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prime example of the allowable expenditure of resources prior to a record of decision
involves the development of information to support the NEPA review. Some of these
comments addressed the use of specific facilities such as the F-Canyon facility at SRS.
There is no longer a project-specific proposal being considered for any GNEP
alternative.

After considering these comments, DOE modified its NEPA compliance strategy for the GNEP
Program. Most significantly, DOE decided to prepare an EIS that assesses programmatic
elements of the GNEP Program now rather than after demonstration activities occur.

H.2 NOTICE OF INTENT SCOPING SUMMARY

On January 4, 2007, DOE published the NOI for the GNEP PEIS in the Federal Register
(72 FR 331). The public scoping comment period initially was scheduled to end on April 4,
2007; however, in response to public requests, the public scoping comment period was extended
until June 4, 2007 (72 FR 15871). DOE invited the public to submit comments during the
scoping period by postal mail, electronic mail, fax, and through written and oral comments
submitted at the public scoping meetings.

DOE held 13 public scoping meetings around the country between February 13 and March 26,
2007. The NOI listed 11 meetings; in response to public requests, 2 additional meetings were
added: Carlsbad, NM, and Hood River, OR. The meeting dates and locations are illustrated on
Figure H.2-1.

FIGURE H.2-1—Location of Global Nuclear Energy Partnership Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement Scoping Meetings
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DOE received more than 14,000 scoping comment documents from members of the public,
interested groups, and Federal, state, tribal, and local officials. These include comments received
at the 13 public scoping meetings. Transcripts of these scoping meetings are available for public
review at http://www.gnep.energy.gov/PEIS/gnepPEISmeetingTranscripts.html. Approximately
12,400 of the documents were part of 28 letter, postcard or e-mail campaigns (i.e., multiple
people sending the same comment document). Additionally, 12 petitions were received with a
total of approximately 7,500 signatures; each petition is recorded as 1 comment document. DOE
has given each comment document a unique document number, and electronically scanned,
reviewed, and analyzed the comments. Each comment was assigned to an appropriate issue
category (see Table H.2-1). Similar comments were grouped and summarized.

TABLE H.2-1—Scoping Comment Categories

Issue Category
Policy
Programmatic Purpose and Need
Cost and Schedule

Proposed Action—Domestic
— Advanced Fuel Cycle Facility
— Nuclear Fuel Recycling Facility
— Advanced Recycling Reactor
Proposed Action—International Initiatives
No Action Alternative
Other Alternatives
Funding Opportunity Announcement (FOA)/Site Study Grants
Impacts
— Land Use
— Visual Resources
— Site Infrastructure
— Air Quality and Noise
— Water Resources
— Geology and Soils
— Biological Resources
— Cultural and Paleontological Resources
— Socioeconomics
— Environmental Justice
— Public and Worker Health and Safety
— Transportation
— Waste Management
— Intentional Destructive Acts (e.g., sabotage or terrorism)
Regulatory Compliance
Outside of the Scope of the PEIS
Support the GNEP Program
Opposed to the GNEP Program

H.2.1 Major Scoping Comments

DOE has considered all scoping comments in preparing the GNEP Draft PEIS. Major issues
identified during scoping are summarized below, along with information about where the
comments are addressed in the Draft PEIS. In addition, Chapter 2, Section 2.8 of the Draft PEIS
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addresses several alternatives that were proposed during the scoping period but that DOE
determined do not require detailed analysis.

1)

2)

3)

Commentors stated that the Purpose and Need was excessively narrow and limited
reasonable alternatives to only DOE’s proposal to reprocess SNF. Commentors added
that combining the programmatic analysis with project-specific proposed actions
prejudiced the PEIS and presumed a certain programmatic outcome. Commentors
identified a broad range of possible alternatives for evaluation in the PEIS. These
included different reactor and fuel types (e.g., reactor technologies, coolants [gas,
sodium], mixed-oxide [MOX] recycle in thermal reactors, and thorium fuel).

