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From: Erika Parker <rodney 134@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> rnr, D-1, 41:43
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 7:11 AM , ," ,
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice-dated-J-l•y\4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statemi.ent,("GElS' ).forlh situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Erika Parker
4372 Armand Dr.
CONCORD, CA 94521 ,-plDS" 1oL--03
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From: Kathleen Wroblewski <rockhound2 @earthlink.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> ,x% -,- o . PM 3
Date: Fri, Aug 31,2007 7:29 AM , i - If t L13
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register~notice datediJuly-24
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact State -ernt(.GEIS") E fir[in)situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysisare critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Wroblewski
3404 Tuttle Ave.
Erie, PA 16504 F---DJ 6_3
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From: Scott Niemi <tatooedsn@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 1 43
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 7:40 AM ...... _ --
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register,noticeldatfOd iJOIy 24

•~ _" . .- J f- " , , .. I, .r. 4

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact!Statement ("GEIS-).for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
(EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Scott Niemi
272 Corann Dr.
Aylett, VA 23009 F--e/DJ
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From: maryke gottlieb <israeliwitch @ hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> - L. _ p,ý 4: L[3
Date: Fri, Aug 31,2007 6:51 AM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regislar, otice, dated,, Jly2z1 ,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stateme-nit (,GEl,) for in-situ
leach (CISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion. 

I

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with. the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

maryke gottlieb
83 herztl
Suite 808

'-re-.r-xp..-. :' fiolt - o,3
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From: Patsy Shafchuk <jshafchu@tampabay.rr.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 'To- P11 I:/2
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 5:21 AM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice-dateddJuly-34,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stteme'nt (jGIS"')tifr situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Patsy Shafchuk
5316 Macoso Court
Suite 808 DJ

S~~~~~s~~~v v&~D 6,~/~&~(~p
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From: Ana Belen Aranguren <ana.aranguren@euskalnet.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 4 , L1 P u:l2
Date: Fri, Aug 31,2007 4:51 AM -,

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reaister-notice-dated-July,24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact S-atementl ("GElS'I) for..in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.
Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the-GEIS.

Sincerely,

Ana Belen Aranguren
Av. Salsidu 35
Getxo-Bizkaia, ot 48991 EnDJ,

JUN Padd c. 6PCV- (3-Pze9
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From: James Barrett <james m barrett@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> A P-.L F{I q: L12
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register anoticetdated Juy-Z4.--
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Staterient-("GEIS")f, fdrýii itu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

James Barrett
P0 Box 1318
Suite 808

T;-,ha-t-c. z =.J
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From: Francisco Costa <kikops@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> D .I
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 3:24 AM Ci1 " t m i-

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice-dated-Jtuy,24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact §taterm"nt "GEdlS~i')-f! in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
(EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Francisco Costa
67665 Ontina Road
Cathedral City, CA 92234

J~~~~ ~ ~ ~ Lk- rr K2eL- , e-) k cq
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From: Wayne Kelly <waynekins@ hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AM •-N qpL"
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registrpotic~edated,July-24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact St~t~me"t ('GElST')Ifo_•in)situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. -

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Wayne Kelly
1257 Siskiyou Blvd, #1133
Ashland, OR 97520
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From: Edward Yu <yoyo-ed@mac.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Aug 31,2007 2:56 AM (5? .T. "" 2
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registef -notice-datedl July.24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statment11'.(p sit
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and-a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Edward Yu
2210 Berkeley Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90026 ,-,DiJ : n -6
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From: Charlene Rush <charlierush @hotmail.com>
To: .<nrcrep@nrc.gov> >-- - _ jj LI: L12
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
Sometimes, I get confused. Tell me, just what is your job, anyway? r---.- r

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GELS") for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Charlene Rush
E P-- /-m - 63
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From: Maya Be <mayabels@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AML ?;27.,: - I4 p'14: '42
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
Do NOT take away the public's right to comment.

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice- dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GELS") for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

.Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
(EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Maya Be

:-6
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From: jan lochner <41ochs@comcast.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notie datedIJuly-4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Sfaerte'nt Q(GEIS"')-fr in situ
leach ("ISL")-uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GElS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
(EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

jan lochner
3710 Hicks Road
Sebastopol, CA 95472

all Ick:
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From: Jeanine Ishii <jeanine.ishii@gmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM PH-p 4 ,I'l L: 4 1
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS (jY
To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Ste-fi situ
leach (ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Jeanine Ishii
752 N Livermore Ave
Apt 201

to E-AJ :u 1-O- -0-a3
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From: Jon Brookstone <jonphoenixbrookstone@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> .n,. ,.. -l Ni 14 4 1
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM ..7 '
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reg iter-notice-dated•Ju yl4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement.('GEIS")-for-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Jon Brookstone
115 Hemenway Street
# 30921

ef~~~~~ (J- `Iýt -(_)L
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From: James H Jorgensen <onejorgy@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> . 1 p : tfl
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal RegistafpnotieedatedJuly2•,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact St~te•ren't (i'GElS•;')tfbrointsitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

James H H Jorgensen
4207 Westbrook Drive
Ames, IA 50014 E - /-A- 6 -3

Terd4c &. G- (J"ew)



'4HUHI-V' - uranium Hecovery 1-Li5 PFage 2:1

515-233-6175



.:\temp\uW}~uuuu1. i mI- -'gFage 1

Mail Envelope Properties (46D7BB49.71A: 9 :5914)

Subject:
Creation Date
From:

Created By:

Uranium Recovery GEIS
Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM
James H Jorgensen <onei orgy@ aol.com>

oneiorgy@aol.com

Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPO01.HQGWDO01
NRCREP

Post Office
TWGWPO01.HQGWDO01

Route
nrc.gov

Files
MESSAGE
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
ReplyRequested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
3058
4257

Date & Time
Friday, August 31, 2007 2:55 AM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard

Junk Mail Handling Evaluation Results
Message is eligible for Junk Mail handling
This message was not classified as Junk Mail

Junk Mail settings when this message was delivered
Junk Mail handling disabled by User
Junk Mail handling disabled by Administrator
Junk List is not enabled
Junk Mail using personal address books is not enabled
Block List is not enabled



4HUHLF. - uranium Hecovery... .... .. ..... I ..... ... .. . F'age 1. I

From: Sarah Taylor <sctaylor@wesleyan.edu>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM .... ,, . 4
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated Ju)y_2,4i.
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stater0,!-(PGEIS")'fpr[n iit,.
leach ("ISLL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire-states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Sarah Taylor
27 west 67th street
NY, NY 10023

10--k -612
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From: Beth Nelson <beth@stephenlnelson.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM 7•] •EP - 4 Pi1 1,: LI I'
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated JulY rF24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Sta rii(?GEl ") for inlitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water.quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Beth Nelson
5387 242nd PL NE
Suite 808 O-/ N]: 190 1 -63

Aut. o,^k 0-te P)
Vb,7W ''e w
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From: Renee Dolney <radst46 @ netscape.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM -MJ7 KIP "" 1 PR4 14: 4 1
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice qatedd-J-u 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact $ýtement!(-GEl'S-y for)in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. J

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
(EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Renee Dolney
2315 Orlando Place
Pittsburgh, PA 15235 -
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From: Corinne Livesay <corinnelivesay@ usfamily.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:59 PM K,1.7 SEP -1 i 14: 141
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated Joy 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact !t-t6eh'-.t U('-ELIS7")-fbrln situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. -'. ..

