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From: Erika Parker <rodney1134@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> aroorp -l PR U3
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 7:11 AM @ GUHNEE B
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register-notice dated July4,

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS") 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 usefuiness 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,
Erika Parker

4372 Armand Dr.
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From: Kathleen Wroblewski <rockhound2 @ earthlink.net>
Date: ;:lifc;ig%? 2007 7:20 AM @ 707 SEP -4 P A3
_ Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglster potice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement (“G EIS") forlin/situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 GE!S 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 |SL 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 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,

Kathleen Wroblewski
3404 Tuttle Ave.
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From: Scott Niemi <tatooedsn @aol.com>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> sm7 orp -4 PRk 03
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 7:40 AM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern: _
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice datéd i'lﬁly 24,

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact 'Statement ("GEISYfor in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 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,

Scott Niemi
272 Corann Dr.
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From: maryke gottlieb <israeliwitch @hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> rpo~ 1l PH L 43
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 6:51 AM s ‘
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Federal Regist Notlce dated July?
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS“) for in-situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 Ilcensmg 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. 1SL 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 isshes 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 environmenta! 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,

maryke gottlieb
83 herzl
Suite 808
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From: Patsy Shafchuk <jshafchu@tampabay.rr.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> et oy .
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 5:21 AM SHERNEIEL B 42
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal ReglPter notice-dated duly g4
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS“) for.in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 expedate 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 1SL 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 appnsed of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,
Patsy Shafchuk

5316 Macoso Court
Suite 808
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From: Ana Belen Aranguren <ana.aranguren @euskainet.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> ;
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Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 4:51 AM i sep -4 Pl B 42
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Re isl\qr.nptipg-d'a‘t_qq—dqu\z4,

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact 8] atement,("GEIS") or.in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. S

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 Albuguergque, 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. 1SL 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,
Ana Belen Aranguren
Av. Salsidu 35
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From: James Barrett <james_m_barrett@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> ' 7 ocrp -4 BM 4 L
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AM 207 SR 6 b U 42
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registerlnqtfce,datpd July-24;
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS"), for'in $itu
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 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 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,
James Barrett

PO Box 1318
Suite 808
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To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> - —
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 3:24 AM seg o -4 P U 42
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /7‘O

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 Ita{emi‘ent/ ("GEIS)Tor in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. s T

| 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 heen
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquergque, 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 EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed I1SL
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,
Francisco Costa

67665 Ontina Road
Cathedral City, CA 92234
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From: Wayne Kelly <waynekins @ hotmail.com>

To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> . "o
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AM 7 SEp -4 P 42
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS :

To Whom It May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regis rrno'gicg\a[dated,July—%,

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact St atem at (J'GE:IS\,?')?.f_'_qd_j[])situ
leach ("ISL.") uranium mining. e

| 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 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,
Wayne Kelly

1257 Siskiyou Blvd, #1133
Ashland, OR 97520
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From: Edward Yu <yoyo_ed@mac.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> » o T
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AM 207 SEp -4 Pt 42
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 7,,2,

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 Statg,-rqq:nt ("GEIS") for'in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. T '

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

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 usefuiness 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,
Edward Yu

2210 Berkeley Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90026
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From: Charlene Rush <charlierush @hotmail.com>
To: _ <nrcrep@nrc.gov> e I [N = LR 1T 1
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AM et
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS
To Whom It May Concern:
Sometimes, | get confused. Tell me, just what is your job, anyway? DI r“'\‘ ;f’“‘

T d

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

| 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- specmc 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 Albuguerque, 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 |n
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. 1SL 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. Thése 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,

Charlene Rush
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS
T M o, et tocormen |
0 ake away the public's right to comment. F‘(\} /r—D

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglster notice dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS") for in 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 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 publlc meetmgs 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 GEIS.

Sincerely,

Maya Be
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From: jan lochner <4lochs @ comcast.net> .
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> : R )
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:56 AM s iy e U P e
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS L/L

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglster notice date July 4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact St”“ ement (“GEIS") for I in situ
leach ("ISL")-uranium mining.

| 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 |mpreSS|on 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 Albuguerque, 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 importarit 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.

Sihcerely,

jan lochner
3710 Hicks Road
Sebastopol, CA 95472
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS L/(ﬂ

To Whom It May Concern:
| 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 StETament ("GEIS/) fofa situ

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. L e ST i e
| 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 Potlicy 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,
Jeanine Ishii

752 N Livermore Ave
Apt 201
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From: Jon Brookstone <jonphoenixbrookstone @ yahoo.com>
To: <n_rcrep@nrc.gov> 1] SEP TR 41
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM " USRS
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 5‘7

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regiﬁt?{—ngtiee;gatpgﬂglﬂy:%,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement (*GEIS")-for-in situ
leach ("ISL"} uranium mining.

| 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 pubiic 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 environmentat 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,
Jon Brookstone

115 Hemenway Street
# 30921
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From: James H Jorgensen <onejorgy @aol.com> .
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> S 9
Date: - Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM oy rD -4 Pt 4
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regis‘le{[no;icegdaggd/duiy'zjt, _
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement _(:‘GEIS}')ﬁBrLin situ

leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 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 cS_n fhis matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

James'H H Jorgensen
4207 Westbrook Drive

Ames, IA 50014  ERc fop- 43
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From: Sarah Taylor <sctaylor@wesleyan.edu>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> e o B
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM GRS I
Subiject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
| 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") forin 'sn

feach ("ISL") uranium mining. ‘
| 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.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,
Sarah Taylor

27 west 67th street
NY, NY 10023
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From: Beth Nelson <beth @ stepheninelson.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM R
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 50

To Whom It May Concern: _
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated ).{uly 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statemen ("GEIS:‘) for{in\situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. Pb Ao e

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 meétings 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 GEIS.