DOE response: DOE has modified its statement of Purpose and Need to clarify that DOE
did not intend to unduly limit the range of reasonable alternatives. DOE reviewed the
scoping comments and other available information carefully and, as a result, added both
closed and open fuel cycle technologies to the range of reasonable programmatic
alternatives. Chapter 1 of the PEIS provides a discussion of the Purpose and Need.
Chapter 2 provides a description of the additional programmatic alternatives that have
been added for consideration. The alternatives now considered in the GNEP PEIS are
No Action Alternative—Continue Existing Once-Through Fuel Cycle, Fast Reactor
Recycle Alternative, Thermal/Fast Reactor Recycle Alternative, Thermal Reactor Recycle
Alternative, Once-Through Fuel Cycle Alternative using Thorium, and Once-Through
Fuel Cycle using the Heavy Water Reactor/High Temperature Gas-Cooled Reactor.
Some of these alternatives include sub-options that involve different technology
combinations.

Commentors recommended a demonstration program to ensure both that the fuel
recycling technology is feasible and that it will not cause more waste than current
technologies. Commentors stated that the PEIS should assess timing issues such as
building fast reactors before a reprocessing plant and, conversely, assess impacts of
reprocessing without fast reactors.

DOE response: The GNEP PEIS identifies the major research and development needs
associated with each programmatic alternative (Chapter 4, Section 4.8.1) and discusses
how these needs could affect implementation of the technologies analyzed and associated
environmental impacts (Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2). Any specific research and development
needs would be the subject of future proposals by DOE or other entities. This section
(Chapter 4, Section 4.8.2) also provides qualitative information on the constraints which
may impact actual transition timing.

Commentors stated that the PEIS should analyze a wide range of potential environmental
impacts associated with each alternative, and they provided specific comments regarding
public and worker health and safety, accidents and intentional destructive acts,
transportation, land use, cultural impacts, waste management issues, water quality/water
availability issues, air quality, socioeconomics, environmental justice, and other potential
impacts. For example, commentors requested that DOE estimate the quantity of SNF that
would be reprocessed from existing reactors, forecast a range of new reactors in the
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4)

decades ahead, and estimate the quantity and radiological characteristics of any waste
that would go to a geologic repository. In regard to using reprocessing to separate usable
materials from waste in SNF, commentors stated that storing the hottest fission products,
strontium and cesium, would involve about the same amount of storage capacity as
storing the SNF in the first place. Additionally, there would be the problem of dealing
with the rest of the waste and process residues. Commentors asked how reprocessing
wastes would be classified (as high-level waste [HLW], transuranic waste, or low-level
waste); what form, composition, and quantity of wastes would result from nuclear fuel
reprocessing, operation of fast reactors, and operation of the proposed Advanced Fuel
Cycle Facility (AFCF); and how and where wastes would be stored, treated, and
disposed.

DOE response: The GNEP PEIS discusses each of these types of impacts based on the
best available information. For example, the PEIS discusses alternatives for disposition
of separated cesium and strontium, under one disposition alternative, storage would be
needed for about 300 years to allow for radioactive decay, compared to thousands of
vears required for SNF. The potential environmental impacts of programmatic
alternatives are discussed in Chapters 4 and 5. For the programmatic alternatives, the
PEIS acknowledges that additional information would become available as future
proposals are considered and designs advance. Types, forms, and quantities of waste
would vary with technology and other implementation decisions yet to be made.
Information on these and other topics would be considered in more detail in future NEPA
analyses. Because the GNEP PEIS only addresses programmatic alternatives, the AFCF
is no longer being considered in the PEIS.

Commentors stated that the PEIS should assess nonproliferation issues. Commentors
stated that GNEP involves a major departure from U.S. policy on SNF and may affect
agreements and treaties with other nations. Commentors asserted that reprocessing
increases nuclear weapons proliferation threats. Commentors suggested that DOE assess
a nuclear fuel leasing and SNF take-back program with the current open fuel cycle.