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
('EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Corinne Livesay
3955 East County Line N
White Bear Lake, MN 55110 "

C 3 ~L/ 4u
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From: David Howenstein <jambodave2003@ybb.ne.jp>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:59 PM ["M7.,, .Q: - 4 I,
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated J!ly 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Sta etrme-t("GEIS!,),for in nitU
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

David Howenstein
723 Havenwood Circle
Suite 808

7 ~e1~fh4 -1~O~j~/90(h-63
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From: Steven Alderson <stalders@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:53 PM ?iD- p - L Pii I: 14
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated JJuly24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement (iGEIS )foriýitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Steven Alderson
148 Love Ridge Ct
Suite 808
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From: Mike Turner <letouch @earthlink.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:33 PM • :- -_ Lj Pi1 q: Ll I
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement-(!'GEIS",)ifoel riT-situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS isneeded or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Mike Turner
3051 W. 39th. Ave.
Denver, CO 80211

--- , 043 9-Ooo'7k,1 (6cre)
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From: Alicia Galdamez <zpotia@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 4 0
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:22 PM 3/I 7[T? S r FI L: q0

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register nppice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Staterent• (EtS ')/for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ntI".... ' ' " ......

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places' as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south.Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Alicia Galdamez
15015 Sherman Way
Van Nuys, CA 91405 E-/i)J-

TC. W, P -- T,01,..- ( L?)- lnTill
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From: Scott Stewart <mail @scottstewartphotos.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:17 PM gi-17 017D Q:
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated Juljy?.,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement('(Gi lS \)ifor-,n-situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. l-• _ , '

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the-site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Scott Stewart
255 Brandon Rd
Suite 808 E> -I J .- ,03

61-1S rTer1!& Pa 3 rk-. (Jr P)
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From: regina walther <reginacoelli@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> LI PM 4: 40
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:13 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-netice-dated July-2,4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stateme eit (' GElS ),forjn..situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations; the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

regina walther
5 Abode Road
Suite 808 - '-03

7-3

I
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From: tom ferguson <tomferguson@cox.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:10 PM 0..7 7. --4 __ -I 04:140
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated.July_2,4.,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stateimient-(+GE.IS )forin sSIu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. . -.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a-
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to- have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the.environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

tom ferguson
543 N. Macdonald
mesa, AZ 85201 fE AA -Y

in_ .- J
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From: Julie Rodgers <d98028 @ earthlink.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> L 0
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:06 PM , , -- q q:
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July-24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statremen ('"EIS.") for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium m ining. 

. ........

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
'basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Julie Rodgers
7406 ne 145th pl
Kenmore, WA 98028 ,--!2p" "

dPark. (Jap)
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From: Alex McLean <amclean5@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> p-1 .N1 4-. 40
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:58 PM - -

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-rotice-datedýJUly_-2
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statere,'.'GeT -I-Si'ý)forýni.situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Alex McLean
2050 Giant St
Suite 808 Ds `
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From: Amy Holt <amylou3l3@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 0-,, LI: /40
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:54 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regisjer• notice dated/JGl,12"J4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement_(".GElS",) for in-situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already.done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specificenvironmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007'issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the-EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Amy Holt
2952 Ivanhoe Glen
Fitchburg, Wl 53711
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From: Stephanie Fairchild <sdfair@clover.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:54 PM -- LI P: .: --
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register noticedatedJuly-2-4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Start-ehenr (-,'bEiS'))ifortinisitu
leach ("ISLL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Stephanie Fairchild
6885 Sherrard Rd.
Cambridge, OH 43725

3-2a .- o
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From: Bianca Arenas <badm ood @ lycos.com >
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 01:
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:51 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice-datedJuly-24)
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statemýent ( IGES ')fori nsitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Bianca Arenas
6164 Royal Lytham Drive
Boca Raton, FL 33433 J-- 1DJ

izae L,,/4 . pk(-
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From: Erica Brinker <inquest301 @aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> ,,- 4 39
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:45 PM .... .
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registernotice-dated.J91y-24T 1
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stateent-( GElS E)'for)ii i situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Erica Brinker
25 Bedminster Rd
Randolph, NJ 07869 A: AS - - -h -d

Pc,,kt69Ný P
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From: Margerite Gamboa <margegamboa@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> /;f ,1: 39
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:41 PM ti 1

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regiterfeticeidated/July-2,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statemnt ,r!.n)sltu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives theimpression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EX") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Margerite Gamboa
28 East 57th Street
Hinsdale, IL 60521 - J" io--633



-:\1emp\UVVJUUUU1. I MFI F-age 1 1~:\Ie.p.U.. .. .....I. ....

Mail Envelope Properties (46D77FC3.E03 : 7 3587)

Subject:
Creation Date
From:

Created By:

Uranium Recovery GEIS
Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:41 PM
Margerite Gamboa <margegamboa @hotrnail.com>

marye~amboa @hotmail.com

Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPO01 .HQGWDO01
NRCREP

Post Office
TWGWPOO1 .HQGWDO01

Route
nrc.gov

Files
MESSAGE
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
ReplyRequested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
3044
4247

Date & Time
Thursday, August 30,2007 10:41 PM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard

Junk Mail Handling Evaluation Results
Message is eligible for Junk Mail handling
This message was not classified as Junk Mail

Junk Mail settings when this message was delivered
Junk Mail handling disabled by User
Junk Mail handling disabled by Administrator
Junk List is not enabled
Junk Mail using personal address books is not enabled
Block List is not enabled



14M.HLF K -.'ura~niumn HNe~gvery u •-! . a~g~e .l..:

"Jl/1lA-(Lh-.Ur-fium".overy-!'TI-agei-7 RULESL,:BiULLI

From: Kathryn Moynihan <bowloforanges68@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 

