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AYT-T' _TA

1900 W. Warlow Dr. Bldg. A * P.O. Box 2318
Gillette. WY 82717-2318

(307) 686-4066

May 10, 2013

Ms. Cindy Bladey, Chief
Rules, Announcements, and Directives Branch (RADB)
Office of Administration
Mail Stop: TWB-05-BO1M
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20555-0001

Sent Via Email

Re: Comments from Strata Energy, Inc. on the Ross Project Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement
Docket No. 040-09091

Dear Ms. Bladey:

By this letter, Strata Energy, Inc. (Strata) submits the enclosed comments on the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Proposed Ross ISR Project in
Crook County, Wyoming.

Strata appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DSEIS. If you have any questions or
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at your convenience. Thank you for your time
and consideration in this matter.

Respectfu1y Submitted,

di\ke Griffin
Vice President - P rmitting, Regulatory and
Environmenta&"C mpliance

cc: Johari Moore, NRC SEIS Project Manager (via email)
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May 2013
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GENERAL COMMENTS

1. Strata commends the work completed by NRC staff in preparing the DSEIS in a timely
manner. However, Strata believes that the DSEIS does not tier as explicitly as it could
off of the GEIS. Strata suggests that NRC Staff provide explicit references to the GEIS
and it supplements (SEISs) where appropriate. Consistent with the conclusions in the
GEIS and publication of the Safety Evaluation Report (SER), Strata agrees with NRC
staff's conclusion that Strata's requested license should be granted.

2. The entire DSEIS needs to use the word "potential" when discussing impacts or effects in
its assessment of the proposed Ross Project. Given that the DSEIS assesses impacts or
effects that may or may not result from the construction, operation, aquifer restoration,
and decommissioning phases of the project, the use of the term "potential" is appropriate.

3. The DSEIS is inconsistent in its use of "would" versus "will," the latter of which is the
correct term in the vast majority of cases.

The DSEIS should not use the term "impoundments" since this implies tailings, which
are not part of an ISR facility. For consistency with the license application and the draft
license, the term "ponds" should be used throughout the DSEIS.

In addition the term "solid [or liquid] byproduct material" should not be used; but rather
the correct term should be "solid [or liquid] 1 le.(2) byproduct material." The AEA
provides NRC with exclusive, federal preemptive jurisdiction over various classes of
"byproduct material." Three of the classes of "byproduct material," I Ie.(l), I l e.(3), and
I le.(4) byproduct materials, are not relevant to the Proposed Action. The second, I le.(2)
byproduct material, is the waste generated from uranium milling per 10 CFR 40.4. Thus,
Strata suggests that the proper term I I e.(2) byproduct material should be used throughout
the DSEIS.

In describing Strata's other proposed project in the Lance District, it is important that the
NRC always use "potential," which is consistent with the ER RAI CI-I (A) and (B)
responses.

4. The mitigation measures described in the DSEIS are sometimes unclear. Strata suggests
the mitigation measures be described separate from the potential impacts. In addition,
when discussing mitigation measures, it is important to state that Strata's approach, in
most cases, have been previously approved for other ISR projects. Strata suggests the
DSEIS cite NUREG-1910 and its supplements (SEISs).

Ross ISR Project Comments on ML13078A036
Docket #040-09091
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

p. xviii, lines 8-10

p. xviii, lines 12-16

p. xviii, lines 22-25

p. xviii, lines 39-40

p. xix, lines 1-2

p. xix, lines 16-17

p. xix, lines 18-19

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Strata suggests revising the statement that yellowcake is "used to produce
various products, including fuel for commercially operated nuclear power
reactors." The use of "various products" may be misconstrued for highly
enriched nuclear fuel for naval warships and nuclear weapons, which is
not the purpose of the Ross Project. Strata suggests revising the statement
to be consistent with the text box on p. 2-13, which states that yellowcake
will be "sent to a conversion plant that uses yellowcake to produce
uranium hexafluoride (UF 6) as the next step in the manufacture of nuclear
fuel."

The statement that, "findings in the NEPA environmental analysis" could
lead NRC to reject the license application is inaccurate. NRC's
environmental review is done in accordance with 10 CFR Part 51
regulations (as stated on p. 1-1, lines 14-16), which are the Commission's
interpretation of CEQ regulations. Strata suggests revising the statement
to be consistent with Section 1.

The DSEIS states that "Strata has also identified four other uranium-
bearing areas that would extend the area of uranium recovery to the north
with the Ross Amendment Area I and to the south of the Lance District
with the Kendrick, Richards, and Barber satellite facilities." This suggests
that the Kendrick, Richards and Barber satellites will be outside the Lance
District. In addition, the other proposed Strata projects should be referred
to as "potential" for consistency with the ER RAI CI-1 (A) and (B)
responses. Strata suggests revising this statement to read, "and to the
south within the Lance District with the potential Kendrick, Richards, and
Barber satellite facilities."