DOE response: Separate from the GNEP PEIS, the National Nuclear Security
Administration (NNSA), a semiautonomous agency within DOE, is preparing a
Nonproliferation Impact Assessment (NPIA) that will analyze the nonproliferation
aspects of the programmatic alternatives evaluated in this GNEP PEIS. The NPIA will
assess the programmatic alternatives and technologies against major U.S.
nonproliferation policy objectives. The NPIA will also identify the nonproliferation issues
associated with potential future technology choices under each of these programmatic
alternatives. The assessment framework is based on a qualitative evaluation of U.S.
Government policy factors and on internationally accepted Proliferation Resistance and
Physical Protection methodology (GIF 2006). NNSA intends to make a draft of the NPIA
publicly available in 2008. The final NPIA will be publicly available prior to the Record
of Decision for the GNEP PEIS and will be considered by DOE in its decisions regarding
the GNEP Program.
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5)

6)

7)

Commentors would like all technology information to be presented and include a history
and evaluation of past performance of reactors and reprocessing facilities. Commentors
stated that the reprocessing of irradiated fuel has not solved the nuclear waste problem in
any country and actually exacerbates it by creating numerous additional waste streams
that must be managed.

DOE response: Chapter 2 and Appendix A include a discussion of reactor technologies
being considered in the PEIS, and Chapter 1 includes a history of reprocessing. Waste
streams associated with programmatic alternatives are discussed in Chapter 4.

Commentors stated that the PEIS should propose and assess specific international aspects
of the GNEP Program and include reasonably foreseeable scales of global action.
Commentors stated that the Draft PEIS should also disclose how much SNF from abroad
would be imported for reprocessing under GNEP.

DOE response: Chapter 7 of the PEIS describes the international implications of the
domestic programmatic alternatives, as well as the types of environmental impacts that
could occur from international activities. The information in that chapter provides an
overview of the types of actions and impacts that could occur if international activities
are pursued. At this time, DOE has no specific proposal involving receipt of SNF from
abroad.

Commentors stated that GNEP is fundamentally inconsistent with DOE’s objective of
disposing of SNF deep underground where it would be as inaccessible as possible. If
DOE is permitted to go forward with the Yucca Mountain project, much of the nation’s
SNF and HLW effectively would be made unavailable for reprocessing and reuse well
before GNEP facilities could begin operations.

DOE response: As explained in Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5, a geologic repository would be
needed under any programmatic alternative. Each fuel cycle technology generates some
quantity of SNF and/or HLW, although the forms and quantities differ among
alternatives. DOE assumes that the particular SNF and HLW currently proposed for
disposal at Yucca Mountain would still be disposed of there regardless of any decision
made subsequent to completion of the GNEP PEIS. The PEIS assumes that any
reprocessing, for example, would only involve SNF generated in the future.
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NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR PREPARATION OF THE GLOBAL
NUCLEAR ENERGY PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

CEQ Regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the DOE (10 CFR 1021),
require contractors who will prepare an EIS to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no
financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. The term “financial interest or other
interest in the outcome of the project” for purposes of this disclosure is defined in the March 23,
1981 guidance “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy
Act Regulations,” 46 FR 8026-18038 at Question 17a and b.

“Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project” includes “any financial benefit such as
a promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect benefits the
contractor is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the firm’s other
clients).” 46 FR 18026-18038 at 18031.

In accordance with these requirements, the offeror and any proposed subcontractors hereby
certify as follows: (check either (a) or (b) to assure consideration of your proposal).

(a) __X__ Offeror and any proposed subcontractor have no financial or other
interest in the outcome of the project.

(b) Offeror and any proposed subcontractor have the following financial or other
interest in the outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of
such interest prior to award of this contract.

Financial or Other Interests

/ Certified by

Signature

Mark E. Smith, Vice President

Printed Name and Title

Tetra Tech, Inc.

Company
September 20, 2006

Date
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NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR PREPARATION OF THE GLOBAL
NUCLEAR ENERGY PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

CEQ Regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the DOE (10 CFR 1021),
require contractors who will prepare an EIS to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no
financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. The term “financial interest or other
interest in the outcome of the project” for purposes of this disclosure is defined in the March 23,
1981 guidance “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy
Act Regulations.” 46 FR 8026-18038 at Question 17a and b.

“Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project” includes “any financial benefit such as
a promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect benefits the

contractor is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the firm’s other
clients).” 46 FR 18026-18038 at 18031.

In accordance with these requirements, the offeror and any proposed subcontractors hereby
certify as follows: (check either (a) or (b) to assure consideration of your proposal).