- IP14: 39
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:35 PM (7 SE
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 637
To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registe~ n2ice-datedJuly24•~~~ I • -... ;' 7 '• - PTi)
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statermerint('GEIS¶). for.nisitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Kathryn Moynihan
8 Kevin Road
Suite 808 L-p 2i • . -63-.
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From: Gretchen Bratvold <gbratvold @ usinternet.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> -, : 39
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:24 PM ,£ELP - I 1

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registernotice-dated July-24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stt•_-e.t ('GEIS.1") fol situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GEIS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Gretchen Bratvold
3444 Edmund Blvd
Minneapolis, MN 55406 F-9403 -- •/•.
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From: Holly Henderson <pixichic4@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> PH 4: 39
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:19 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register,.notice~dated1 July-24
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statee~nt-'•GEllS"')'f.for, situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Holly Henderson
60 Dudley St, #317
Chelsea, MA 02150 P"-/fly" /a2•--3
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From: Amanda Boutcher <Aurora54@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 39
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:17 PM -7-5:
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registerrnotice~dated, duly-24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statem.ent ("GElS"),fo&in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Amanda Boutcher
148 Greene Rd.
Warminster, PA 18974 -E - V - - 03
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From: CARL AND GEORGIA Selnes <drsonny@bmi.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 2-7.o. P•1 !:39
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:13 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regijte[ notice dated/July--24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stat-ent (,GEIS,') forinmsitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
(EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

CARL AND GEORGIA Selnes
1611 Evergreen St.
Walla Walla, WA 99362

SCLM.~ ~ /9~10  Park~(J
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From: Howard Greene <hjgreene@ouraynet.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> -;'q7 LJ P1 1: 39
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:12 PM r

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice-datedf-_ ul4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact StatefF-•nt,(1'GE§iS",)for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities thatwill be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
(EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Howard Greene
724 County Road 12A
Ridgway, CO 81432 (4-0n -63
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From: Alan Septoff <alanseptoff@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> "m rpq PH 14: 3 9
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:04 PM -.LA
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice-datedr-July-4
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statemet.(GElSn ))-yTUr itu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Alan Septoff
301 Mountain View Dr
Cumberland, MD 21502 -- t2 1Dj.r 2 .
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From: Katherine Kasserman <katemania@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:24 PM '7 ,P--P q PM 1: 39
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registeý notice dated Aulyr2.4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Staternent (' GEIS,.1 for in ,itu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Katherine Kasserman
534 W. Belden Ave.
Coach House EA-D 4'-ed3

/44- , 3 o ( )
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From: tina horowitz <tinah53374@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> -4 PI Q: 39
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:24 PM -

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 6q )
To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice-dated-JuVY',4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement,("GEIS")_for-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

tina horowitz
4701 pine street m8
philadelphia, PA 19143 R-14.DJ i9-•op•- c3
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From: Kevin Stephens <kstephens @ syntellect.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> .
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:25 PM - ' q. .'

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regir-er-notice-datedF~ul4,

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statelment.(,GEIS")-or-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing.and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Kevin Stephens
21357 N. 79th Dr.
Peoria, AZ 85382 L-/flDJ : 0-Ot,- 3
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From: Fred Lavy <fred-cheryl@msn.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:25 PM ,, .p - L PH 14: 38
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice. datedJuly 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Sjtemrentr("GElS') tor)in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities thatwill be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
(EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less. stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's

Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Fred Lavy
524 East Wolfe St
Harrisonburg, VA 22802

I
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From: Charlotte Lundemo <charlotte@ computercoop.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:26 PM -I- Ii-38
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS t2•)

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register. notice dated Julyr2j,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stat (CGEl ' oin situ

leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Charlotte Lundemo
597 Warrior Trail
Jackson, MS 39216 ---- D3 Z O - 6-3
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From: Debra Rehn <BibleeoGirl@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> M, _: 38
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:26 PM t :" ........
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register~noticedated. July.2 f,4
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact State nt1(,ttGE.lS") foerrn nstu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Prografns Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Debra Rehn
5130 SE 30th Av. #9
Portland, OR 97202-4557 iF-J-

7-jCf 1504
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From: florence chapgier <flofrog@mac.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:26 PM -q N1 .: 33
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stat6,,ent (".GES ',),for-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota;
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

florence chapgier
1891 Kimberly Lane
Los Angeles, CA 90049-2221 E-P-1 DJ - (+On, -".03
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From: Richard Heaning <Bumper8220@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:26 PM Cr, C PH ....
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS CS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,

r r Aý, III
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statpent('"GEl~k fr-iniuleach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Richard Heaning
12 Seneca Dr
CWA 1104 to:-z,-OJ-
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From: Gerard/ Jerry Wrobel <jerry.wrobel @ realgoods.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> .,- M' 8
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:26 PM ,."4;
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-netice-dated JulyM4'I
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact StatemWent ( GEIS")!f6r in-situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Gerard/ Jerry Wrobel
11590 N Pecos St #C-205
Westminster, CO 80234 ,E//DJz /9/x--c3

Sbt~~~~o (,_ I 1V4-1.19r t(wr



14HUHEV,,e uranium Hecovery uLib .l-age 2..

303-222-3287



-:\te Mp\UYVJUUUU1. I MI-' Pflage. i.:

Mail Envelope Properties (46D5F299.430: 20: 37936)

Subject:
Creation Date
From:

Created By:

Uranium Recovery GEIS
Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:26 PM
Gerard/ Jerry Wrobel <jerry.wrobel@realgoods.com>

ierrv.wrobel@real0oods.com

Recipients
nrc:gov

TWGWPOO1.HQGWDOO1
NRCREP

Post Office
TWGWPO01 .HQGWDO01

Route
nrc.gov

Files
MESSAGE
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
ReplyRequested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
3069
4292

Date & Time
Wednesday, August 29, 2007 6:26 PM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard

Junk Mail Handling Evaluation Results
Message is eligible for Junk Mail handling
This message was not classified as Junk Mail

Junk Mail settings when this message was delivered
Junk Mail handling disabled by User
Junk Mail handling disabled by Administrator
Junk List is not enabled
Junk Mail using personal address books is not enabled
Block List is not enabled



'JHUIHLF ý- uranium Hecovery uEiti !Ha•ge 1 .I

RULES TI!ES

From: Paul Palmer <pap4628@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM 38
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice datpd Julyr2j,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stai'1ent(",PEIS) for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GEIS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GEIS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GEIS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GEIS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GEIS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GEIS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

Paul Palmer
645 Geoffry Lane
Apt. D ,-o- $blT-63
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From: Michael Briney <mbriney@ rc.com> .-
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM.-.
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern: --