Sincerely,

Beth Nelson
5387 242nd PL NE

Suite 808 E‘ﬂ/‘DJ‘ = ﬁpm _as '
Add s ook (TRP)
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From: Renee Dolney <radst46 @ netscape.net>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> . S ‘.
Date: Fri, Aug 31, 2007 2:55 AM 4 77 SEP -4 PO 4
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Federal Register rp\t\icg_g{atgd*l‘ul 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact %‘:Etiemen.tg(-"GE,IS-'—‘-) (qéSin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. LI At

| 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 Albuquergque, 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 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,

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 my SEp -4 P U O
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS S :

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated Jul

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Eflétement iGEIS" fo n snu
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 Albuguerque, New Mexico. Addmonally,
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,

Corinne Livesay
3955 East County Line N
White Bear Lake, MN 55110
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From: David Howenstein <jambodave2003@ybb.ne.jp>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:59 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS .

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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@nj"eﬁt"(“'GEIS{j)ff:on i:rTgit'u
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. A Bt

<P -4 Pt O

| 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 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,
David Howenstein

723 Havenwood Circle
Suite 808 ‘
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From: Steven Alderson <stalders @aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> :
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:53 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notlce\daled ;Julyf24

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statem{ent ("GEISY) for in éltu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. et '

| 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 expedlte 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,
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 - iy etp ol PO U
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 55 Eere

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")tt’" q nysitu
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 GEIS is fundamentally flawed.
There was no public input about whether a GEIS is needed or desirable. leen 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 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,

Mike Turner
3051 W. 39th. Ave.
Denver, CO 80211
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From: Alicia Galdamez <zpotia@yahoo.com>
Date: T, Aug 30, 5007 11:22 P o SEp -4 Pl 40
- Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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‘—n’i\ent((" ‘EIS")/fo'r‘ in situ
leach (“ISL") uranium mining. RS

| 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. I1SL 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,

Alicia Galdamez
15015 Sherman Way

Van Nuys, CA 91405 E‘/QIDJ B ﬁﬁﬂ‘f‘&}
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From: Scott Stewart <mail @ scottstewartphotos.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:17 PM gy ocep -4 PHOU: 40
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS :

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated J,L!J_Iy,I 4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Staté?ne'—nt((“G‘EIS‘{_),'fgr_—in Situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. A e v b

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 f.undamentally 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 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,
Scott Stewart

255 Brandon Rd
Suite 808

E-Kios = pom-03
A J. fak (Jpp)

Tonglok ~ o3 E-VonTitl (Rwv)



NHUHEP - Uranium Hecovery GEIS _Pagez|

-

Rochester, NY 14622



__Page1y

Femp\GW 00001 IMP. .. .

-

Mail Envelope Properties (46D7882B.EFE : 8 : 3838)

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS
Creation Date Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:16 PM
From: Scott Stewart <mail @scottstewartphotos.com>
Created By: mail @scottstewartphotos.com
Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPO01.HQGWDOO1

NRCREP

Post Office ' Route
TWGWPO01.HQGWDOO01 nrc.gov
Files Size : Date & Time

MESSAGE 3046 Thursday, August 30, 2007 11:16 PM
Mime.822 4292
Options

Expiration Date: None

Priority: Standard

ReplyRequested: No

Return Notification: None

Concealed Subject: No

Security: ‘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



NHOREP - Uranium Hecovery GEIS o e e o PAgRT

2[24/67 CIES
V2 R 3y
From: regina walther <reginacoelli@yahoo.com> '
Date: ?ﬂffﬁﬁ? 30, 2007 11:13 PM . W7 SEP -4 PH L 40
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS _ @

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglster—netlce dated July24\
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmentat Impact Statement ("GEIS“) forin_situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,

regina walther
5 Abode Road

Suite 808 ' E‘@DJT Ao -03
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From:‘_ tom ferguson <tom_ferguson @cox.net>

To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> ‘

Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:10 PM R a1 oorp i P O 40
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS S 9

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglster notice dated\Jeg_2A,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement (“G IS ) fo_:int[si;u
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. e

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

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at its conclusion to draft aGEIS 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,

tom ferguson
543 N. Macdonald
mesa, AZ 85201
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From: Julie Rodgers <d98028 @earthlink.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> I
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 11:06 PM @ -4 Py 40
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

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

| 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 Albuguerque, 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 meetlngs 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 GEIS.

Sincerely,

Julie Rodgers
7406 ne 145th pl

Kenmore, WA 98028 E-RIns = fonc-03
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From: Alex McLean <amclean5@yahoo.com>
To:. <nrcrep@nrec.gov> seq) <7p ~4 By 4 U0
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:58 PM AR
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registerr}qticg-dqggq\gply:z )
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Staterient (‘GEIS!)*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 procéss 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 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,

Alex McLean

2050 Giant St _ -
Suite 808 E-RIDS < App.- 53
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From: Amy Holt <amylou31 3@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> amy eop -0 B 4 40
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:54 PM @ wdil A
Subiject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice. g;_a'tgg,qmyyé‘g,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement.(*GEIS") for in-situ

leach ("ISL") uranium mining.
| 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 beén 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 EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed I1SL
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,

Amy Holt
2952 lvanhoe Glen

Fitchburg, WI 53711 _ E-RIDS = Aom-03
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From: Stephanie Fairchild <sdfair@ clover.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> . e ern 1L B 1 10
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:54 PM EHIT It b
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 Start_é’ment ("GEIS") aforiln situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 meetlngs 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 GEIS.

Sincerely,
Stephanie Fairchild

6885 Sherrard Rd.
Cambridge, OH 43725
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From: Bianca Arenas <badmood @lycos.com>
To: <nrcrep@nre.gov> comoern L BY M B0
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:51 PM @ ikl ! !
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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. sntu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 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,

Bianca Arenas
6164 Royal Lytham Drive

Boca Raton, FL 33433 E‘ﬂ DS Aom—03
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From: | Erica Brinker <inquest301 @aol.com>
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Subject: - Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
.1 am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal RegisterrnQ}ice-da,teq July-2

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stateqne\mt-(i{G EIS"f)\f,or}__in‘s’itu -
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 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,

Erica Brinker
25 Bedminster Rd

Randolph, NJ 07869 ' _ E-RIDS = Aom-63
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Subject: "~ Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal RegisTte)r ino;ice datedJuly24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement (',‘G_jElS_'.-')!for?.in)situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 Iicensing 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 Albuguerque, 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. 1SL 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
Nationa! 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,

n Margerite Gamboa
28 East 57th Street
Hinsdale, IL 60521 . E-Rips5 = Aoi-03

Sunst Revew @mf[pje/ | Beld: T bk [J‘ﬂP)