(a) __ X  Offeror and any proposed subcontractor have no financial or other
interest in the outcome of the project.

(b) Offeror and any proposed subcontractor have the following financial or other
interest in the outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of
such interest prior to award of this contract.

Financial or Other Interests

S8

(S

Certified by

Signature

G /7 Porry SewisUiee Hels,dai
Printed Name and Title

Epsilon Systems Solutions, Inc.

, Company
7, / Z»f/ o7

Duate
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NEPA DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR PREPARATION OF THE GLOBAL
NUCLEAR ENERGY PARTNERSHIP PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT

CEQ Regulations at 40 CFR 1506.5(c), which have been adopted by the DOE (10 CFR 1021),
require contractors who will prepare an EIS to execute a disclosure specifying that they have no
financial or other interest in the outcome of the project. The term “financial interest or other
interest in the outcome of the project” for purposes of this disclosure is defined in the March 23,
1981 guidance “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy
Act Regulations,” 46 FR 8026-18038 at Question 17a and b.

“Financial or other interest in the outcome of the project” includes “any financial benefit such as
a promise of future construction or design work in the project, as well as indirect benefits the
contractor is aware of (e.g., if the project would aid proposals sponsored by the firm’s other
clients).” 46 FR 18026-18038 at 18031.

In accordance with these requirements, the offeror and any proposed subcontractors hereby
certify as follows: (check either (a) or (b) to assure consideration of your proposal).

(@) __X_ Offeror and any proposed subcontractor have no financial or other
interest in the outcome of the project.

(b) Offeror and any proposed subcontractor have the following financial or other
interest in the outcome of the project and hereby agree to divest themselves of
such interest prior to award of this contract.

Financial or Other Interests

Certified by

Signature

Kenneth D. Bulmahn, Sole Proprietor
Printed Name and Title

Company
Oct. 02, 2007
Date
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APPENDIX J
FUNDING OPPORTUNITY ANNOUNCEMENT
SITE SUMMARIES

J.1 INTRODUCTION

Following the comment period on the Advance Notice of Intent (ANOI) (71 FR 14505), the U.S.
Department of Energy (DOE) sought additional input from industry, both international and
domestic, and potential hosting sites to obtain more information from which to determine the
feasibility of the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) Program. On August 3, 2006, DOE
announced a Funding Opportunity Announcement (FOA) of $20 million available for public or
commercial entities to conduct detailed siting studies of potential sites for GNEP facilities
(DOE 2006n). Applications for these financial assistance grants were received by DOE by
September 7, 2006. DOE reviewed these applications and on January 30, 2007, issued financial
assistance grants to 11 public and commercial entities to conduct detailed siting studies for
hosting a nuclear fuel recycling center and/or an advanced recycling reactor (DOE 2007a). The
consortia locations are: Atomic City (ID), Barnwell (SC), Morris (IL), Hanford (WA), Idaho
National Laboratory (ID), Hobbs (NM), Oak Ridge Reservation (TN), Paducah (KY),
Portsmouth (OH), Roswell (NM), and Savannah River Site (SC). Recipients completed these
siting studies and submitted Site Characterization Reports (SCR 2007 a,b,c.d,e,f,g,h,i) to DOE by
May 1, 2007 (DOE 2007b). The results of these site studies were reviewed by DOE and are
included in the administrative record for this programmatic environmental impact statement
(PEIS) to respond to public comment requesting information on the FOA responses. A summary
of the information from those site studies is included here.

During public scoping, several additional sites were suggested by the public as suitable for
locating a nuclear fuel recycling center and/or an advanced recycling reactor. No determination
has been made regarding the sites suggested through the FOA and public scoping processes as
potential locations for a nuclear fuel recycling center and/or an advanced recycling reactor.
Because site selection will not be completed at this time, no sites have been eliminated from
consideration for these two facilities.
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J.2 ATOMIC CITY SITE

This section presents a summary of the affected environment for Atomic City Site. The
information was summarized from the Site Characterization Report prepared by the Funding
Opportunity Announcement (FOA) grant recipient (SCR 2007a).