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice daited July 24:=-
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ('.GEIS") for in silt-
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ,. KCO

I write to oppose a GElS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GEIS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Michael Briney
46 Damson Lane
Naugatuck, CT 06770 IzjQDiz 14O/t•-62
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From: Kenneth Frohne <kfrohne @ hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS -.. " 71

To Whom It May Concern: -1 .-
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24, -
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS") for in situ. ' ;
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. 7 _. -_

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many. co

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Frohne
237 S Pacific Coast Hwy #A
Suite 808
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From: Jeff Schatz <jschatz@earthlink.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS -T,

To Whom It May Concern: -"

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,_..
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GQEIS") for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many. ""i

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Jeff Schatz
6930 Ryan Gulch Rd.
Silverthorne, CO 80498 F-ADJ" //-r -&3
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From: Christopher Nettles <cdnettle@gwu.edu>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> f
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM .
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register.,notice dated July 24
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statementm(GErSi.)for n situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Christopher Nettles
6318 11TH RD N
Arlington, VA 22205 fi(n-J" t:z/x -- 3
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From: Steve Martinez <josh ia946@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> Lm- !rp .. , !. LI: 37
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM (,.
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registert-noticedated 4J1124,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact StaTemet ("GElS* )-for-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Steve Martinez
3401 Westlwan
Suite 808 E-9-1 J z- 1/4,a--03
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From: Bobby Andrew <bandrew@nushtel.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 0 1m M,, Q: 37
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM S Q
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice-dated-uJTy4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement("GEIS")-.fr..in situ.
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GEIS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GEIS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GEIS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GEIS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GEIS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GEIS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

Bobby Andrew
3445 Woodriver Road
P.O. Box 98 IJ-/.DJ /lz9A-6o
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From: Bobby Andrew <bandrew@nushtel.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 7 _F-. p,.
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice-datedid-J1Ty4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statem~l nt;("GEISS'ý)for-ir situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded; as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Bobby Andrew
3445 Woodriver Road
P.O. Box 98 -- /#on.--
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From: Jack Stansfield <jacks8981 @verizon.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> c."- . P14 37
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM -A

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice-dated-Jýily24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEI)for-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.
Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Jack Stansfield
16314 62nd Avenue NW -3-
Stanwood, WA 98292
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From: Roderick Stewart <rstewart@intelesis.org>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 2Lii7 - -" pI 11:37
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
SHAME ON YOU for trying to pull yet another scam on the inhabitants of the Americani W e-st!!-Iam
responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registe~r notice dated July_24)2007
regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GELS") for in situ leach
("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology; socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Roderick Stewart
1080 Funquest Dr E -03
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From: MARK SALAMON <marksalamon @ aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:28 PM PHI 1i: 2
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS , --)

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact[Stdtbemrij-( "GE."ISi)l for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

MARK SALAMON
18 SHORE DRIVE
HARWICH, MA 02645 /.J ' -" •9&g- ( )
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From: Katherine Delanoy <kdelanoy@ antiochne.edu>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:28 PM / " ,-r, 2
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 016-3

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement-("GEIS")Jer-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GEIS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Again, this should be a public process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Katherine Delanoy LE -/i/DJ - 03
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From: jay sweeney <jnln@epix.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:28 PM ,7 _71! SP PH 14: 25
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact S-158ta-m6•t . f~n situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. - ' ..

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and'Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

jay sweeney
RD 2 Box 143B Li-(L/S -t1)-c3
Dalton, PA 18414

1944: ,y. (nw Jte9
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From: Gideon Banner <ggggbbbb@ hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:29 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS /652

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact-Statement-('{GEIS")for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. .. , .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Gideon Banner
222 E. 87th St., #4C
Suite 808 14WJ"- /D- Di--v-3
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From: eric whitman <lokithemadtitan @ aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:29 PM .2 ?h •p -5 L P1 :

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental lmpaciStat emeItý(G.ES") for n situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. .. 'G3 E! ,: " in.situ

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

eric whitman
401 willow ave E -2-iDJ" -(-I
Suite 808

su oN i C& Q,),-e t+0d po)-r 0 )
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From: Beryl Landau <beebleberryl @yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:29 PM -''- .TP - Mi Pl LI: 25
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS /107
To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact [ta tf-emen•t'OElSý)_f in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. V

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Beryl Landau
3290 Harrison St. -Of -6.3
San Francisco, CA 94110

Te, 1+6-



1! 9'ýtýrnpýPW)00001.TMP Pfage 1.1
II c \ e p G } O O ....... .. .. . . . . . T MP.. . .. .... ................ .. ... . . . .. P a ge.. . ... ................. .... ............. .. 1... . .. . . ... ............. . .

Mail Envelope Properties (46D5F33D.46C: 5 : 37996)

Subject:
Creation Date
From:

Created By:

Uranium Recovery GElS
Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:28 PM
Beryl Landau <beeblebenyyl @yahoo.com>

beebleberry I @ yahoo.com

Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPO01 .HQGWDO 0I
NRCREP

Post Office
TWGWPO01 .HQGWDO01

Route
nrc.gov

Files
MESSAGE
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
ReplyRequested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
3043
4240

Date & Time
Wednesday, August 29, 2007 6:28 PM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard

Junk Mail Handling Evaluation Results
Message is eligible for Junk Mail handling

This message was not classified as Junk Mail

Junk Mail settings when this message was delivered
Junk Mail handling disabled by User
Junk Mail handling disabled by Administrator
Junk List is not enabled
Junk Mail using personal address books is not enabled
Block List is not enabled



SNRCRE.P.-.Uraniuam.,Recover.yGEIS ... P......... T 90g_1

-ULUES A, 1>JChL TIVES

From: J C Wilks <antaresjs@msn.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007- 6:30 PM -o7S sr, P__ it.: 2L4
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated Juv 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact n situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.- .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

J C Wilks
1400 Falls Ct. 8 - - - -,o-3
Suite 808

SuN3 &J J-po)-
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From: Bobbi Chapman <bchapman @ hcctel.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM _ _7 4 F1 41: 24
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stftl-hm6nt (TGEISET"fb-_irn situ
leach ("ISLL") uranium mining. -, -\ -i __ 1 .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the.
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Bobbi Chapman
PO Box 64 - -. -i" /"
Suite 808

a&T iu
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From: Pierre Grady <pieddro@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM 7 41 EP PH 2 4
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reqister notice dated_Jul 24
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Oatm•mnn• (ISIr'-')-f)-n situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Pierre Grady
231 Dixon Landing Rd ,E---> -
Apt 281

fPdc4l J.l to (p)
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From: Aelred Glidden <aelred@net-link.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM :., ., ,- : 24
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Re isteriotice, dated-July 24,• -F ~ - • ý , i 'I .'
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impac StateSment-(,GESf
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Aelred Glidden
56500 Abbey Road
Three Rivers, MI 49093
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From: Andrew Bacon <andrewbacon @ netvista.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM q Pit" I
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register. notice dated-Jutv 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact .trten ent.•(,GEl.) .orin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Andrew Bacon
7901 Golden Given Road E , "- ---. L
Tacoma, WA 98404