Terplak = Aon 013 B- Voo Titr (Rwy)



3Nemp\GwiolLL1. IMP . e : - L

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

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS
Creation Date Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:41 PM
From: Margerite Gamboa <margegamboa @hotmail.com>
Created By: margegamboa@hotmail.com
Recipients
nre.gov

TWGWPO01.HQGWDOO01

NRCREP

Post Office . " Route
TWGWPO01.HQGWDOO01 nrec.gov
Files Size Date & Time

MESSAGE 3044 Thursday, August 30,2007 10:41 PM
Mime.822 4247
Options

Expiration Date: None

Priority: Standard

ReplyRequested: No

Return Notification: None

Concealed Subject: No '
Security: 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



NHUHEP - Uranium Hecovery GiEIS e ___Page1]
7/02 L//o 7
7L R Ho3
From: Kathryn Moynihan <bowloforanges68 @ yahoo.com>
i < 5P - B 39
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registeg—ngﬁee—dated July 2

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statemérit (‘GEIS") or n'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 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,

Kathryn Moynihan
8 Kevin Road

Suite 808 E-RIDS = Aom 03
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From: Gretchen Bratvold <gbratvold@usinternet.com>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> ~ oy
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:24 PM 707 SEP -4 4: 39
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS .

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglster notice-dated July 4,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS") for in' situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 onIy be evaluated on a site specific
basis with a site specific enwronmental 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,

!

Gretchen Bratvold
3444 Edmund Blivd .
Minneapolis, MN 55406 E-RI0S - /Q'Dm- o3
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From: Holly Henderson <pixichic4 @yahoo.com>
To: : <nrcrep@nrc.gov> N o Y
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:19 PM 7 SEP -4 Pt B 39
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS. '

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglsternotlce datedlduly-z W
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement( GEIS“) for“lﬁ ‘
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 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,

Holly Henderson
60 Dudley St, #317

Chelsea, MA 02150 ERios = flom-p3
Az T ok (T0P)
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From: Amanda Boutcher <Aurora54@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> 0ooH oL
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:17 PM @ 207 SEP -4 PH B39
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern: . : '

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regi§te)rrno[tieeirda§gqv duly-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 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 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,

Amanda Boutcher
148 Greene Rd.

Warminster, PA 18974 | E-RIDS = Agrn-03
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From: CARL AND GEORGIA Selnes <drsonny@bmi.net>
Date: Thu, Aug 30, 2007 10:13 PM \ L
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 7/

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Registey notice datedJuly-24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement (*GEIS") forlinsitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 Albuguergue, 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 I1SL 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. I1SL 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,
CARL AND GEORGIA Selnes

1611Evergreen St. ;
Walla Walla , WA 99362 E-Rips = App.- 03
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From: Howard Greene <hjgreene @ ouraynet.com>
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglstemotlce datedlduty‘24
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS").for.in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

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

First, the process by wh'ich 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,
Howard Greene

724 County Road 12A
Ridgway, CO 81432 E-RIDS = Aom-03
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From: Alan Septoff <alan_septoff @ yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> w7 orp Ll DY
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:04 PM ‘ 07 SEP -4 PH K 39
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal RegistgE—_ngtiqq—da{egﬂ;du;y@«
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statefment (!GEIS") Tor in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

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

First, the process by which the NRC arrivéd 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 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,

Alan Septoff
301 Mountain View Dr

Cumberland, MD 21502 ERipJ- A -03
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From: Katherine Kasserman <katemania@aol.com>
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regls}er\ notice dated July
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS:‘) for in |tu
leach ("ISL"} uranium mining.

| 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 Albuguerque, New Mexico. Addltlonally,
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 I1SL 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 GEIS.

Sincerely,
Katherine Kasserman

534 W. Belden Ave. | _
Coach House E-RipJ - Ron_ - d3
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To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> e oTD w1 39
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:24 PM [ SEP 4P b3
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reg;ster-—notlce datedﬂu
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS") for.in S|tu

leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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. Ohly two public meetings have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuquerque, New Mexico. Addmonally,
special meeting with the Nationa!l 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 aiready 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 s0 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,

tina horowitz
4701 pine street m8
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From: Kevin Stephens <kstephens @syntellect.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> Ay TR gl QY
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:25 PM : REHIE L 4 3
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @

To Whom It May Concern: _
I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regiﬁ%grn ‘tie,qﬁa}t\egjig_u!y\%,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement (‘GEIS") for.in situ

leach ("ISL") uranium mining.
| 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,
Kevin Stephens

21357 N. 79th Dr.
Peoria, AZ 85382 ' E-ipJ = Aop. 3
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From: Fred Lavy <fred-cheryl@msn.com>

To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> S, _
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:25 PM  SEp -4 P4 38
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 77

To Whom It May Concern: _

| 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 Stgtemedt}('!GEIS") tor in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. R T

| 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,
Fred Lavy

524 East Wolfe St — -
Harrisonburg, VA 22802 E-Ri03 = pop- 063
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From: Charlotte Lundemo <charlotte @ computercoop.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> a1 eTp -l POtk 38

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:26 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom it May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register, notice dated du}y’r-&%
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statément (“GEIS") forin. S|tu

leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 Albuguerque, 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. 1SL 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,

Charlotte Lundemo

597 Warrior Trail ~
Jackson, MS 39216 E-Rips = Aon-03
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS
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To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglsterrn) ice dated, July 2H
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement "GEIS") for in sxtu
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 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 draftlng a GEIS that would expedite the ISL licensing process was
a foregone conclusmn

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 Albuguerque, 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 cuitural 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 Prograrms 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 appnsed of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

Debra Rehn

5130 SE 30th Av. #9 | _ )
Portland, OR 97202-4557 F-rips < Apm-03
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @ :

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register. qotic{:eﬂatqq Jyly ‘24‘
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stat:el%gnt._("GElS'\)r’fgf;i& situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. T

| 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 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,
florence chapgier

1891 Kimberly Lane —
Los Angeles, CA 90049-2221 L-Rips < AOm-03
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From: Richard Heaning <Bumper8220@ aol.com>