J.2.1 Land Use

The Atomic City Site covers approximately 3,310 acres (1,340 ha) and is located in the arid, high
desert rangeland of east-central Idaho in Bingham County. The entire Atomic City Site is
currently zoned A-Agricultural, but could potentially be rezoned for heavy manufacturing
according to the Bingham County Planning and Zoning Board. The Atomic City Site is bounded
by undeveloped ranch land to the east, west, north and south, some of which is Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) land. The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE)-managed Idaho National
Laboratory (INL) is located north of the Atomic City Site.

J.2.2 Visual Resources

Currently there are no existing structures or facilities within the boundaries of the Atomic City
Site. INL borders the site to north. Volcanic buttes near the northern boundary of the site can be
seen from most locations on the site. The area surrounding the site consists of open desert land
predominantly covered by big sagebrush and grasslands. Pasture and farmland border much of
the site.

J.2.3 Site Infrastructure

Currently, there are no structures or facilities within the Atomic City Site and therefore no
existing infrastructure within site boundaries.

U.S. Highway 26 is the closest highway and joins U.S. 20 seven miles (mi)
(11.3 kilometers [km]) northwest from the Atomic City exit. The Union Pacific Railroad
provides rail service near the site and crosses the southern boundary of the site.

J.2.4 Air Quality and Noise

The climate at the Atomic City Site and the surrounding region is characterized as that of a
steppe (a vast semiarid grass-covered plain). The average annual precipitation is 8.7 in (22.1 cm),
and prevailing winds are generally southwest or northeast. The average annual temperature at the
Atomic City Site is about 42°F (20°C), and average monthly temperatures range from around
negative 16°F (-8°C) in January to 68°F (20°C) in July. The annual average wind speed is
7.5 mph (12.1 km/hr).

Ambient air pollutant concentrations in the Atomic City Site region are monitored by DOE, the
Idaho DEQ, and the National Park Service. None of the ambient air pollutant concentrations
measured by the monitors cited in this section exceeded the state or national standards.
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There are no current or existing facilities at the Atomic City Site to contribute to nonradiological
or radiological pollutant emissions. There are no existing facilities or activities at the Atomic
City Site, which result in elevated noise levels.

J.2.5 Water Resources

The nearest water course to the Atomic City Site is the Big Lost River. The Atomic City Site is
located 9.5 mi (15.3 km) from the Big Lost River as it flows east of Arco and onto the INL. The
USGS gaging station located near Arco has registered no flow in 12 of the past 22 years. The
Atomic City Site is not connected to the Big Lost River by any developed drainage system.
Based on this information, the Big Lost River would not be a reliable source of water for the
Atomic City Site.

No drainage system connects the site to the Snake River, located 25 mi (40 km) to the southeast.
A source of water supply for the Atomic City Site from the Snake River would require
construction of a pipeline at least 25 mi (40 km) in length.

Existing contamination at the Atomic City Site, if present, would have no potential to impact the
current quality of surface water in the area. The Atomic City Site is above the flood plain, with
no water bodies within the 6 mi (10 km) radius.

Water is available from wells in the Snake River Plain Aquifer beneath the site. This aquifer has
been designated a Sole Source Aquifer by EPA. Water storage in the aquifer is estimated at some
2 billion acre ft (2 trillion m®), and irrigation wells can yield 7,000 gal/min (26,498 (L/min). The
aquifer is composed of numerous relatively thin basalt flows with interbedded sediments
extending to depths in excess of 3,500 ft (1,067 m) below land surface.

The two most likely sources of potential groundwater contamination at the Atomic City Site are
agricultural contamination and groundwater contamination associated with facilities at the INL.
No industrial facilities, fuel filling stations, or other commercial enterprises that are common
sources of groundwater contamination exist within 5 mi (8 km) upgradient of the Atomic City
Site.

As part of a 1984 settlement of a dispute between Idaho Power Company and the State of Idaho
over Idaho Power Company’s water rights for hydroelectric power, the entire Snake River Basin,
which includes the Snake River and its tributaries, is undergoing water rights adjudication for
both ground and surface water. The adjudication commenced in 1987 and is ongoing. The water
right allows a diversion rate of 1.89 cubic feet per second (cfs) or volume of 483 acre ft/yr
(595,775 m’/yr). This is the only water right that has been identified for the Atomic City Site.
There are no known future rights, including Native American tribal rights that would be claimed
or would impact the existing water right for the property.