/. -V 3
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From: melinda bashen <bluedog727@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> ^ij
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM 11.<- 24i
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS /13

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice, dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact.!a 9temeht-('"EIS")Ifor in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

melinda bashen
po box 12862 E
arlington, VA 22219
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From: Gina Hafner <ginahafner@care2.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM Q'YI7 c ,. q P" 11: 2q
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impa•dS'f-t~me-nt1•i"GETS5"f)or in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. E-i !) .... . .. !

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Gina Hafner
388 NE Liberty
Gresham, OR 97030

,- t S J. PoJp (~tzp)J
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From: Margaret Hellerstein <margaret.hellerstein@gmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM Q: P1 Q 23
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impa t-Stterirfeet-('GE[S'T1, r in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. h'i-:. ; \F-\ -

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, -if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Margaret Hellerstein I7-,9i.'
17 W . 67th St. "-"'-.

New York, NY 10023

..,0,8/ (o,-,r;
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From: rebecca koo <memoriesjc @ hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM 4: 2 3
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS /,. L .j -"LI PM 1: 23

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Staterrrent\(i"GES))-foriS t situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. " r_. 7 17

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

rebecca koo
529 taylor ct #22 i-oI.1)'-" /to--&3
mountain view, CA 94043

YeTt lcc 6, (9~~x63
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From: Daniel Patterson and family <roundriver@ gmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM 4U ~~L: 2 3
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS/7

To Whom It May Concern:
NRC -- We live in Arizona and are responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal
Register notice dated July 24, 2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Gren-1rc!E'VErdh m`6-01"m pact
Statement ("GElS") for in situ leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ..1..

We write to oppose a GElS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GEIS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISIL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISIL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISIL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GEIS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, soclo-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement..

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable and illegal. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements
under the National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Please keep us fully informed of developments with regard to the GElS.

Thank you,

Daniel Patterson and family
POB 172
Tucson, AZ 85702 -6-f3 a G flSfd tya

T f0-n c conclus3 I (ion
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From: Alana Balogh <abalogh@epix.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM "POIY P•1'7 -- f L{: 23
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact S- tem!`t•! G'S',fo-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. I ... J

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many. The stupidity of the proposals and decisions by this
country's commissions continues to astound me.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Alana Balogh
P.O. Box 121

- I -J (Tgo
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From: Mary lawrence <beth.lawrence@eds.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:31 PM I-7 P' 1 14: 23
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS ....

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stat••6nt.(GElS" fo-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. 1 • , , /J

I write to oppose a GElS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Mary lawrence
6550 Cypress Point Rd
Alexandria, VA 22312 /a , - C. 2

Te )l : ¢Pn -OV
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From: Ted Cheeseman <teo@cheesemans.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:31 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 4',.f ... q: 23

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental lmpayS~tatem.ent ('GEISI)-"4or in situ
leach ("lSL") uranium mining. -- i-- ' ,

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Ted Cheeseman
20800 Kittridge Rd E-/CI2..J 17OM-63
Saratoga, CA 95070

T"~ /?01- - 6 13
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From: Thomas Conroy <trconroy@earthlink.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:32 PM , e-p :'

Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS ,..-., .. 23

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement% ("GElS`)-fori~ij situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third,.if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Thomas Conroy
1466 11th Street -. o. /4/3 -. 3
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266

dAdd-- Wpa+ (JRaP)
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From: James Williams <jhwillia@mtsu.edu>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:32 PM . "me-'
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS G1 "r'' -"

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impactr tement-("GEIS")rfer in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. . , .. . _J

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

James Williams
1104 Caldwell Ave
Nashville; TN 37204 "-(1IOJ :: /9,0o -&3

,5o.~ ~ s -. po.-p
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From: Charlie Graham <cgraham @teleport.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:32 PM 7M7 3FP 4 P 1 2 2
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS - SP 2

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental ImpactSta.temenit-CG. EIS")rf in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. - ,/ •-.7 )

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Charlie Graham
695 NE 4th Ave
Hillsboro, OR 97124 ,P-fO4 DJ " .- 6

1Lid-. J. pZ0*& , Jf,)
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From: Alice Neuhauser <apntrc @ msn.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:32 PM -- .. P - : 22
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS C1,2-

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact •atement-('GElS") forin situ
leach ("ISLL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GElS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep .me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Alice Neuhauser
1466 11th Street
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266
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From: Tim Duda <timduda@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:32 PM -4 q : 22
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS '_P -4 PH T 2 2

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact St t rn.ent_("G.EIS")•Qr isitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. j- L. ('H.\/.j)

I write to oppose a GElS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Tim Duda
340 Queen Anne Court E Poov
San Antonio, TX 78209

Pdd ,_. czv)
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From: Todd Jailer <todd.jailer @ sbcglobal.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:33 PM 17 7 LI P L1: 22
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS .

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statrent.-(2'GEI-Sý) f•fr in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. - ,

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas -where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EAX) is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Todd Jailer
1612 Virginia St. ]- -i)- -
Berkeley, CA 94703
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From: Donna Bonetti <donnambirdlady@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:33 PM - -7 -rL, __ - 22
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Staft•-f -- nt-(-t'GEIS"!)!frisitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. t ..