Strata suggests modifying the description of the ISR facility to state "up to
five Class I deep-injection wells."

Strata suggests revising "1,400 - 2,000" to "1,400 - 2,200" to be
consistent with the license application (TR Section 3).

The DSEIS states that the pregnant lixiviant is "transferred to the CPP via
a network of pipes buried just below the ground surface." Since the pipes
will be buried to prevent freezing Strata suggests revising this statement to
read, "transferred to the CPP via a network of pipes buried below the frost
line."

Strata suggests modifying the statement to indicate that the barren solution
will be recharged with both "complexing and oxidizing agents" prior to re-

Comments on ML13078A036



Ms. Cindy Bladey
May 2013
Page 3 of 78

p. xix, lines 34-36

p. xix, line 38

p. xx, line 3

p. xxiv, lines 8-10

p. xxiv, lines 11-13

p. xxiv, lines 29-34

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

injection into the wellfield for consistency with TR Section 3.1.3. The
current statement just indicates "oxidant."

The DSEIS states that "Once uranium recovery is complete, the ore-zone's
groundwater is restored to NRC-approved groundwater protection
standards, which are protective of the surrounding groundwaters." As
stated in the GEIS and on p. 4-39, lines 24-30, the purpose of aquifer
restoration is to return the groundwater in the exempted aquifer to
groundwater protection standards in 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A,
Criterion 5B(5) Strata suggests changing this statement to read, "Once
uranium recovery is complete, groundwater quality in the production zone
(i.e., the exempted ore zone) will be returned to groundwater protection
standards specified at 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A, Criterion 5B(5).
These standards require that the concentration of a given hazardous
constituent must not exceed 1) the Commission-approved background
concentration of that constituent in ground water, 2) the respective
numeric value in the table included in Paragraph 5C, if the specific
constituent is listed in the table and if the background level of the
constituent is below the value listed, or 3) an ACL the NRC establishes for
the constituent."

Strata suggests changing "released for public use" to "released for
unrestricted public use" for consistency with Section 2.6 of the GEIS The
term "unrestricted use" should be used here and throughout the SEIS.

The DSEIS introduces "Alternative 3" without stating that the Proposed
Action and No-Action Alternative are Alternatives 1 and 2, respectively.
Strata suggests revising "In Alternative 3" to "In the North Ross Project
Alternative (Alternative 3)."

The DSEIS states "A total of 113 ha [280 ac] of land, which represents
16 percent of the Ross Project area, would be disturbed during the
construction of a CPP, surface impoundments, and other auxiliary
structures such as storage areas and parking lots." This statement suggests
that the 113 ha [280 ac] does not include the wellfields. Strata suggests
revising the statement to "A total of 113 ha [280 ac] of land, which
represents 16 percent of the Ross Project area, will be disturbed during the
construction of a CPP, surface impoundments, wellfields, and other
auxiliary structures such as storage areas and parking lots."

The DSEIS states that "All disturbed areas would be fenced..." For
consistency with p. 4-4, line 39 Strata suggests revising this statement to
"most disturbance areas will be fenced..."

The statement that site reclamation would "temporarily increase" during
decommissioning is inaccurate. Land use impacts during

Comments on ML13078A036
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p. xxiv, line 43

p. xxv, line 10

p. xxv, line 12

p. xxv, lines 38-39

p. xxv, line 49

p. xxvi, lines 6-11

p. xxvi, lines 14-21

decommissioning will not temporarily increase since all activities will be
conducted within the areas affected during construction, operation, and
aquifer restoration.

The DSEIS states that with mitigation measures, transportation impacts on
local and county roads would be "MODERATE." For consistency with
p. 4-10, line 7, Strata suggests revising this statement to "SMALL to
MODERATE."

The DSEIS states that "the transportation impacts of aquifer restoration
would also be MODERATE." For consistency with p. 4-13, line 36,
Strata suggests revising this statement to "SMALL to MODERATE."

Please change "(40 workers)" to "(20 workers)" to make consistent
throughout the DSEIS (i.e., Table 4.2 on p. 4-7).

The DSEIS states wind erosion will be mitigated by "limiting traffic
speeds, spraying unpaved roads, and implementing timely disturbed-area
reclamation." Strata suggests revising this statement to "spraying unpaved
roads and disturbed areas, and implementing timely disturbed-area
reclamation" for consistency with the ER RAI WR-2 response.

Strata suggests revising "WDEQ" to "Wyoming Department of
Environmental Quality (WDEQ)" since this is the first occurrence of the
term in this section.

