Dakota, Utah and Wyoming from
captlve ve stocks. R\ecov\éry efforts continue and delisting of the animal may occur in ten
_yéars or so, provuded the® populatlon continues to recover. There are no Prairie Dog

/ towns known on\the\\WCS property thus, no suitable habitat exists at the WCS facility for

\he Black-footed FRerret.

Texas Horned Lizard: Texas Horned Lizards are listed as threatened in the State of
Texas This Ilzard ranges from Colorado and Kansas to northern Mexico and from
southeastern/Arlzona to Texas. Isolated, introduced populations exist in the Carolinas,
Georgla and northem Florida. The Texas Horned Lizard may also be native to
Arkansas\and Louisiana. This reptile typically occupies bright sunny areas near
Harvester Ant hills. These ants make up the majority of this lizard’s diet. The decline of
the Texas Horned Lizard has been attributed to the invasion of Fire Ants into Texas.
Fire Ants eradicate Harvester Ant colonies, removing the lizard's primary food source.




. The Texas Horned Lizard has declined over 30 percent of its range but is now
reportedly recovering throughout its range.
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ANDREWS COUNTY
BIRDS F ederalfStatus State Status
American Peregrine Falcon  Falco peregrinus anatum a/)L ™~ T
year-round resident and local breeder in west Texas, nests in tall cliff eyries;- lso,/éugrant across, state from

more northern breeding areas in US and Canada, winters along coast and farther south; occupie\s wid\e range
of habitats during migration, including urban, concentrations along coast and barrier 1sla.nds lowsaltitude
migrant, stopovers at leading landscape edges such as lake shores, coastlires, ~and barrier islands.

Arctic Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus tundrius - DL ‘ P
i

migrant throughout state from subspecies’ far northern breeding range, winters a1€ﬁg coast and farther
south; occupies wide range of habitats during migration, mciudmg«urban conCentrations along coast and
barrier islands; low-altitude migrant, stopovers at leading landscape\édgeS/such/as lake shores, coastlines,
and barrier islands.

Baird's Sparrow Ammodramus bairdii

shortgrass prairie with scattered low bushes ar\léhrrﬁtted\vegetatlon mostly\{ugratory in western half of
State, though wmters in Mexico and just across Rlo\(irande into Texas from Brewster through Hudspeth
counties \

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus Ieucocé\p\halus DL T

found primarily near rivers and large lakes; nests in tall trees o ‘on cliffS near water; communally roosts,

especially in winter; hunts live-pfey, Scayenges, and\prrate/s, food from other birds
Ferruginous Hawk Biuteo regalzs {

open country, primarily prairies, plams and badlands; hests, in tall trees along streams or on steep slopes,
cliff ledges, rrver-cut‘banks hillsides, power line towers\; year-round resident in northwestern high plains,
wintering elsewhere throughout w§tem 2/3-of Texas

Lesser Prairie-Chicken ympanuchus @tus T

arid grasslands, generally.intersper sed with shrubs such as sand sagebrush, sand plum, skunkbush sumac,
and shinnery oak~shrubs but \oomuratcd by sand dropseed, sideoats grama, sand bluestem, and little
bluestém grasses; nests_ in a scrape lmed with grasses

Mounté{n Plover \.\ Charadrlus montanus

breedmg nests on high pla;\ns or shortgrass prairie, on ground in shallow depression; nonbreeding:
shortgrass plains and bare, drrt (plowed) fields; primarily insectivorous

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus DL T

both subspecies mlgrate across the state from more northern breeding areas in US and Canada to winter
along coast‘and farther south subspecies (F. p. anatum) is also a resident breeder in west Texas; the two
subspecies’ hstmg statuses differ, F. p. tundrius is no longer listed in Texas; but because the subspecies are
not easily drstmgunshable at a distance, reference is generally made only to the species level; see subspecies
for habitat. y

4

Prairie Falcon Falco mexicanus
open, mountainous areas, plains and prairie; nests on cliffs
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ANDREWS COUNTY m
BIRDS Federal Status /\State Status
Snowy Plover Charadrius alexandrinus Y.

formerly an uncommon breeder in the Panhandle; potential migrant; winter along coast \
Sprague's Pipit Anthus spragueii &

only in Texas during migration and winter, mid September to early April; sho@to/medlum dlétancg diurnal
migrant; strongly tied to native upland prairie, can be locally common in-€oastal grasslands, uncomimon to
rare further west; sensitive to patch size and avoids edges.

