
 
 
From:  Jihan Gearon <ienenergy@igc.org> 
To:   <NRCREP@nrc.gov> 
Date:   10/8/2007 9:58:42 PM  
Subject:  Uranium Recovery GEIS  
 
Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch 
 
Mail Stop T-6D59 
   
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
   
Washington , D.C.20555-0001 
   
   
   
RE: Uranium Recovery GEIS; Scoping Comments 
   
   
   
Dear Sir: 
   
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 (³GEIS²) for in situ leach (³ISL²) uranium 
mining. Please note my concerns below. 
   
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. Too few public 
meetings have been scheduled on this matter‹one in Casper, Wyoming, one in 
Albuquerque, New Mexico and one in Gallup, New Mexico. Additionally, a 
special meeting with the National Mining Association was held in Washington 
, D.C. None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining 
operations. Communities that face proposed ISL mining such as Grants, 
Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico , were ignored. Additionally, the NRC 
has ignored entire states, such as Utah , Arizona , Colorado and  South 
Dakota , where ISL mining is proposed. The NRC should, at a minimum, further 
extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in communities that 
will be affected by ISL mining. 
   
Also, 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. 
   
Moreover, relegating these important site specific issues to evaluation in 
an environmental assessment (³EA²) 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 ³the potential for fewer 
public meetings is there² with the EA process. 
   
Finally, the GEIS will curtail the input by the indigenous peoples of this 
land and undermine the sovereignty of their respective governments. On April 
29, 2005 the Navajo Nation had passed the Dine Natural Resources Protection 
Act. This legislation prohibits future Uranium mining and processing on 
Navajo Indian Country, which includes both conventional mining and milling 
practices as well as proposed ISL processing methods. Many of the proposed 
sites for Uranium recovery in New Mexico overlap Navajo Indian Country and 
are subject to both tribal and federal review. Some proposed sites, such as 
Mount Taylor near Grants, New Mexico , are areas of cultural (or religious) 
significance for several tribal nations. In New Mexico , issues regarding or 
affecting the tribes require that a ³Tribal Consultation² process be 
completed with the involved parties before any decision-making take place. 
Please be advised there are several Indian tribes in New  Mexico, with many 
differences in governmental practices, who require appropriate Tribal 
Consultation occur  before any decisions are made. 
   
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, 
   
Jihan R. Gearon 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Jihan Gearon 
Indigenous Environmental Network 
Native Energy and Climate Campaign 



P.O. Box 2696  
Flagstaff, AZ 86003 
928.214.8301 
www.ienearth.org 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
 
 



Federal Register Notice:  72FR40344  
Comment Number:   1300  
 
Mail Envelope Properties   (474ACD3C.HQGWDO01.TWGWPO03.200.2000004.1.145C0C.1)  
 
Subject:   Uranium Recovery GEIS  
Creation Date:   10/8/2007 9:58:42 PM  
From:    Jihan Gearon <ienenergy@igc.org> 
 
Created By:   ienenergy@igc.org 
 
Recipients    
<NRCREP@nrc.gov> 
 
Post Office        Route  
TWGWPO03.HQGWDO01       nrc.gov  
 
Files     Size      Date & Time  
MESSAGE    4571      10/8/2007 9:58:42 PM  
TEXT.htm    5195      11/26/2007 1:42:20 PM  
Mime.822    12000      11/26/2007 1:42:20 PM  
 
Options  
Priority:     Standard   
Reply Requested:    No   
Return Notification:    None  
    None   
  
Concealed Subject:    No  
Security:     Standard  



Chief, Rules Review and Directives Branch 
 
Mail Stop T-6D59 
   
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
   
Washington , D.C.20555-0001 
   
   
   
RE: Uranium Recovery GEIS; Scoping Comments 
   
   
   
Dear Sir: 
   
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. Please note my 
concerns below. 
   
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. Too few public meetings have been scheduled on this matter—one 
in Casper, Wyoming, one in Albuquerque, New Mexico and one in Gallup, New Mexico. Additionally, a special meeting with the 
National Mining Association was held in Washington , D.C. None of these communities is the site of any proposed ISL mining 
operations. Communities that face proposed ISL mining such as Grants, Crownpoint and Church Rock, New Mexico , were 
ignored. Additionally, the NRC has ignored entire states, such as Utah , Arizona , Colorado and  South Dakota , where ISL 
mining is proposed. The NRC should, at a minimum, further extend the comment period and schedule public meetings in 
communities that will be affected by ISL mining. 
   
Also, 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. 
   
Moreover, 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. 
   
Finally, the GEIS will curtail the input by the indigenous peoples of this land and undermine the sovereignty of their respective 
governments. On April 29, 2005 the Navajo Nation had passed the Dine Natural Resources Protection Act. This legislation 
prohibits future Uranium mining and processing on Navajo Indian Country, which includes both conventional mining and 
milling practices as well as proposed ISL processing methods. Many of the proposed sites for Uranium recovery in New Mexico 
overlap Navajo Indian Country and are subject to both tribal and federal review. Some proposed sites, such as Mount Taylor 
near Grants, New Mexico , are areas of cultural (or religious) significance for several tribal nations. In New Mexico , issues 
regarding or affecting the tribes require that a “Tribal Consultation” process be completed with the involved parties before any 
decision-making take place. Please be advised there are several Indian tribes in New  Mexico, with many differences in 
governmental practices, who require appropriate Tribal Consultation occur  before any decisions are made. 
   
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, 
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Jihan R. Gearon 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Jihan Gearon 
Indigenous Environmental Network 
Native Energy and Climate Campaign 
P.O. Box 2696  
Flagstaff, AZ 86003 
928.214.8301 
www.ienearth.org 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
 

Page 2 of 2Uranium Recovery GEIS

11/28/2007file://C:\EMailCapture\URGEIS\1300\attch1.htm



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (None)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket true
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /UseDeviceIndependentColor
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Preserve
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 450
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly true
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for compliance with 10CFR1, Appendix A.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [300 300]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