Strata suggests revising the discussion of the geology and soils impacts for
aquifer restoration. The current discussion is inconsistent with Section 4.4
(e.g., Section 4.4 does not discuss the aquifer restoration process impacts
to rock matrix or structure, nor does the section state that "The change in
pressure would not be significant enough to result in matrix compression,
ground subsidence, or to reactive the fault.")

The statement is made that little geologic impact will occur, since the
drilling density will be low in the proposed license area. Strata agrees
with the conclusion, but suggests that there are more significant mitigation
measures for potential impacts to geology than drilling density. These
include the statement on p. xxv that "no significant matrix compression or
ground subsidence would be expected during in situ uranium recovery"
and the requirement to properly plug and abandon all drillholes and wells.
Strata also notes that the drilling density within wellfields will be greater
than 1.7 wells/acre, since the drillholes and wells will be concentrated in
wellfields and not distributed evenly throughout the proposed license area.
Nevertheless, the drilling density will be comparable to that at other ISR
facilities and will not result in potential geologic impacts.

Ross ISR Project Comments on ML13078A036
Docket #040-09091
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p. xxvi, lines 20-22

p. xxvi, line 47

p. xxvii, line 30

p. xxvii, line 33

p. xxviii, lines 9-12

p. xxviii, lines 32-36

p. xxviii, line 34

p. xxviii, line 44

The DSEIS states that "All areas of the Ross Project would be reclaimed
and restored..." Strata suggests revising the statement to indicate that the
"Ross Project will be reclaimed and restored for unrestricted use..."
Please refer to the comment on p. xix, line 38.

Strata suggests revising "permit conditions" to "license conditions."

Please change "ore-zone" to "SM" to be consistent with p. 4-29, line 2.

Please change "overlaying" to "overlying."

Strata suggests modifying this statement to indicate that potential impacts
to deep aquifers will be limited by the water quality in exempted aquifers
and the limited zone of influence (i.e., p. 5-50, lines 4-8), in addition to the
monitoring requirements. Strata suggests changing the statement as
follows: "With respect to the deep aquifers where injection of brine and
other I le.(2) liquid waste will occur, the deep aquifers are expected to be
unsuitable for use as public drinking water supplies (i.e., TDS greater than
10,000 mg/L), the area of potential impacts will be limited, and regular
monitoring of pressures at the wellhead and water quality of the liquid
byproduct waste is required by the permit; thus, the potential impacts of
the Ross Project's operation to groundwater quantity and quality in the
deep aquifers will be SMALL."

Strata questions the statement that, "After uranium-recovery operation is
complete, unidentified, improperly abandoned wells (i.e., from previous
subsurface explorations not associated with the Applicant or its activities
could continue to impact aquifers above the ore-zone and adjacent aquifers
by proving hydrologic connections between aquifers." License Condition
10.12 of draft SUA-1601requires Strata "to located and abandon all
historic drill holes located within the perimeter well" for each wellfield.
In addition, Strata has committed in its license application to plug and
abandon not only drillholes and wells from its activities (i.e., drillholes
from ore-zone delineation efforts and geotechnical investigations,
groundwater monitoring wells used for site characterization, and injection
and recovery wells from uranium recovery activities) within the perimeter
monitoring ring of each wellfield. In addition, pump tests will verify
hydrologic isolation in each wellfield prior to operations. Therefore, the
potential impacts from historical drillholes will be less under the Proposed
Action than the No-Action Alternative.

Please add an end parenthesis following "activities."

Strata suggests revising "injection wells" to "Class I deep injection wells"
for consistency throughout the DSEIS.

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091
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p. xxx, line 29

p. xxx, lines 41-42

p. xxx, lines 43-45

p. xxxi, line 4

p. xxxi, line 10

p. xxxi, line 31-32

p. xxxi, line 32

p. xxxi, line 36

p. xxxi, line 38

p. xxxi, line 45

Please remove "of' from "emissions could increase somewhat, especially
particulates because of decommissioning activities..."

Strata questions the statement that the nearest residents "are substantially
closer" than those anticipated in the GEIS. This statement does not match
p. 4-65, which notes that the GEIS Section 3.3.1 indicates most ISR
facilities would be at least 10 miles from the nearest communities. Oshoto
is a ranching community composed of ranches scattered throughout the
area. The nearest community to the Ross Project is Moorcroft, which is
22 miles south.

Strata suggests changing the statement as follows: "Approximately
85 percent of the construction workforce (i.e., 200 workers) will commute
during daytime hours."

Strata suggests including a statement in the analysis of potential noise
impacts during construction that occupational noise exposure to workers
will be mitigated by compliance with the OSHA hearing conservation
standard. This mitigation measure is described in Section 4.8.