Western Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia hypugaea / ‘ N,
open grasslands, especially prairie, plains, and savanna, some}imes in open areas,sush as vacant lots near.”
human habitation or airports; nests and roosts in abandoned (burro;vys S

Western Snowy Plover ' Charadrius alexandrinus nivo.g\us"\

uncommon breeder in the Panhandle; potential migrant; winter along coast

Whooping Crane Grus americana LE E
potential migrant via plains throughout most of stat€to.coast; winters in coas\t‘al {narshes of Aransas,
Calhoun, and Refugio counties \ N

\

MAMMALS /\;ederal Status  State Status
Black-footed ferret Mustela nigripes \ LE
extirpated; inhabited prairie dog towns i the genera area
Black-tailed prairie do / i Cynomys ludovzczanus

dry, flat, short grass}ands w1th low, relatively sparse vegetatlon including areas overgrazed by cattle; live in
large family groups”

Gray wolf ™ Cés' Iu/us\7 LE E

extirpated; formerly known throughout the western two-thirds of the state in forests, brushlands, or
grasslands

Jones' pocket. gopher Geomys knoxjonesi

soithwéstern plains-qf Tex\as ; deep, sandy soils of aeolian origin; small isolated population vulnerable to

land/use changes \ >

Pal\e Townsend's big-eared bat Corynbrhinus townsendii pallescens

roosts,in caves, abandoned mine tunnels, and occasionally old buildings; hibernates in groups during winter;
in summer months, males/an9 females separate into solitary roosts and maternity colonies, respectively;
smgle offsprmg born May-June; opportunistic insectivore

Swift fox. ™ y Vulpes velox

e

restricted to c{ri‘nt and historic shortgrass prairie; western and northern portions of Panhandle
s
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Dune sagebrush lizard Sceloporus arenicolus

confined to active sand dunes near Monahans; dwarf shin-oak sandhills with sag;brush and yucca;
opportunistic insectivore; 'sit and wait' predator; burrows in sand or plant litter to e/s,cape enemies

Texas horned lizard Phrynosoma cornutum T

open, arid and semi-arid regions with sparse vegetation, including grass, zcactus scattered brush.or scrubby
trees; soil may vary in texture from sandy to rocky; burrows into soil ~enters rodent burrows, or hides under

rock when inactive; breeds March-September / \\\
! /Fe/élh Status  State Status

PLANTS

Dune umbrella-sedge Cyperus onerosus

>,

flowering/fruiting late summer-fall




Notes for
County Lists of Texas' Special Species

The Texas Parks and Wildlife (TPWD) county lists include: />
Vertebrates, Invertebrates, and Vascular Plants identified as being of conseryation-Concern by
TPWD within Texas. These special species lists are comprised of species, subspeciesf, and varieties
that are federally listed; proposed to be federally listed; have federal candidate status{\are state listed;
or carry a global conservation status indicating a species is critically unpenled very rare vulnerable
to extirpation, or uncommonn.

The TPWD county lists do not include:
Natural Plant Communities such as Little Blu&stem—Indlangrass Senes (native prairie remnant),
Water Oak-Willow Oak Series (bottomland hardwood commumty), Saltgrass-Cordgrass Series (salt\
or brackish marsh), Sphagnum-Beakrush Series (seepage bog)
Other Significant Features such as bird rookeries, m1g{atory songbird falléu utareas, comprehensive
migratory bird information, bat roosts, bat caves, mvertebrate caves, and,pra;}-le dog towns.