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Donna Bonetti
1170 B Monroe Dr
Boulder, CO 80303
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From: James Nagy <jd-nagy@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:33 PMI2
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS - Pill Q: 22

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS'-)-for-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. --- F7. - ".'!FI)

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
.communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

James Nagy I>1, -.-.
3334 Lynwoo dr. 03
Highland, CA 92346 (W 12 P
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From: Jessie Allen-Young <allyou@alum.dartmouth.org>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:33 PM - -i _ 4 : 22
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS .c/)

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement("GEIS"),for •yitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. - -

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Jessie Allen-Young
128 Laguna St.
Suite 808 ,_-/iO,-

,_) U/-J
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From: Eric Bourgeois <ebourg @ gis.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM . L , 1• .
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS - - :

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental lmpaet- Statement ,("G EIS. for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Eric Bourgeois
888 Massachusetts Avenue 614-A I OJ ý ffat- 6-3
888 Massachusetts Avenue 614-A
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From: James Sams <samajames@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM "/pq .rr - , -2
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 1/301--q P, L: 2 [

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement.,.("GEIS",-r-- situ
leach ("IS'L") uranium mining. ! .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mi6ing is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

James Sams
2875 Cowley Way #615 E:-Q-2Jf-- -'•o.-)3
San Diego, CA 92110
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From: Alan Kardoff <mgmtdrak@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM
Sublect: Uranium Recovery GElS , - 4 P 14: 2 I

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS")-.for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ./

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the. National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Alan Kardoff
778 Antilles Rd NE LE u/-iOJ= polL_
Palm Bay, FL 32907

e. ,U'ý, Tt.)
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From: Jennie Lopez <jrlzapatista @ yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM a.';7 ._ -4 P L:21
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact-Statemeft(,"GElIS'i)1-fr in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. - .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Jennie Lopez
2878 Lincoln Ave. E
San Diego, CA 92104
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From: Mario Rivera <ebehere@msn.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM 2 1
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS -.3 4 P-; .2..

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement CGEIS)for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ! !. I\,..

I write to oppose a GElS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Mario Rivera
1528 Ave L NW A---ttJ' f!op..- -63
Winter Haven, FL 33881

/14 J. Cve)
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From: Elaine Fischer <efischer@workmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM , 4: 2 I
Subject: U ranium R ecovery G ElS ,. R... ... -2 1

To Whom It May Concern: /35
Radioactive materials are NOT safe!

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regis],erhotiCe-dae_-Jply)24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GELS") for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Elaine Fischer 2•_,-i /9OtL-6o3
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From: Gordon Messling <touchingback@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM - - p 14: 2 I
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 136 •ts. ,

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact-Statement-('GEJES"-hf9r in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ' (. -" ", - )

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Gordon Messling
HC 70 Box 404 /Va-03
Jasper, AR 72641

' P.ork
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From: Darlene Jakusz <jdjakusz@wi-net.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM ,.. I -
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS .p-- ' : 21

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated.July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact-Sta.tement-('",GE"l.S'94or in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Darlene Jakusz
8380 Ambrose Lane
Amherst Jct., WI 54407 /I?7X63

Trod 5. Pi)
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From: Christine Pylypowycz <chris21Os @ hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:36 PM ? - -
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS /..... t i-20

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statemrent-("GEIS")rfor in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. . , / .)

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Christine Pylypowycz
1618 N. Newland Ave. AiDJ3
Chicago, IL 60707

T"3ilde -- n_,i 13
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From: Shireen karimi <skarimi @ coopamerica.org>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:36 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS C/39) .. t: .2

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact-Statement-({GEIS-' -)-Er in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. 1)

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA, In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Shireen karimi
1612 K St NW L -E/oiJ 1/9p" -&3
Suite 808

Thref /c -613
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From: Vero Brentjens <vaamb@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@ nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:36 PM - . L1 PIj L: 20
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental ImpacrStatemebTS(i'"GE:s"')Thr in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Vero Brentjens
138 Bayview Tr. :----JY- O•t-,13

Th- 9iQ'c 431)0,J11 (e'l
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From: Ted Gartner <gartneraz@cox.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:36 PM Q. L• [ LI: 20
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Staternent,("GEIS",'),f6-•r initu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. 1 7.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third,.if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Ted Gartner
255 S. Kyrene Road /E-1 &-j
Unit 107

13- UoaJ( I (e V
We~ 6)0
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From: Ervin Jindrich <ervinj@jps.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:36 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 7;! .. -L P111 T: 20

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement_(",Gyl.S_"Lfr in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. [--(:F-\./-i.)

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Ervin Jindrich
9 Heuter Lane
Mill Valley, CA 94941 ,i-- "-
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From: Philip Simon <philsimtpr@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep @ nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:37 PM -- -.- 14: 20
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impc-t St-atidmhnt'(",G-ES") 1 for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. i '.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Philip Simon
Box 9473 -L/i=l_
San Rafael, CA 94912 &P-L-6
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From: Laura Francis <averystylishgirl@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:37 PM --. 17 SP R4 01: 20
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statem-ent 'GEl-"Yf \/in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. _ ....

I write to oppose a GEIS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GEIS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GEIS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GEIS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

Laura Francis
19 Lido Circle A-/ / /_ -63
Suite 808

Th 13ce
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From: Thierry Deshayes <uncleterr@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:38 PM 9-.- ,.o _ --

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS / I... 4 DS ' ""

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impapt.,Staternient.("qEI%-"),for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GEIS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for'fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Thierry Deshayes
Scottsdale Unified #48 L- .J -
Scottsdale, AZ 85251
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From: mary davis <threejavelinas @gmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:38 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS "./.. --- Lj Pil L:19

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statemr ent-("GEIS") . sfori situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. [§- \/!V-j)

I write to oppose a GElS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

mary davis
1157 S. van ness ave. E-Afb: ficmpo3
San Francisco, CA 94110

rcr4W e 6 13OiK Oa
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From: Barbara Kabbas <kabbas@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:39 PM " ,.-q :
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS M S 4 PH q'l1

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact-Statement(,"GE•,-,4or in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. Fý i-
I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Barbara Kabbas
14 Continental Road
Greenville, RI 02828 dd "3. kO-. (J RP-z )
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From: Jonathan Sirotek <hoka-hey@ouraynet.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:39 PM 1 - 4 PH L-: I 9
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS .,.

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impat-tatement-(•'ýGiS")-or in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. i•-i -*--\, C.)

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Sirotek
P0 Box 132
Suite 808 &"P- 4/ -63

JJa - PC- e 6(w
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From: Thelma Matlin <tmatlin@nvbell.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:39 PM PI q: 9
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS -!9 ... -

To Whom It May Concern:
Please consider this letter to you as extremely important. Water at each site will be different. Western
States water availability is different at each site. R
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GELS") for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where.ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely, " - " ii -- 3

SL&NS, IQ&1~~) E Ie, (DS . J~
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Thelma Matlin
4755 Bradford Lane
Reno, NV 89519
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From: Joyce Abraham <jabraham @ corrcronin.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> -rI:,
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:39 PM -- :
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal R-igster.noticedated duly 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact StatemenQt('GEIS' for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Joyce Abraham
8001 Sandpoint Way NE, C51 ,-EQ40J-= /I'L-j3
Suite 808 ,,.3. Pa- (30
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From: Jlohn Marchese <John7Mazrch@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:46 PM •.lrn -". -3 P•1 14: /48
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Sa-te~ en\,(ý"GEIS"i)-fo.T-i situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Jlohn Marchese L -coitZ 141011 -62
3155 Laurel Avenue
Hemderson, NV 89014 i -'-k (,!p)

fd JO(,
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From: Arthur Montana <amontana@mwt.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:47 PM ",q" C,.
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS .... -5 P11 48

