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General Comment
The NRC, EPA, DOE and most state regulatory agencies have failed to protect existing water
resources. No in situ uranium mine site has succeeded in returning an aquifer to baseline water
quality values. Between Fall River and Custer counties you will be putting 2800 known wells at
risk. Congress has just requested an accounting of the cost of remediation for existing uranium
sites, why would you consider adding to this problem? As the authorizing agency what liability
will you assume for problems created by your decision? Why has the NRC not demanded proven-
- safe techniques specifically delineated in the SEIS? Why are materials not affected by the
leaching chemicals not required? Similar SEIS statements have been disallowed by the courts for
the same company in the state of Colorado, judged as being inadequate.
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