These lists are not all inclusive for all rare species distributions. “THe hsts were compiled, developed,
and are updated based on field guides, staff expertise, scientific pubhcatlons and the TPWD Texas
Natural Diversity Database (TXNDD) (formerly the B1010g1ca1 and™. Conservauon Data System)
occurrence data. Historic ranges for some state extlrpated spec1es full\hlstonc distributions for some
extant species, accidentals and 1rregularly appeanng species, and portions o{ migratory routes for
particular species are not necessarily included.", Spezies_that dppear on courity lists do not all share the
same probability of occurrence within a county. \Some species are migrants or Wwintering residents only.
Additionally, a few species may be historic or\consi\(\lered exﬁrpa’t‘e’d\m@,county.

TPWD includes the Federal listing status for your\convemence and makes every attempt to keep the
information current and correct.. However, the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is the responsible
authority for Federal llstmg sta\s The TPWD hstsxdo not substitute for contact with the FWS and
federally listed specles county ranées may vary frotn th\e FWS county level species lists because of the
inexact nature6f Tange map deve opmént and use. '
Status Key: \\

LE,LT- FedgralﬂyListedMeatened

PE,PT-__ Federally Profosed Endangered/Threatened

SAE, SAT - \\Federally Llsted Endangered/Threatened by Similarity of Appearance

C- Federal Candldate for Listing; formerly Category 1 Candidate
/DL, PDL - F ederally Dehsted/Proposed for Delisting

NL- Not Federally Llsted

E,T- State Listed Endangered/’l’hreatened

NT - Not tracked or no longer tracked by the State
’i‘l\)lank” Rare, Ibut ‘with no regulatory listing status

This information i§ spec1ﬁca11y for your assistance only; due to continuing data updates, please do not
r\e‘dlstnbl{te 5he lists, instead refer all requesters to the web site at:

http:/ /www. tpwd.state.tx.us/landwater/land/ma: 1aps/gis/ris/endangered_species/ or to
our office for.the most current information available. For questions regarding county lists, please call
(512) 3894571.

Please use the following citation to credit the source for this county level information:
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, Wildlife Division, Diversity and Habitat Assessment
Programs. County Lists of Texas' Special Species. [county name(s) and revised date(s)].

Last Revision: 7 Nov 2008
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Austin Ecological Services Field Office
10711 BURNET ROAD, SUITE 200
AUSTIN, TX 78758
PHONE: (512)490-0057 FAX: (512)490-0974
URL: www.fws.gov/southwest/es/AustinTexas/;
www.fws.gov/southwest/es/EndangeredSpecie/s/li\s'ts/

o

Consultation Tracking Number: 02ETAU00-2014-SLI-02 July 10, 2014

Project Name: Permit Renewal at an Existing Fac111 /

Subject: List of threatened and endangered specres that may-occur 1n your proposed project
location, and/or may be affecteéd-by your proposed project:™ N

N

The enclosed species list identifies threatened endangered proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and findl desrgnated critical habltat, that may occur within the county of your
proposed project and/or may\be affected by y\our proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of thé UrS Fish and Wlldllfe Ser\vrce\(Servrce) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Spe;res Act (Act) of 1973 as amended'(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

To Whom It May Concern:

Please note that new 1nformatlon ‘based on-updated.sirveys, changes in the abundance and
distribution oﬂspecres changed habitat. condmorE’ or other factors could change this list. Feel
free to contact us.if you ne,ed more current mchx’matlon or assistance regarding the potential
impacts-to_fi federall\y\proposed listed, and candidate species and federally designated and
proposed cntrcal habitat. Also note that under 50 CFR 402.12(¢) of the regulations
1mplementmg sectron 7 of the ‘Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90

/ days. This verification can be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service

e

recommends that verification be. completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular
intervals during prOJect planning and implementation for updates to species lists and

AN \mformatlon An updated list may be requested through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing
thg same process used'to receive the enclosed list.