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact St-rt-em-n"G`E'..S• •i situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. .. _ILJ

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Arthur Montana E
26508 Grinsell Lane, , Hillsboro
Hillsboro, WI 54634
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From: Lee & Charlotte Terbot <TurboTurtle@indco.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:48 PM -•-, c._ - pil Q:. 9
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS J•3
To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scopeshould be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Lee & Charlotte Terbot
327 Curia Creek Lane 2---oj

Cave City, AR 72521
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From: Pablo Martinez <patomal @yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:48 PM P-:4
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS / -5 :

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact-St•[e•"e6"£(,Gl.-s";) f-r in situ
leach ("IS L") uranium m ining . ' . . V. . . .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Pablo Martinez
611 W 145 ST
APT 3R 1qdU" 3. e_.c4 (i-/')
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From: Sheri Archey <soho2west@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:48 PM --57 OPP PH1 q: 50
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact State E'n
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. 9 -

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Sheri Archey
2375 Myrtle Ave. NE
Salem, OR 97301 lhrd" J. 6 o,,-/ reFt•)
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From: Rachelle Giuliani <rcgiuliani@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:48 PM /;,7 UTP PM 4: 50
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stalem'ent-("GEIS")'orfin-situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. 1 .

I oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, I think the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally
flawed. There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific
nature of ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, I understand the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have
been scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico.
Additionally, a special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.

Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable: The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Rachelle Giuliani ,• ioj"
West Ridge Street

At-Jd: J. J Par k--
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From: Delwin Goss <Delwingoss @ aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:49 PM 1g7 cr ..-5 P1• 44: 50
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS ...[ .>r-

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact --atement-(29EIS4 fein situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

1 write to oppose a GEIS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISIL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GEIS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GElS.

Sincerely,

Delwin Goss
7403 Riverside # 29
Austin, TX 78741
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From: Amanda Carter <brooklyndachshund@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:49 PM -'17D,•- ......
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS :5 PH 5

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact S.ttement ("GEI n situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. -

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Amanda Carter
1 Rockwell Place 3- "a-/j "
2c
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From: Allyson Sand <allysand89@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:49 PM <"-; - p, L : 59
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact taternent-("'9'lS")[for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ,

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a'
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Allyson Sand
3005 Foxcreek Dr. -

Suite 808

Te-f f-n--Oi3
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From: Guy Zahller <gop.r.war.criminals@gmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29,2007 6:49 PM _)7 ýc'p _5 4 f.,: 50
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental ImpactrStatem-ent-(",G ElI[S' -or in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Guy Zahller
146 creek drive, #C --
Aptos, CA 95003

Tew to)



l[p:\te pýqW)00001.TMP Page 11[. ... .. ..T M P.a g 1........... .. . . .. . .. .. ... . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . . . . . . .. . . . .. . . . ..

Mail Envelope Properties (46D5F80C.609: 18 : 38409)

Subject:
Creation Date
From:

Created By:

Uranium Recovery GEIS
Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:49 PM
Guy Zahller <gop.r.war.criminals@gmail.com>

gop.r.war.criminals @ gmail.com

Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPO01 .HQGWDOO1
NRCREP

Post Office
TWGWPO01 .HQGWD01

Route
nrc .gov

Files
MESSAGE
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
ReplyRequested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
3036
4264

Date & Time
Wednesday, August 29, 2007 6:49 PM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard

Junk Mail Handling Evaluation Results
Message is eligible for Junk Mail handling
This message was not classified as Junk Mail

Junk Mail settings when this message was delivered
Junk Mail handling disabled by User
Junk Mail handling disabled by Administrator
Junk List is not enabled
Junk Mail using personal address books is not enabled
Block List is not enabled



NRCREP-.Uranium Recovery GElS - -.- ~,-..-... Page*~~1~~

RULES') 3 VT'ES

From: Nate Metzker <nmetzker@ mindspring.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:49 PM _ .- PM L: 5 1
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 161 L

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact -urn-tFCG'ES-Ifo- in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Nate Metzker
322 E 104th St #3W -,4Z• Jo -:- s l-,- .
New York, NY 10029

/%dr 3~ 3~



1, cAtern p\GW 10000 1.TM P Page 1 d
c :\.. .. . ..... . . . . . I MP.. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... . . .. . . . .P... . . . . .. . . . . . .. .g.. . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . . . . .. . .... .1

Mail Envelope Properties (46D5F80C.60A : 19: 38410)

Subject:
Creation Date
From:

Created By:

Uranium Recovery GEIS
Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:49 PM
Nate Metzker <nmetzker@mindspring.com>

nmetzker@ mindspring.com

Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPO01 .HQGWDO01
NRCREP

Post Office
TWGWPOO I.HQGWDO01

Route
nrc.gov

Files
MESSAGE
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
ReplyRequested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
3039
4265

Date & Time
Wednesday, August 29, 2007 6:49 PM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard

Junk Mail Handling Evaluation Results
Message is eligible for Junk Mail handling
This message was not classified as Junk Mail

Junk Mail settings when this message was delivered
Junk Mail handling disabled by User
Junk Mail handling disabled by Administrator
Junk List is not enabled
Junk Mail using personal address books is not enabled
Block List is not enabled



NRCREP - Uranium Recovery GEIS ..........a g ..e.. _ - 1I

/ •-~i bRULE'0 3TV

From: Lydia Garvey <wolfhowlmama @ yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:50 PM F. _p - 5 PM LI: 5.
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stat-m_{-_nt-("6-El',")f.o-r•)itu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. I- _k J

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,

where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Lydia Garvey
429 S 24th -- 1pn.-o2
Clinton, OK 73601

Te~ J~e -- /D0_- 61,3
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From: Joan and Wallace MacDonald <joan-wally-macdonald@alum.calberkeley.org>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:50 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
We are responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notic-,ated July ?.? :77
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GETS') for in situ-' C
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ,.

We have just learned of this proposed action and frankly are horrified.

We strongly oppose a GElS for many reasons.. --..

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundameiii-Tlly flawed.__
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the sitetpecific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, it appears that the NRC has already concluded that a GElS should be drafted. Even if its scope is
very limited, we still feel it would be unwise, lead to unsafe and unhealthy conditions and would be
undemocaratic. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To conclude that the
hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as diverse as
northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be evaluated
in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific basis
with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

We have been under the apparently mistaken impression that the purpose of NRC and EPA is to protect
the public from unsafe and unhealthy conditions brought about by mining processes that should instead
be prohibited. Instead, this proposal appears to protect the mining companies from those restraints.