J.2.6 Geology and Soils

The Atomic City Site occupies a relatively flat area on the northwestern edge of the Eastern
Snake River Plain, part of the Eastern Snake River Plain Physiographic Province. The area
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consists of a broad plain that has been built up from the eruptions of multiple flows of basaltic
lava over the past 4 million years.

The upper 0.6 to 1.2 mi (1.0 to 1.9 km) of the crust beneath INL is composed of a sequence of
Quaternary age (recent to 2 million years old) basalt lava flows and poorly consolidated
sedimentary interbeds collectively called the Snake River Group. The lava flows at the surface
range from 2,100 to 2 million years old. The sediments are composed of fine-grained silts that
were deposited by wind; silts, sands, and gravels deposited by streams; and clays, silts, and sands
deposited in lakes such as Mud Lake and its much larger ice-age predecessor, Lake Terreton.
The accumulation of these materials in the Eastern Snake River Plain has resulted in the
observed sequence of interlayered basalt lava flows and sedimentary interbeds (DOE 2005a).

The Arco Segment of the Lost River Fault is thought to terminate about 4.3 mi (6.9 km) from the
Atomic City Site boundary. The Howe Segment of the Lemhi Fault terminates near the
northwest boundary of INL (DOE 2005a). Both segments are considered capable or potentially
active. A capable fault is one that has had movement at or near the ground surface at least once
within the past 35,000 years, or recurrent movement within the past 500,000 years
(10 CFR Part 100).

Based on the maximum considered earthquake ground motions, Atomic City is located in a
broadly defined region of low and moderate to high seismicity. Ground motions in these regions
are controlled by earthquake sources that are not well defined, with estimated maximum
earthquake magnitudes having relatively long return periods.

Basaltic volcanic activity occurred from about 2,100 to 4 million years ago in the Atomic City
Site area. Although no eruptions have occurred on the Eastern Snake River Plain during recorded
history, lava flows of the Hell’s Half Acre lava field erupted near the northern Atomic City
boundary as recently as 5,400 years ago. The most recent eruptions within the area occurred
about 2,100 years ago, 19 mi (31 km) southwest of the site at the Craters of the Moon Wilderness
Area. The estimated recurrence interval for volcanism associated with the five identified
volcanic zones ranges from 16,000 to 100,000 years (DOE 2005a).

J.2.7 Biological Resources

The project area occurs on nearly level flats or benchlands to rolling or broken foothills between
outcrops of lava or as lava flows that are highly fractured and have vegetation growing where
soil material has accumulated. Small lava outcrops may be scattered throughout the area and
range from nearly level to about 30 percent slopes.

There are no riparian, wetlands, or aquatic habitats present within or directly adjacent to the
Atomic City Site. Therefore, species associated with these habitat types are not anticipated to be
found within the project area. None of the species identified for this area are critical to the
structure and function of the ecosystem or provide a broader ecological perspective of the area
primarily due to the small amount of native vegetation that remains on the site.
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No aquatic, riparian, wetland areas or source water bodies capable of supporting fish or shellfish
communities are present within the boundaries of the Atomic City Site, due to the dry climate
and lack of perennial surface water.

The following are the special concern species:

—  Sage grouse. The sagebrush habitat on the project area is limited to the southwest corner
and the northern and western edges. Sage grouse were seen during the field survey, but
the sagebrush is very fragmented and limited.

—  Ferruginous hawk, Prairie falcon, and Townsend’s big-eared bat. These species may use
the area for foraging, but nesting and roosting habitat is not available on site. Ferruginous
hawks were seen during the field survey hunting in the vicinity of the Atomic City Site.

J.2.8 Cultural and Paleontological Resources

A branch of the Oregon Trail, Goodale’s Cutoff, is located within the current Atomic City Site.
The route diverts from the main trail at Fort Hall and continues west past Big Southern Butte to
Camas Prairie where it reconnects with the main Oregon Trail at Ditto Creek. The first Oregon-
bound emigrants followed Goodale’s Cutoff in 1852. The INL is located within the aboriginal
territory of the Shoshone and Bannock people.

