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1320 E. Lake Bluff Blvd.
Shorewood, WI 53211

January 9, 2013

Cindy Bladey, Chief
Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch (RADB)
Office of Administration
Mail Stop: TWB-05- BOIM
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555- 0001

Dear Ms. Bladey:

Speaking as a frequent visitor and occasional part-time resident of the southern Black Hills, I
have several concerns and questions about impact of the proposed Dewey-Burdock project on
local and regional water supplies.

1. The use of Class V wells is obviously an attempt to evade state laws prohibiting Class I
disposal wells. I have discussed this with NRC and EPA officials, and it is clear that the only
reason these disposal wells are classified as Class V is because Class I wells are not allowed
under South Dakota law. If the people of South Dakota want to allow Class I wells, they can
change the law; otherwise, Powertech should be required to obey both the letter and the spirit of
the law, rather than circumventing it by changing terminology.

2. The EPA's only regulatory involvement here is to model and monitor the quality of water
placed in the disposal wells. They do not model or monitor depletion of aquifers, apart from
requiring that some water be removed from the upper (Inyan Kara) aquifer to keep the pressure
gradient low enough to prevent migration of contaminated water beyond the proposed
containment zone.

It is up to the state to ensure that the aquifers are not irreparably depleted. The SEIS says the
aquifers will recharge "over time" or "with time." It is not at all clear to what extent the aquifers
will be depleted and how long it will take to recharge them. What is the basis for the statement
that the aquifers will be recharged ever, much less "with time"? What time span does the model
suggest? What happens when annual precipitation is less than 10 inches for several years in a
row? The SIES asserts that the aquifers are sealed off from one another by layers of impermeable
shale. That being the case, how does water ever make its way back into the aquifer? It doesn't.

Water that would otherwise be available for domestic and livestock use will be removed from the
lower (Madison) aquifer and pumped into the Inyan Kara aquifer, thereby partially depleting the
Madison in an attempt to bring the contaminated post-project Inyan Kara aquifer up to some
water quality standard. The more contaminated the Inyan Kara, the more water must be removed



from the Madison. If the assertion that these are sealed aquifers is correct, then natural recharge
of the Madison is not possible.

3. Class V wells are not allowed to contain hazardous material. It is not clear to me how the
liquid waste will rendered sufficiently free of uranium, radium, selenium, and arsenic to be
deemed not hazardous. If the EPA issues permits for Class V disposal wells, that agency is
thereby asserting that the "liquid waste" is free of uranium, radium, selenium, and arsenic
(among other toxins). That being the case, it is not clear to me why this purportedly unpolluted
water must be placed in a disposal well. One person told me the only reason for "liquid waste"
disposal is to keep the pressure gradient sufficiently low to prevent the water from moving
outside the impact zone. Another told me that this "liquid waste" from uranium ISU would
normally be classified as hazardous waste. The reason that term isn't used in this instance is
because Class V wells are not permitted for disposal of hazardous waste. (Are you starting to see
a pattern here?) Is it "liquid waste" or water? If it is water, then why does it matter if some leaks
outside the impact zone? If is it clean, usable water, why not pump it back into the Madison
aquifer? And if it is water, then ask Powertech and NRC officials if they would drink that water
every day for the next 15 years.

4. If the water in these aquifers is drawn down to a level that cannot recharge themselves in a
reasonable amount of time, or ever, what is the remedy? The SEIS says Powertech will provide
landowners with new wells or water supplies. What water source will those wells tap? Will
Powertech truck in water for domestic use and livestock? For how many years? If/when
Powertech declares bankruptcy and leaves, who will pay for a remedy?

5. If Powertech and regulators opt for surface disposal of the "liquid waste," then the EPA has no
role in regulating the quality of that water. The state would be responsible for monitoring the
effects of spraying the liquid waste directly onto the ground surface. What will prevent arsenic
and radioactive materials from running off into alluvial and shallow groundwater? What is the
remedy offered if the "liquid waste" is actually "liquid waste" and not unpolluted water? Is the
state indemnified against the costs of such remedy? How?

6. The hazardous waste renamed "liquid waste" so that it can be disposed of in Class V wells
will be injected both above and below the Madison aquifer. With a major geologic fault only a
mile distant from the project impact zone and the law of gravity not yet repealed, it would appear
that this project can easily render both the Inyan Kara and the Madison aquifers unusable. Is that
worth. 84 jobs?

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Water is life. Water is life. Water is life.

Linea Sundstrom
Linea.sundstromA gmail.com
(414) 963-0288

cc: Representative Charles Hoffman, Chair, SD House Agriculture and Natural Resources
Committee; Senator Shantel Krebs, Chair, SD Senate Agriculture and Natural Resources
Committee