To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> N

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:26 PM " w7 oerp -4 P4 38
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 5/

To Whom It May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notjce dated 7uly 24‘
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stathent\ "GEIS forin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

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

Firét 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 prbcess 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 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,
Richard Heaning

12 Seneca Dr . -
CWA 1104 : ERis = Aom-53
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 82,

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglst?r—nottce ~dated JulzZZt\
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS“) f6r in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 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,
Gerard/ Jerry Wrobel

11590 N Pecos St #C-205 -
Westminster, CO 80234 E~RiDJ < AOp-p3
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notlce dated July
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stai_ﬁwent "GEIS ) for in sntu
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 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 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 apprlsed of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,
Paul Palmer

645 Geoffry Lane
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From: Michael Briney <mbriney @rc.com> By l
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> \ T £
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM @ .,.”\’ o
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS - i:, !
To Whom It May Concern: — -0

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Comm|SS|on s Federal Register notice- dated July 247
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS“) for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ", ‘55

| 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 GE!S 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. I1SL 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
ba3|s 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,

Michael Briney
46 Damson Lane

Naugatuck, CT 06770 E-RiDJ * Apm-03
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From: Kenneth Frohne <kfrohne @ hotmail.com> _
To: <nrcrep@nrc.govs < 7
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM = ;"f;
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS :q e
To Whom It May Concern: 51“’; £

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. T =
. i j o
| 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, Arlzona Colorado and South Dakota,
where ISL mining is proposed.

The NRC should, at a minimum, extend the comment period and schedule public meetlngs 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 1SL
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,

Kenneth Frohne
237 S Pacific Coast Hwy #A E-RipJ: Apn-03 .
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From: Jeff Schatz <jschatz@earthlink.net>
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS iy G &
T
To Whom It May Concern: ™ -u-:‘

| 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 sifu’
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

18

. T
| write to oppose a GEIS. The reasons are many. j
: y
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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 Ilcensmg 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 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,
Jeff Schatz

6930 Ryan Gulch Rd. _
Silverthorne, CO 80498 E~RipS < Aon-a3
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From: Christopher Nettles <cdnettle @ gwu.edu>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> e o 11 37
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM A At AL
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglst? notlce dated July 24t
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement “GEIS") /for in situ
leach (“ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 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 apprlsed of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

Christopher Nettles
6318 11THRD N

Arlington, VA 22205 E~rRioS < Fom -03
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS _

To Whom It May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglsdgr, notlce_‘ﬁated Uuly 24

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

/

| 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 spécific issues to evaluation in an environmental assessment
("EA") is unacceptable. The public participation and environmental analysis réquirements 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 environmenta!l 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,

Steve Martinez
3401 Westlwan
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Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reg\ster notlce dated Ju1“?4
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS") for-in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 ona 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 thls matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

Bobby Andrew
3445 Woodriver Road

P.O. Box 98 E-AipJ = Aom-03
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From: Bobby Andrew <bandrew @ nushtel.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> - R 37
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM 9 O\ . Lt v

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom 1t May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Regtster notice"dated July24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS") for—lh situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 Iicensing 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 statemerit.

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,
Bobby Andrew

3445 Woodriver Road
P.O. Box 98
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From: Jack Stansfield <jacks8981 @verizon.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> sy orn o B4 37
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM st o
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 67/

To Whom It May Concern:

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

| 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 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 pIease keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

Jack Stansfield
16314 62nd Avenue NW E‘ﬂIDJ = ﬂom-og'
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From: Roderick Stewart <rstewart@intelesis.org>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> sy oorn -4 P U 37
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:27 PM 67 ‘ Bl
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

SHAME ON YOU for trying to pull yet another scam on the inhabitants of {he American \(V,e"sﬂ! IMham
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.

1 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
scheduied on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuguergue, 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 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,

Roderick Stewart
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Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:28 PM jap erp -0 P 1 25

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS WA T
(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 ("GEIS") for in situ
teach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 itseif 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 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,
MARK SALAMON s it
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From: Katherine Delanoy <kdelanoy@ antiochne.edu>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> :
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:28 PM . oo 08
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /03 i 025

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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") fer iR, Situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. r"‘ TR LT A/ )

| 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 Albuguerque, 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 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.

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 GEIS.

Sincerely,
Katherine Delanoy £ -Rips = A 03
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From: jay sweeney <jnin @epix.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> :
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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 S'Wtementr(‘"GElS'l or in situ
feach (“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 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 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,
jay sweeney

RD 2 Box 143B E-£I105° pop-03
Dalton, PA 18414
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From: Gideon Banner <ggggbbbb @hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:29 PM M7 ore 4 B L 25
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /08 bt P

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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. It -

| 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 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,

Gideon Banner

222 E. 87th St., #4C -

Suite 808 ERips < Aon-03
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From: eric whitman <lokithemadtitan @ aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> D e
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:29 PM (RTINS -4 R L 25
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /0L

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 Impacffs“t&é_’(ném{';e_;g|§_-.')_vf_g}r 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,

eric whitman _
401 willow ave E-gips - Ao - 03

Suite 808 (
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From: Beryl Landau <beebleberry1 @yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:29 PM iy <Ep -4 P U 25
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 "GEI&)r_\g in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 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,

Beryl Landau ~_( -
3290 Harrison St. E-ips: Apm-03

San Francisco, CA 94110 00,
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From: J C Wilks <antaresjs@msn.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007- 6:30 PM g ip -4 Pt 24
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom it May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Federal Reglster notice, dated_Jujﬁ 24,

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact ﬁtement ('GEIS =-forlin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

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

First, the process by which the NRC arrived at it.s 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 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,

J C Wilks
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From: Bobbi Chapman <bchapman @hcctel.net>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM BRI I < R 4
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 ST‘temen'f ("GEIS ) fﬂn 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 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,

Bobbi Chapman _
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From: Pierre Grady <pieddro @hotmail.com>
To: - <nrcrep@nrc.gov> ' Q
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM - 7 ocEp -4 P 24
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 -atgm@ftg(ﬂGE[S?)-f‘f;rSn situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. R

| 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 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 Chiet 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,
Pierre Grady