RN
The pumose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and
the\ecosystefns upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)( 1) and 7(a)(2)
of the*Act and’ its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required
to utilize'théir authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of federally listed as
threatened or endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect these species
and/or designated critical habitat.




A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S. C/ﬁ332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that/ a b1010g1ca1
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whethef the’project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habjtat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

While a Federal agency may designate a non-Federal representatlve torconduct mformal
consultation or prepare a biological assessment, the Federal Agency must notify the Service in
writing of any such designation. The Federal agency shall also‘/mdependently review and
evaluate the scope and content of a biological assessment pfepared by their designated
non-Federal representative before that document is submitted-fo the Service.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Blologlcal Assessment of blologlcal evaluation,
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may y'be affected/ by.d federally funded,
permitted or authorized activity, the agency is required to Consulf w th the Service pursuant to
50 CFR 402. The following definitions are provided to assist ) you m\reachmg a determination:

® No effect &ndash; the proposed actlon will'not affect federally, llsted | species or critical
habitat. A &ldquo;no eﬂ‘ect&rdquo \determmatlon-does not reainre section 7 consultation
2 .
and no coordination or contact with the Service-is necessary, Howevér, if the prOJect
changes or additional information on the distribution of listed or;proposed species
becomes available, the project should be\reanalyzed for effects not previously considered.
® May affect, but is7iot likely to adversely aﬂéct/&ndash the project may affect listed
species and/orérmcal habltat however) the éffects are expected to be discountable,
1n51gmﬁcant, or completely beneficial. Certdin avoidance and minimization measures
may need tobe impleme ted in order to reachithis level of effect. The Federal agency or
the des/lgnated non-Federal representatlve should consult with the Service to seek written
concurreﬁcc that adverse effects arenot. llkely Be sure to include all of the information
iy A1
and documentation used-toreach-your. decision with your request for concurrence. The
Service must have thi§ documentation before i issuing a concurrence.
/'~Is~ltkely to &\dversely affect &ndash; adverse effects to listed species may occur as a direct
or mdlregt result.of the proposed action. For this determination, the effect-of the action is
y nelther dlscountable nor -insignificant. If the overall effect of the proposed action is
beneﬁclal to'the llsted\specws but the action is also likely to cause some adverse effects to
individuals of that species; then the proposed action &ldquosis likely to adversely
affect&rdqu\o tl‘le listed species. The analysis should consider all interrelated and
\ interdependent actions. An &ldquos;is likely to adversely affect&rdquo; determination
requires the/Federal action agency to initiate formal section 7 consultation with our office.

gg}rdless 9ﬁthe déten'nmatlon the Service recommends that the Federal agency maintain a
complete~record of the evaluation, including steps leading to the determination of effect, the
quallﬁed personnel conducting the evaluation, habitat conditions, site photographs, and any
other relatéd information. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

A



Mi Bird

For projects that may affect migratory birds, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)/\>
implements various treaties and conventions for the protection of these specres}) fider the
MBTA, taking, killing, or possessing migratory birds is unlawful. Migratory bitds may nest in
trees, brushy areas, or other areas of suitable habitat. The Service recommends act1v1t1es
requiring vegetation removal or disturbance avoid the peak nesting perlod/ of March 1 through
August to avoid destruction of individuals, nests, or eggs. If project activities must-be conducted
during this time, we recommend surveying for nests prior to conducting-work. If a nest is found
and if possible, the Service recommends a buffer of vegetation re’rham around the nest Until the
young have fledged or the nest is abandoned. N

For additional information concerning the MBTA and recommendations /otreduce impacts to
migratory birds please contact the U.S. Fish and Wildlife §ew1ce Mlgratory Birds Office, 500
Gold Ave. SW, Albuquerque NM 87 102 A list of mlgratory blrds }nay be vrewed at

minimizing 1mpacts to mlgratory b1rds for prOJects mcludmg comnzumcatrons towers can be
foundat http: : ¢ VA

/ 1
Addmonally, wind energy prOJects should‘f llow the wmd energy gurdelmes (
http://www,fws.gov/windenergy/) for m numzmgumpacts»to mlgratory{n;s and bats.