J.2.9 Socioeconomics

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, an estimated 26 people lived in Atomic City in 2005, and
27 are estimated to reside in the town in 2007 (SCR 2007a).

This area is sparsely populated and primarily relies on agriculture, food processing, and services
to support its economy. The population density within a 50 mi (80 km) radius of the Atomic City
Site is approximately 30 persons per square mile, with a population density of less than one
person per square mile within 20 mi (32 km) of the Atomic City Site. The most populated areas
are along the Interstate 15 corridor (SCR 2007a).

The county’s growth rate is primarily the result of natural change, or the net change in
population as the result of births and deaths in the region. Between 2000 and 2005, Bingham
County population grew by 4.8 percent (2,004 persons) due to natural change, compared to a
growth rate of 10.4 percent for the State of Idaho as a whole (SCR 2007a).

J.2.10 Environmental Justice

U.S. Census Bureau data were analyzed on the block group level to identify minority and low-
income communities within the 50 mi (80 km) region of influence. In 2000, there were a total of
192 census block groups fully or partially within 50 miles of the Atomic City site. Block groups
with a population of minority or low income residents that are 10 percent or more above the state
average are considered minority or low income communities (SCR 2007a). In 2000, the average
minority population in Idaho was 12 percent; therefore, block groups with a minority population
of 22 percent or greater were considered minority areas. A total of 25 block groups within the
50-mile radius of the site are classified as minority communities based on 2000 census data.
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Approximately 40,322 (or almost 19 percent) of residents within the 50 mi (80 km) radius
classified themselves as belonging to a minority group or being one or more other race in the
2000 Census (SCR 2007a). The low-income population in Idaho based on the 2000 census was
11.8 percent; therefore, block groups with a low-income population of 21.8 percent or greater
were considered low-income areas. The 2000 Census identified 28 low-income block groups
within the 50 mi (80 km) radius (SCR 2007a).

J.2.11 Public and Worker Health and Safety

There are currently no existing facilities or structures on the Atomic City Site to contribute
radiological or hazardous chemical contaminants to the environment. However, because the
Atomic City Site is contiguous with the INL, major sources and levels of background radiation
exposure to individuals in the vicinity of Atomic City would be similar to INL. These doses fall
within the radiological limits given in DOE Order 5400.5, Radiation Protection of the Public and
the Environment, and are much lower than those from background radiation (DOE O 5400.5).

Health impacts to the public may occur during normal operations at Atomic City via inhalation
of air containing hazardous chemicals released to the atmosphere by operations in the area,
predominantly from INL. Risks to public health from ingestion of contaminated drinking water
or direct exposure are also potential pathways.

J.2.12 Transportation

Two interstate highways serve the Atomic City regional area. Interstate 15 is a north-south route
that connects several cities along the Snake River. Interstate 86 intersects Interstate 15 south of
the Atomic City Site and provides a primary linkage from Interstate 15 to points west. U.S.
Highways 20 and 26 are the main access routes to the southern portion of the site. Rail
transportation to the Atomic City Site is provided by the Union Pacific Railroad line at the
southwest corner of the property. Since there are no existing facilities, a transportation network
within the site would need to be developed.

J.2.13 Waste Management

INL is one potential provider of waste management services for the Atomic City Site. INL is
located to the north of the Atomic City Site and generates various waste streams during ongoing
activities including routine operations and cleanup action, and stores wastes generated by past
activities. INL manages the following types of waste: high-level, low-level radioactive, mixed
low-level radioactive, transuranic, hazardous, sanitary solid, wastewater, and sanitary sewage.
The waste is managed using appropriate treatment, storage, and disposal technologies, and in
compliance with all applicable Federal and state statutes and DOE orders.

EPA placed INL on the National Priorities List on December 21, 1989. In accordance with
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), DOE
entered into a consent order with EPA and the state of Idaho to coordinate cleanup activities at
INL under one comprehensive strategy (42 U.S.C 9610). This agreement integrates DOE’s
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