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U.S. Regulatory Commission,

Please accept our attached comments on the Draft EIS on the Nichols Ranch.

Thank you, Jay and Wilma Tope
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March 3, 2010

Cheif, Rulemaking and Directives Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop TWB-05-BOl
Washington, DC 20555-0001
Submitted electronically to nicholsranchisreis@nrc.gov

RE: Comments on the Environmental Impact Statement for the Nichols Ranch
ISR Project in Campbell and Johnson Counties, Wyoming, NUREG-1910,
Supplement 2, draft

Dear Mr. Lesar,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact
statement for the Nichols Ranch ISL uranium facility.

The NRC makes statements in this Draft EIS about actions that I believe they
have no control over. The document states that roads will be built to certain
standards, wetted to keep down dust, erosion will be prevented, and if there are
any spills in the local streams, it would be cleaned up with no impact. Who will
make these things happen? Is there a plan in place? What agency will oversee
this? How can the NRC say this will happen when it is not in their area of
enforcement?

In 2.1.1.3.4 Schedule: This document states that operation of the well fields in
each of the production areas at each unit would range from 1.25 to 2.5 years.
This said, let me bring to your attention the Notice of Violation issued to Power
Resources in March, 2008. Power Resources' approved plan for production was
"Once the well field is installed it takes approximately one to three years to
recover the leachable uranium from the production area." It actually was in
production for about 10 years, not the one to three it was permitted for. In
addition, that well field was in restoration for 10 years, and the ground water
quality after that 10 years was similar to end of ;mining well field conditions, even
though their permit said that restoration and stability was to take about 5 years.
These plans in the past were ignored for long periods of time. This is the history
of ISL in Wyoming, and it concerns us. This is not addressed in this document.

In 2.1.1.4 Aquifer Restoration: This document states that consistent with current
ISR restoration practices, Uranerz proposes that restoration criteria or restoration
target values (RTVs) be established on a parameter-by-parameter basis and that
the primary goal of restoration be to return all parameters to pre-ISR baseline
conditions. In the event that water quality parameters cannot be returned to
average pre-ISR baseline levels through reasonable restoration efforts, Uranerz
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would propse an alternate standard for those constituents not returned to
background and these Alternate Concentration Limits must be demonstrated to
maintain public health and safety. First, what is considered reasonable? One
more year, 5 more years, or maybe 10 more years? In a study done by Patrick
Longmire in September of 2009 he states that the NRC staff has approved 11
well field restorations at the 3 existing licensed facilities, and all of the
restorations had levels of one or more parameters above baseline levels. Also
my documentation shows that at the Highland A-Well field in 2004 at the end of
restoration most parameters were way above the baseline, several over 2500%,
including Uranium, which was 7060% above what they started with as baseline,
and Selenium as 7000% above the baseline. This was accepted as restored,
though it was no where close to pre-mining levels. These are the current ISL
mining practices. Spills, leaks, and excursions are routine. How will the NRC
address these issues?

3.5.2.3.4 Current Groundwater Uses
Upon discussing the wells in the area it is noted that there are artesian wells
close by. Will the flow rates be monitored on wells in the area? What happens if
the flow rate of wells in the area is decreased b y the mining activity? Will the
local landowners be compensated, and how?

3.5.2.3.1 Hydrogeologic Characteristics
As noted in many documents, there needs to be confining layers both above and
below the mining zones.It states in this document that at the Hank site, the F
Sand is an unconfined aquifer (3-17 line 2) How could mining possibly be done
remotely safely in these conditions?

One area that is never discussed is the potential decrease in land values if a
uranium mine moves in next door. With the increase in traffic,. noise, possibility of
water contamination and depletion, the land values would definately drop. Who
would compensate the land owner for his decrease in land values?

These are some of the issues we would like to see addressed in the EIS. Thank
you for considering our comments.

Thank you,
Jay and Wilma Tope
Tope Ranches
Aladdin, Wyoming