231 Dixon Landing Rd
Apt 281
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From: Aelred Glidden <aelred @ net-link.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> A
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM w) e -4 P B 2
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal E_glste ot|ce dated-July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impac Statement "GEIS") fér in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. Lot

| 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. 1SL 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,

Aelred Glidden -
56500 Abbey Road E-ips - Adm-0.3

Three Rivers, MI 49093
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From: Andrew Bacon <andrewbacon @netvista.net>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> e N
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM 7 eo -4 Pyt 20
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS // :

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Re &ster nofice dated-Jt

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact , étement "GEIS") rin S|tu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 meetmgs 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 specmc
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,
Andrew Bacon
7901 Golden Given Road E ERip3 = Pon-03
Tacoma, WA 98404
A~ J. fork (TRP)
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From: melinda bashen <bluedog727 @aol.com>
Date: Wod, Aug 25, 3007 6:30 PM 200 52 -4 Pt 24
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @

To Whom it May Concern:

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

| 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 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,

melinda bashen

po box 12862 - . -
arlington, VA 22219 EARIDS* Aom-03
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From: Gina Hafner <ginahafner@care2.com>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM

Subject: Uran,ium Recovery GEIS @

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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’"f\Stétement‘("GEIS—'T‘for in situ
leach ("1SL") uranium mining. ﬁ

ISP -4 P 24

| 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 mi'nimum, 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 specmc
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,

Gina Hafner

388 NE Liberty ERips - AdI-03

Gresham, OR 97030
Add - o . "
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From: Margaret Hellerstein <margaret.hellerstein @gmail.com>
To: . <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM 7 <o -4 P L 23
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @ cEt 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 ImpaoT‘Stateme'nt (’GE:LS",)'Tbr in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. TR R N

| 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,

Margaret Hellerstein
17 W. 67th St. E-L1p5 -

New York, NY 10023
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From: rebecca koo <memoriesjc @hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30' PM - Y7 SR -0 PHOW:
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS Y Fe e PR 4 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 S atement\(;"GEIS“)—for‘tjw situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. Tl

| 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 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,

rebecca koo

529 taylor ct #22 E-ipJ= Ao 03

mountain view, CA 94043 _
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From: Daniel Patterson and family <roundriver@gmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.govs>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM . A STp -4 PH U 23
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS //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 Genenc Enwronmental ‘rmpact
Statement ("GEIS") for in situ leach ("ISL") uranium mining. :

We 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- specmc 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 [SL 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 and illegal. 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.

Please keep us fully informed of developments with regard to the GEIS.
Thank you,
Daniel Patterson and family

POB 172 -
Tucson, AZ 85702 E-RiDJ < Aom-63
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From: Alana Balogh <abalogh @epix.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM 7 SER -4 PH U 23
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 ﬂtement ('lGEIS") @ln situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. -

| write to oppose a GEIS. 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 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 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,
;81.’1%3(32029111 E-RiOJ = ADi~-03
Supdt Leoviad @)n_é)le.‘{e Peld: T ;001*/4 bﬂp>

B-VsaTilr - (v )
Tﬁmﬂc\k S Ao o3 (



| NRCREP - Uranium Recovery GEIS e S — ___Page2]

Revere, PA 18953



C:Memp\GW)00001.TMP ~

Mail Envelope Properties (46D5F37D.489 : 9 : 38025)

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS
Creation Date Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:30 PM
From: Alana Balogh <abalogh @epix.net>
Created By: abalogh @epix.net
Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPO01.HQGWDOO01

NRCREP

Post Office Route
TWGWPO01.HQGWDOO01 nrc.gov
Files Size Date & Time

MESSAGE 3131 Wednesday, August 29, 2007 6:30 PM
Mime.822 4295
Options

Expiration Date: None

Priority: Standard

ReplyRequested: No

Return Notification: None

Concealed Subject: No

Security: 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 RecoveryGEIS -~~~

. Page 1]

Stuasi

7/0'24/07

72 PR 4o 344
From: Mary lawrence <beth.lawrence @ eds.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:31 PM i 27 SEP ~y oo o123
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @ Bt

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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“ I"l)ln situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. Y

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 Albuquergue, 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 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,

Mary lawrence -
6550 Cypress Point Rd E-Rins - A0 -63

Alexandria, VA 22312
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Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:31 PM > 2 P 4 P
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To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 tatemeni (‘\'GEISi“rsor in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. _

| 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 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,

Ted Cheeseman

20800 Kittridge Rd E-RI0J = Aom-63
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From: Thomas Conroy <trconroy @earthlink.net> o
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:32 PM ' %1 CIp -4 B W 23
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS s o

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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,ement("GElS‘L 'fcrr 151 situ
leach ("ISL"} uranium mining. M

| 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 Albuquergue, 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 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,

Thomas Conroy

1466 11th Street . - .
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 £ ~Rios Aon. 03
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From: James Williams <jhwillia@mtsu.edu>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:32 PM
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 atement "GEI,AS rfeﬁr in situ

.._\\

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. \ |
| 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. I1SL 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,
James Williams

1104 Caldwell Ave -
Nashville; TN 37204 ERiIQ5* App-03
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From: Charlie Graham <cgraham @teleport.com>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:32 PM A .
) ’ iﬂ < .._U_ - i:
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 707 SEP -4 P 422

To Whom It May Concern:
| 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 Ja-terpen&t~(-"GIE!I;81)rfej in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. \%‘_"‘“_‘:__ Bl AV .

| 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
scheduied 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 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,
Charlie Graham

695 NE 4th Ave
Hillsboro, OR 97124 E-ios: Aom-63
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From: Alice Neuhauser <apntrc@msn.com>

To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:32 PM ~

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /L 7

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 f!?,tememt;—(ﬂe\Ell-Si) ?‘0ﬁin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. et nat Al RV A

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 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,

Alice Neuhauser

1466 11th Street - . o
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 E~rip3* pop-o3
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS P-4 PH o 22

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 ment ("GEIS") for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. T l—g

\_/'.;l',

| 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 meetihgs have been
scheduled on this matter - one in Casper, Wyoming and one in Albuguerque, 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. 1SL 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,

Tim Duda §
340 Queen Anne Court E-Rpj* pom-03

San Antonio, TX 78209 _ . )
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From: Todd Jailer <todd.jailer @ sbcglobal.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