Finally, please be aware that bald and golden eagles/are protectgd\ under the Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq\), \/pro_leets affecting: tHese species may require
development of an eagle’éBﬁEérvatron plan \ /

— )-

We apprec1ate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agenicies’ o include conservatlon of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to\further the purposes 6f the Act-Please iriclude the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of thls letter )Vlth any tequest-for consuiltation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to_our6ffjcé.

N

e
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| Fish and Wildlife Service

& Project name: Permit Renewal at an Existing Facility

Official Species List

Provided by:
Austin Ecological Services Field Office
10711 BURNET ROAD, SUITE 200 >
AUSTIN, TX 78758 N
(512) 490-0057 ‘ _ >
hitp://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/AustinTexas/ /‘

4

http://www fws.gov/southwest/es/EndangeredSpecies/lists/ ™~ /

N

Consultation Tracking Number: 02ETAU00-2014-SL1-0239 /

Project Type: Landfill N

Project Description: This is an existin’é?é?:ility. Requested Listwill become part of a 10 Year
Permit Renewal for RCRA Permit. Need"\fbejg@nnaﬁ_@\for a Si&Selectio\n Report that is a
required part of TCEQ Application Part\B F(\)rm Domjjon i’s:\pogt\lhl\ of State' HWY 176 at the TX/NM
State line in Andrews County, TX. Size of i:he\e facili}y‘is,appi‘ox. 1338, acres.

Facility disposes waste for industry, states and\t\lyFe_(,ler/al goN

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 07/10/2014 07:28 AM
1




=587 United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Project name: Permit Renewal at an Existing Facility

Project Counties: Andrews, TX

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 07/10/2014 07:28 AM
2




Endangered Species Act Species List

There are a total of 5 threatened or endangered species on your species list. Species\g;rthis list should be cop\sidered in
an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For éxample, certain
fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstréam species. Note that 3 of these species\\
should be considered only under certain conditions. Critical habitats.listed-under the Has Critical Habitat co}\hn\x: m%;,
or may not lie within your project area. See the Critical habitats wit}nin your project4rea section further below for”

critical habitat that lies within your project. Please contact the desigﬂat\ed FWS office if you have questions.

.
¢ o >
Least tern (Sterna antillarum) Endangered\\ Wind Energy Projects
Population: interior pop. \
Lesser prairie-chicken (Tympanuchus | Threatened \\ , / \/ 7
. pallidicinctus) T~ \ ,,/'

RS g

northern aplomado }al{o/r;,(FaIco 'Endangered \
femoralis septentrionalis) .
Population: Entire, (except where listed/asan

4 f—\\\
//— \\‘*\_//

NN
Piping Plover (Ch‘aradrius{e/lo'dus) Threatened Final designated Wind Energy Projects

. o
experimental pop\ulatlon\

. . {'
/Populanon.{;ﬁcept Great l{kes wats,rshed

~.