We strongly urge you to heed our concerns and scrap this proposal. The health of many is at stake.

--,Cn~ 6Jpp --
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Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Joan and Wallace MacDonald
519 Emmons Drive
Mountain View, CA 94043

650-967-4427
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From: Gladwyn d'Souza <godsouza@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:50 PM 5-F... -r, .. 2
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS / .. "

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impcat-Statement(."'GEIS") for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. -,!-' . -

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Gladwyn d'Souza
1473 Sixth Ave ,E ', 2i3DJ
Belmont, CA 94002

,S u NJ, , o. P ( J ý q )
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From: Jonathan Alexander <jexander@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:51 PM 5/Y[7 P -5 I' 4: 52
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact St4 rher"itC'tE;IS'j;fo in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. i _.',; *j.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal.and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Alexander ,E -te-i -'- - 0.
806 Buckingham DR
Silver Spring, MD 20901 ptJ , a Pk C-sge
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From: Lynda Aubrey <lsaubrey@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:51 PM -nrf" p 5 2 14:
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact St tn-("GI'V-1 ,6`rtin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. - J

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Lynda Aubrey
POB 126 gL/-.. 1 q-0•- 0 3
Elk, CA 95432
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From: Ron Bottorff <bottorffm@verizon.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 5PI1 4" 52
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:51 PM ._ / -
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS I* P :

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact State"(GES")-forri1 situ

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ._.

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Ron Bottorff
660 Randy Drive 140tLIL-03
Newbury Park, CA 91320 . _. . c._p,.e

TC1j fOT, OP-- o 3
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From: Jessica DiCamillo <jdicamillo@gmail.cm>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:51 PM P[IN 4F ~5~JL: 5 3
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statdrnrnt-("GEtS")1 foi n situ

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. - .)

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Jessica DiCamillo
865 Corbett Ave. #4 / - 1r--63
San Francisco, CA 94131

Ad . 9o:I (J--2L0
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From: Bonnie Barfield <bonbon33@bellsouth.net>
To: <nrcrep@ nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:52 PM

Subject 5U FR I T 53Subject: Uranium RecoveryGEIS 7 - i

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stateoent.(',GEIS") for rNsitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. -)r (

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Bonnie Barfield
1036 Huntington trace ct
Smyrna, GA 30082 iq-dd: j. Po- me

,SLANSI 
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From: Robert Rutemoeller <brutem@mcn.org>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:52 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 7101 -5 Pj' L 53

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GELS") for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. RF-" \/r

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Robert Rutemoeller
P0 Box 587
P0 Box 587

/Po4,: . 4
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From: Nancy Thompson <nktigerbelle@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:53 PM -Y?., . • pIj fj: 53
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS 070/
To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact 1 ten ent.("'GElS-)1fe1 in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ... i. _.

I write to oppose a GELS.. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Nancy Thompson
511 E 141stSt "I - J
Hammond, IN 46327

3 toe gzo
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From: Kenneth Bird <Birdman @ rochester.rr.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:53 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS ........ -- : 53

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact ,tatement,("GEIS")-fr) in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. - ...

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was.
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Bird ,•-go- / -- 3
131 Aragon Avenue PI4P-03
Rochester, NY 14622 P Pp

!& loif-k7 oi.3



c.:\temRpGW}O000.0 .TMPPg. .P a g e 1 .:

Mail Envelope Properties (46D5F8D1.671 : 22 :.38513)

Subject:
Creation Date
From:

Created By:

Uranium Recovery GEIS
Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:52 PM
Kenneth Bird <Birdman @rochester.rr.com>

Birdman @ rochester.rr.com

Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPO01 .HQGWDO01
NRCREP

Post Office
TWGWPO01 .HQGWDO01

Route
nrc.gov

Files
MESSAGE
Mime.822

Options
Expiration Date:
Priority:
ReplyRequested:
Return Notification:

Concealed Subject:
Security:

Size
3039
4242

Date & Time
Wednesday, August 29, 2007 6:52 PM

None
Standard
No
None

No
Standard

Junk Mail Handling Evaluation Results
Message is eligible for Junk Mail handling
This message was not classified as Junk Mail

Junk Mail settings when this message was delivered
Junk Mail handling disabled by User
Junk Mail handling disabled by Administrator
Junk List is not enabled
Junk Mail using personal address books is not enabled
Block List is not enabled



NRCREP-. Uranium Recovery GEIS .. . Pag.................1

-RULES W L r vES

From: cathleen carlson <catwoman 13 @ sbcglobal.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:53 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS3 514

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impactnaterpent{('"GEJS2)i.or in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. . . .

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

cathleen carlson
18029 Glenburn Ave 1 -t9 DJ AA--
Suite 808

Te"Fo~ la / 9 IItT1Vo 36
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From: Tommy Bacorn <hyjynxok@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:54 PM -- pj ': 5L
Subject: Uranium Recovery GElS r-" Jc ""

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impa VStatement n(tGElS"•,or in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. Pill .. ,7 ...

I write to oppose a GELS. The reasons are many.

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft a GElS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GElS is needed or desirable. Given the site-specific nature of
ISL operations, the usefulness of a GElS is dubious at best.

This process gives the impression that drafting a GElS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusion.

Second, the scoping process itself has been deeply flawed. Only two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington, D.C.

None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining operations. Communities that face
proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Gallup, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico, were ignored.
Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah, Arizona, Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in
communities that will be affected by ISL mining.

Third, if the NRC has concluded, as it appears to have already done, that a GElS should be drafted, its
scope should be very limited. ISL mining is inherently constrained by site specific considerations. To
conclude that the hydrology, water quality, geology, socio-economics, and cultural resources in places as
diverse as northwest New Mexico and south Texas - where ISL mining is ongoing and proposed - can be
evaluated in a generic manner is absurd on its face. These issues can only be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific environmental impact statement.

I

Finally, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis requirements under the
National Environmental Policy Act are much less stringent for EAs than for ElSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed ISL
operations, meaningful public participation and a rigorous environmental analysis are critical. Such issues
should not be left for an EA. In fact, in the August 13, 2007 issue of the Gallup Independent, the NRC's
Office of Federal and State Materials and Environmental Management Programs Branch Chief Gregory
Suber stated that "the potential for fewer public meetings is there" with the EA process.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of

developments with regard to the GELS.

Sincerely,

Tommy Bacorn
1842 1/2 N. Mariposa Ave. ,-1,-Ii-i
Los Angeles, CA 90027
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