T
)
)

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:33 PM a7 orn Ll DY .
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS AR 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 t)aterpent G'GEISi) far in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ; it y [ )

| 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 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,

Todd Jailer
1612 Virginia St. ERi05< fpm -03

Berkeley, CA 94703 _
Add: J. fore  @GrP)
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From: Donna Bonetti <donnambirdlady@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:33 PM 07 TP 4 PH 427
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /oj 7

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 Stété‘ment ("GEIS" f(‘5I"Ih)SItU
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. M

| 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
Nationa!l 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 éomments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,
Donna Bonetti

1170 B Monroe Dr E‘{QIOJ" AD P03

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 PM . e o —
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS )28 7 SR -4 P 6 22

To Whom It May Concern:
| 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 Stasement ("GEIS") t(?r—x\? situ

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. LNl
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 Albugquerque, 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 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,

James Nagy - -
3334 Lynwoo dr. E-ins App--03

Highland, CA 92346 g
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From: Jessie Allen-Young <allyou@alum.dartmouth.org>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
i (49w 1 w22

To Whom it May Concern:

| 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("GEIS") for ingsitu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. - - m)

| 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 Albuguerque, 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, socic-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,

Jessie Allen-Young

128 Laguna St.

Suite 808 £ rRios © o033
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From: Eric Bourgeois <ebourg@gis.net>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM Y SE7 eIy e 9|
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @ st tH

To Whom It May Concern:

1 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 Impaeg Statement ("GEIS" for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. I u 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 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,
Eric Bourgeois

888 Massachusetts Avenue 614-A I oz 4R
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To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM : LR N | R« TR 21
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS )3/ o weo

To Whom It May Concern:
| 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}tatem?nt ("GEISHHﬁHT situ

i

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. VWL T
| 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 Albuguerque, 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 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, -

James Sams
2875 Cowley Way #615 £ -Ri0S = ADm -03

San Diego, CA 92110 -
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From: Alan Kardoff <mgmtdrak @ yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Sibiect:  Uranium Becoveny G215 (J32) MW7 SP -4 B 42

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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)forn situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. {i=t 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 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 opportuhity to submit my comments on this matter, and please keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

Alan Kardoff -
778 Antilles Rd NE E-RIDS: ppp~03

Palm Bay, FL 32907
Add s O. fprde  ORP)
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From: Jennie Lopez <jrizapatista @yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM oo 4 P 21
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @ e

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 TT@r in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. t P -

| 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,

Jennie Lopez
2878 Lincoln Ave. E~Ri03 = ADin -03

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 :
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @
To Whom It May Concern:

| 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,t,e—_:;rp__e\nit_("(%E,ISI) rin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. \5—- { AVIES

. Page1]
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| 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 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 piease keep me apprised of
developments with regard to the GEIS.

Sincerely,

Mario Rivera

1528 Ave L NW E-RIDS = ppp -63
Winter Haven, FL 33881 _
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From: Elaine Fischer <efischer@workmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM it 2|
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS )

/3>

To Whom It May Concern: 5
Radioactive materials are NOT safe!
I AW
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Reglsternonce dated July 2
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GEIS") for in sntu

leach ("ISL") uranium mining.
| 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,

Elaine Fischer E-Ri0s: fom -03
Leview (3),%6,;&-(@, Add T %,’fé Cjﬂp)
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From: Gordon Messling <touchingback @hotmail.com>

To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM -
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS S8l

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 lmpact-St tement ("GEIS"x)-f?r in 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 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 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,

Gordon Messling ~ .
HC 70 Box 404 EIDJ = Apn-03

Jasper, AR 72641 /q' p ( )
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From: Darlene Jakusz <jdjakusz@wi-net.com>

To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:34 PM a7 <o 0 Py 2

Subiject: Uranium Recovery GEIS S ‘

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 ImpacI-Statement—("\ESEIS"?"fj)r in situ
3 {

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. R AR B U B
| 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 [SL mining such as Grants, Gailup, 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 GEIS.

Sincerely,

Darlene Jakusz
8380 Ambrose Lane E‘{Q/DJ' © AOP-03
: )

Amherst Jct., W1 54407
Ao 3. 7
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To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:36 PM TR -0 P L
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS abl B P4 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 St tement-( GEIS“)rfor in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. Y x.\ ,A..f_ _f Yoo [ I

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 Albuqguerque, 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 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,

Christine Pylypowycz -
1618 N. Newland Ave. t”ﬂf'DJ"ﬂom-b:g’

Chicago, IL 60707
Reooied &,.,fle:}e/ Beldf J. pOr/é é_jﬂp)
B- oty (Rww)

Te,,ﬁ,[m‘e - Aon-03



cMemp\GWJ00001L.TMP e . Pagelj

Mail Envelope Properties (46D5F4C0.552 : 10 : 38226)

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS
Creation Date Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:35 PM
From: Christine Pylypowycz <chris210s @hotmail.com>
Created By: chris210s @hotmail.com
Recipients
nrc.gov

TWGWPOO01.HQGWDOO1

NRCREP

Post Office Route
TWGWPO01.HQGWDOO! nrc.gov
Files Size Date & Time

MESSAGE 3048 Wednesday, August 29, 2007 6:35 PM
Mime.822 4245
Options

Expiration Date: None

Priority: Standard

ReplyRequested: No

Return Notification: None

Concealed Subject: No

Security: 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 _Page |

] (A4 )67 — e T
7/ / RULES HECTIVES
72 FR Y34 ¢ |
From: Shireen karimi <skarimi@ coopamerica.org>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> -
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:36 PM PH 1 20
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /35 ‘

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"{ ﬂ3r in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. i Y b

| 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. 1SL 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,

Shireen karimi

1612 K St NW E-RI0ST Aom-p3
Suite 808 '
paid: 3. fock  Gro)

\S ' I 1r €
Utst Qeveo  Cinplete B. usnTitt (Ruov)

n‘n\f/a‘(e ° HOM-013



. NRCREP - Uranium Recovery G

Page 2|

Washington DC, DC 20006



| c:\temp\GW}00001.TMP_ ___Page1]

Mail Envelope Properties (46D5F4C0.554 : 12 : 38228)