= .
'RM(Gdlidri&ganutr} rufa) N Proposed Wind Energy Projects
~
“} Threatened

N

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 07/10/2014 07:28 AM
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United States Department of Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

7 Project name: Permit Renewal at an Existing Facility

Critical habitats that lie within your project area
There are no critical habitats within your project area.

http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 07/10/2014 07:28 AM
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Ref: Jay Cartwright Date: 11.Jull4 SHIPPING: 22.71
Dep: Rad Sefety Hgt: 0.75 LBS SPECIAL: 2.16
HANDL ING: 0.00

py: 0.00 TOTAL: 24.87

Svos: PRIORITY OVERNIGHT
- TROK: 6046 1917 2619

ORIGIN ID:MAFA (575) 3384-4300
B808BY SHITH

WASTE CONTROL SPECIHLISTS

2998 HWY 176 W

EHIP DATE: 11JUL14
CAD: 0978529/CAFE2704

ANDREWS, TX® 79714
UNITED STATES US

mMARIIE BOREN
TCEQ
12100 PARK 35 CIRCLE BUILDING F
MC-233
AUSTIN TX 78753

{] REF: JAY GARTWAIGHT
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July 14,2014

Dear Customer:

The following is the proof-of-delivery for tracking number 604519172613,

7

Delivery Information:

/£

Status: Delivered
Signed for by: B.COOPER

FedEx Priority Overnight  Delivery date'//>
Deliver Weekday

Service type:
Special Handling:

Delivered to:
Delivery location:

R\ec\ep\t'iqgist/Front Desk
121 OO\I\:’ARK 35 CIRCLE
Austin, TX 78753

Jul 14, 201 \08:42\

)

Shipping Information: NG v /
Tracking number: 604519172613\ Ship date: Jul 11, 2014
. Weight 1.0 1bs/0.5 kg
/\

Recipient: /»\]Shipper:

Marie Boren / Bobby Smith

TCEQ Waste Control Specialists

121 OO/Bark 35-Gircle Building F 9998 hwy 176 west

MC- 33/ Andrews, TX 79714 US

AustinsTX 78753 US
<"Refeng\noe Jay Cartwright

Departrhgpt number Rad Safety

S

\\

Thank you'for choosing Fed;x.
/”




Patricia Greene

rom: Patricia Greene
ent: Friday, July 11, 2014 10:56 AM
To: Charles Maquire (charles.maguire@tceq.texas.gov); (Bobby.Janecka@tceq.texas.gov); Elicia
Sanchez; Scott Kirk Valhi; Jane Grimm Valhi; REGCOMPLIANCE
Cc: Jay Cartwright; Sheila Parker; Richard Wyckoff; John Farrell )
Subject: 07-11-2014 Five Year Report Concerned with Threatened and Endangered Species Occuring
Near the Land Disposal Facilities
Attachments: 07-11-2014 Five-Year Report Concerned with Threatened and Endarigered Species.pdf

For your file.

Patricia L. Greene

Compliance Administration Supervisor
Waste Control Specialists LLC

P.O. Box 1129

Andrews, Texas 79714

Phone: (432) 525-8605

Fax: (432 525-8902




Patricia Greene

rom: Charles Maguire [charles.maguire@tceq.texas.gov]
‘ent: Friday, July 11, 2014 11:08 AM
To: Patricia Greene Bobby Janecka; Elicia Sanchez; Scott Kirk Valhi; Jane Grimm Valhi;
' REGCOMPLIANCE
Cc: Jay Cartwright; Sheila Parker; Rlchard Wyckoff; John Farrell
Subject: RE: 07-11-2014 Five Year Report Concerned with Threatened and Eridandered Species

Occuring Near the Land Disposal Facilities

Received

From' Patr|C|a Greene lmallto ggreene@wcstexas coml
Sent: Friday, July 11, 2014 10:56 AM Ve

To: Charles Maguire; Bobby Janecka; Elicia Sanchez; Scott Kirk Valhi; Jan€ Grimim Valhi; REGCOMPLIANCE
Cc: Jay Cartwright; Sheila Parker; Rlchard Wyckoff; John Farrell ;

Subject: 07-11-2014 Five Year Report Concerned with Threatened,and
Disposal Facilities -

E
N

For your file.

Patricia L. Greene

Compliance Administration Supervisor

Waste Control Specialists LLC

P.O. Box 1129

Andrews, Texas 79714
hone: (432) 525-8605

Fax: (432 525-8902