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS
Creation Date Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:35 PM
From: Shireen karimi <skarimi@coopamerica.org>
Created By: skarimi @coopamerica.org
Recipients
nrc.gov
TWGWPOO01.HQGWDOO!
NRCREP
Post Office Route
TWGWPOO1.HQGWDOO1 nrc.gov
Files Size Date & Time
MESSAGE _ 3049 Wednesday, August 29, 2007 6:35 PM
Mime.822 - 4251 '
Options
Expiration Date: None
Priority: Standard
ReplyRequested: No
Return Notification: None
Concealed Subject: No
Security: 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 RecoveryGEIS _~ ~ _Page 1

7 L2407 \
VL R Ho3yy

From: Vero Brentjens <vaamb@yahoo.com>

To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:36 PM

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @

To Whom It May Concern:
| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission’s Federal Register nopge dated July 24,

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impac;‘St"“tement ("GEIS") rin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 minirhum, 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 oniy 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,

Vero Brentjens

.138 Bayview Tr. ERigr: pom-o 3
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From: Ted Gartner <gartneraz@cox.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:36 PM w7 ore -4 P 4 20

Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS FAUTIINGY

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 Statementv("GErS") for |n |tu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. il

| 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,
Ted Gartner

255 S. Kyrene Road E‘/Q{QJ = -
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From: Ervin Jindrich <ervinj@jps.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Sabjoct Uraum Recovery GEIS. @ o7 P -4 i I 20

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 Impac @tement-(‘;Gl;lS'.‘l rin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ﬁ { 1\ g-“)ii%

A X
; L -"lr-: 1% LI

| 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 proce'ss 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 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,
Ervin Jindrich

9 Heuter Lane

Mill Valley, CA 94941 ERIDS < pop-03
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From: Philip Simon <philsimtpr@aol.com>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:37 PM T Are il B0 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 Statement “GEJS“) for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining.

| 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 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,

Philip Simon

Box 9473 ~ o
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To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:37 PM Al oFD w1
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @ 207 SEP -4 P4 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 e}tem,enj (*GEIS=)fexnin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ?“1 %jf i {“‘ P/ — .

| 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. I1SL 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
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From: Thierry Deshayes <uncleterr@hotmail.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:38 PM ~ cr o Ll DMLk |9
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @ Qoo TR e

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 Imp. Statement ("GEFS )for in situ
-

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ” Ty
| 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 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,

Thierry Deshayes —
Scottsdale Unified #48 ER{S < An.- o3

Scottsdale, AZ 85251
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To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:38 PM : ; ———
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS @ P& 19

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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. ?‘ Lo \' - rn)

i
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 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,

mary davis

1157 S. van ness ave. E»/‘)”DJ : /4'9/7‘—‘03 _

San Francisco, CA 94110 .
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Date: Wed, AUg 29, 2007 6:39 PM ! 7;‘:’)7 orn oL q DH q ‘ 9
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /Lf7 LTINS riboAR

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 Impaﬁ\Statemen{i(\"GElS" or in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. i : RS

| 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 Albuquergue, 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 hydroiogy, 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,
Barbara Kabbas ~_ -
14 Continental Road L-RipJ = A3
A 3. ek Gre)

Greenville, Rl 02828
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From: Jonathan Sirotek <hoka-hey@ ouraynet.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:39 PM M7 EP -4 P U9
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS LA PR

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 ImpatT— tatement ]E18"Hj)r in situ
leach ("ISL"} uranium mining. 11’” Ve

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 EISs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed I1SL
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,

Jonathan Sirotek
PO Box 132

Suite 808 E-RIpS 7 Aorr-63
Aeded: T Pk Gre)
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From: Thelma Matlin <tmatlin@nvbell.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date?: Wed,. Aug 29, 2007 6:39 PM 05 Crp i P U 19
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS Ladd P

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. —

| 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.

| 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 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,

E-R(o5= Aom 03
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To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov> 07 CED i Py U 19

Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:39 PM
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS :

To Whom It May Concern:

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

| 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 Albuquergque, 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 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 Federat 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,

Joyce Abraham
8001 Sandpoint Way NE, C51 E-RIDS* Apn-03

Suite 808
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To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:46 PM 707 SFP -5 MY 4: 48
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 Sfa 'Fn'eﬁ\(;’_'@EjS{"j)joT‘T situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. [LE S I A

| 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. I1SL 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,

Jlohn Marchese ~ R -

3155 Laurel Avenue £ -0 Aon.~a3

Hemderson, NV 89014 Feld: J 'ﬂ&[k (J/&,ﬂ)
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Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:47 PM M7 SEp -5 PHO4: 48
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS )52 o

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 Stg{a\@ﬁ_‘_épf('"ﬁ;fil‘-‘sz'/‘)%ffb{ @ situ
leach (*"ISL") uranium mining. L VL

| 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,
Arthur Montana _ -
26508 Grinsell Lane, , Hillsboro E ,é/ﬂ_f /9{)/&-03
Hillsboro, W1 54634 —_ —
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From: Lee & Charlotte Terbot <TurboTurtle@indco.net>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:48 PM WO CEp -5 P 4 U9
Subject: - Uranium Recovery GEIS /53

To Whom It May Concern:

| am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register not|ce.dated July 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Sté_“ment ("GEIS ) for—\snu
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 draftmg 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 Albuguerque, 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 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,
Lee & Charlotte Terbot

327 Curia Creek Lane ‘ e~ .
Cave City, AR 72521 ,_ E-Ri03 < pop-o3
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From: Pablo Martinez <patoma1 @yahoo.com>

To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>

Date: ' Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:48 PM ™ w7 SFP -5 P4 49
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /5‘7'

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 !mpacFStafement "GEIS"ﬂr in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. Y

| 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 Albuguerque, New Mexico. Additionally, a
special meeting with the Nationa! 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 EiSs.

Because the site specific issues are so central to assessing the environmental impact of proposed [SL
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,

Pablo Martinez E~Zipd = AP -03

611 W 145 ST
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From: Sheri Archey <soho2west @yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:48 PM 70] SFP -5 P 4 50
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS '

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 StatéﬁéﬁtﬁGElS"\) :.f5Liqr1?jtu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. R R

| 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 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,
Sheri Archey - .,
2375 Myrtle Ave. NE E-RI05 = Aop-03
Salem, OR 97301 Add: T .
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From: Rachelle Giuliani <rcgiuliani@yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep @nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:48 PM 707 SEP -5 PM 8: 50
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 Staﬂ“ment ("GEIS") lrf_'fr‘")s:itu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. Pt

| oppose a GEIS. The reasons are many.

First, | think 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, | 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 aiready 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 I1SL
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,
Rachelle Giuliani E-Ripys - Por-03

West Ridge Street
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From: Delwin Goss <Delwingoss @aol.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> ~
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:49 PM e et .
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS )57 07 SEP -5 P4 50

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 atemeqt-(i(?Elsi) for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ?‘j)"_ { P i‘_“» ! \/}__Lj

| 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 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,

Delwin Goss
7403 Riverside # 29 E-RiDs < Aon-63

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 . s orp -5 PR 8 50
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /58 i smp -5 PN

To Whom It May Concern: '

| 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 ("GEIS‘ mn situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. (—

| 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 Albuguerque, 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 importaht 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,

Amanda Carter .
1 Rockwell Place E-Rips: Aom-03
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /59 s -5 P

To Whom It May Concern:

1 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 tq*cement (“GEIS")}’for in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. YA s m;

| 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 Ilcensmg 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 conciuded, 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, meaningfut 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,

Allyson Sand
3005 Foxcreek Dr. ) E‘ﬂ/w - /4)19/%_03
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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 07 erp -5 PO 50
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS Wi

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 atem‘entj'jGEl.Sj‘)sz}' in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. i Lo iV

| 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 Albuguerque, 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 aiready 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 I1SL
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,
Guy Zahller

146 creek drive, #C - -
Aptos, CA 95003 E-R10S = pop- 03
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From: Nate Metzker <nmetzker @ mindspring.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date.: Wed,_ Aug 29, 2007 6:49 PM ' W SEP -5 PH 4 5
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /é/

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 ("GEIS"] fonin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. VA TV

| 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 Iicénsing 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 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,

Nate Metzker
322 E 104th St #3W E Rios = Aop-03 .

New York, NY 10029
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From: Lydia Garvey <wolfhowimama @yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:50 PM M7 SEP -5 P OH: 51
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:

I am responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice dated Jily 24,
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Stat"ment ("GEIS )for Hr?snu
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. v -

| 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 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
Oftice 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,

Lydia Garvey - -
429 S 24th E-2I10S = Aom-o3

Clinton, OK 73601
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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 B
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

To Whom It May Concern:
We are responding to the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission's Federal Register notice-gated July 24;
2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact Statement ("GE{ ") for in S|tuJ

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ,_:; e
’ “CD
We have just learned of this proposed action and frankly are horrified. :‘":T"Z Lﬂ..‘

.....

We strongly oppose a GEIS for many reasons.. e =
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 sité- specmc natur 31 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, it appears that the NRC has aiready concluded that a GEIS 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 Environmentat 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.
E-RipS= Apmn—-03
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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 GEIS.

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 ) sy oorp -5 P U §2
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS 164 SRR ‘

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 Irr,pgctﬁtatqm_ent/;’(@@ F1§) forin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. AT T T

| 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 Albugquerque, 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 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,

Gladwyn d'Souza o
1473 Sixth Ave ERIDS: Aon-03

Belmont, CA 94002 ,‘%{ P ( 0 )
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From: Jonathan Alexander <jexander @yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov>
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:51 PM 77 SEP -5 PH 4 52
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS //;5

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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{@rhe@”t ’(",GE;ISf,'f)irfo%situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. A A =

[ 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 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,
Jonathan Alexander 7y _ )
. -0
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From: Lynda Aubrey <lIsaubrey @yahoo.com>
To: <nrcrep@nrc.gov> _
Date: Wed, Aug 29, 2007 6:51 PM . M7 S50 -5 PH U 52
Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /é 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 §St; t'e”ng’e‘nt (“GEISJ foDm situ
leach ("ISL"} uranium m|n|ng

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 Albuguerque, 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. I1SL 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,

Lynda Aubrey
POB 126 E-2ips: Aom-03

Elk, CA 95432 _~
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Subiject: Uranium Recovery GEIS

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

2007 regarding the scope of the proposed Generic Environmental Impact S§atemeﬁt\( 'G!:EIS"")Pf—qr i S|tu

/

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 aiready 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
Nationa! 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,

Ron Bottorft - )
660 Randy Drive E-Ri0S* fAon-03
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /(7

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 (“GEtS") §f05 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 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,

Jessica DiCamillo . )
865 Corbett Ave. #4 E-RiDS* Apm-63

San Francisco, CA 94131 _
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Subject: Uranium Recovery GEIS /éC} A7 SEP -5 P 4 53

To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 esn’ent "GEIS") fO[l situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. l-\ i b ! ‘« D)

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 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,

Bonnie Bartield - . -
1036 Huntington trace ct E-Ri0S: Apm-63

Smyrna, GA 30082 , )
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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. R S '\ /FD
| 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 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,

Robert Rutemoeller - ) _
PO Box 587 E~Rins: Adn-03
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To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 ﬁt@tement "GEIS% fes in situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. ST -

| 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 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,

Nancy Thompson
511 E 141st St E~Zips + ﬂvn\:OS

Hammond, IN 46327
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To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 §{at_en‘llentr("G\EIS

leach ("ISL") uranium mining. T4 s

| 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 fundamentaliy 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 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,

Kenneth Bird P A
13?n/2$atgonervenue £-riog- APm-03
Al T, Pocke GRP)

Rochester, NY 14622
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To Whom It May Concern:

| 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 (“GEJS,") rin situ
leach ("ISL") uranium mining. & ;Ls

| 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 I1SL 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. I1SL 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,

cathleen carlson

18029 Glenburn Ave E-RIDS < Aon-03
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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 Impagt.\Statement §<\."GES" or in situ
leach (*ISL") uranium mining. e Y o L

| 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 fIaWed. 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 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,

Tommy Bacorn ___
1842 1/2 N. Mariposa Ave. E~Rins = ppm-03
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