Strata suggests changing "operations (200 vs. 60 workers)" to "operations
(60 vs. 200 workers during construction)".

The DSEIS states that the noise impacts to the closest residences during
decommissioning would be "MODERATE." Strata suggests revising this
statement to "MODERATE, but short-term" for consistency with p. 4-70,
line 16.

Please refer to the comment on p. xxxi, line 4. Strata suggests including a
statement in the analysis of potential noise impacts during
decommissioning that occupational noise exposure to workers will be
mitigated by compliance with the OSHA hearing conservation standard.
This mitigation measure is described in Section 4.8.

Strata requests justification on the statement that potential impacts to
historic and cultural resources would be "SMALL TO LARGE.". Strata
suggests that NRC refer to the comment on p. 4-72, lines 18-28 and
p. 4-72, lines 23-24.

Strata suggests revising "25 sites" to "25 potentially-eligible historic and
cultural properties." Please refer to the comment on p. 4-71, line 14.

Please change "preservation" to "Preservation" in the long form of SHPO.

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Comments on ML13078A036
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p. xxxi, lines 47-49

p. xxxi, line 48

p. xxxii, I. 8-9, 16, 22

p. xxxii, lines 47-48

p. xxxv, line 20

p. xxxv, line 29

p. xxxv, lines 37-39

p. xxxv, lines 41-42

p. xxxv, lines 43-44

p. xxxvi, line 8

p. xxxvi, lines 48-49

Strata suggests revising the statement that an "Unexpected Discovery
Plan" will be developed to an "Unanticipated Discovery Plan" to be
consistent with ER Section 6.5.

Please change "historical" to "historic."

Strata suggests revising "Unexpected Discovery Plan" to "Unanticipated
Discovery Plan" in all three occurrences. Please refer to the comment on
p. xxxi, line 47-49.

The DSEIS states that, "For the remaining 7 of the 11 nearby residences,
the visual impacts would be SMALL." Strata suggests changing this
statement to "residences and for others, the visual impacts will be
SMALL" to account for others in the area of the Ross Project.

Strata suggests modifying "at the five already permitted underground
deep-injection wells" to "at up to five permitted Class I deep-injection
wells."

Strata suggests revising "sewage-treatment system" to "domestic waste-
water system" for consistency with p. 4-102, line 24.

Strata suggests revising the statement per the comment on p. xix, line 38.
The Ross Project will be released for "unrestricted use." In addition, the
statement should indicate that there will be no "on-site disposal at the
project site."

The DSEIS states that sludge from the storage ponds and liners would be
disposed at a properly licensed "radioactive-waste" facility. For
consistency with License Condition 9.9 of draft SUA-1601 Strata suggests
revising the statement as follows: "for disposal at a site that is authorized
by NRC or an NRC-Agreement State to receive such I le.(2) byproduct
material."

The DSEIS states "Pre-operational agreements with a licensed radioactive-
waste disposal facility..." To make this statement consistent with p. xxxv,
lines 41-42 Strata suggests revising the statement as follows: "agreements
with a licensed I l e.(2) byproduct material disposal facility."

Please remove the comma in "oil, and gas."

Strata questions the statement in the DSEIS, which states that, "Unless
safety issues mandate otherwise, the preliminary NRC staff
recommendation.. ." The Safety Evaluation Report (SER) was finalized in
February 2013 and NRC has issued a draft license for the Ross Project,

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Comments on ML13078A036
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p. xxxvii, line 14

p. xxxvii, line 15

p. xxxvii, line 20

p. xxxvii, lines 34-41

p. xxxvii, line 44

p. xxxviii, lines 3, 6

p. xxxix

p. xl

p. xli

p. xli

therefore safety issues have effectively been resolved and this caveat is
unnecessary.

The DSEIS states that potential impacts associated with increases in traffic
during construction and operation will be "MODERATE to LARGE."
Strata suggests revising this statement to "MODERATE to LARGE
impact on local and county roads" for consistency with p. xxiv, line 40.

Please change "MODERATE" to "SMALL to MODERATE" for
consistency throughout the DSEIS.

Please change "MODERATE" to "SMALL to MODERATE" for
consistency throughout the DSEIS.

Please refer to the comment on p. 4-72, lines 18-28 and p. 4-72,
lines 23-24. Strata requests justification on the statement that potential
impacts to historic and cultural resources would be "SMALL TO
LARGE."

The DSEIS states that potential impacts associated with visual and scenic
resources will be MODERATE to residents "near" the Ross Project. To
make this statement consistent with p. xxxii, line 46 Strata suggests
revising the statement to "to the four residences nearest the Ross Project."

Please change "Strata" to "Applicant" in both occurrences.

Strata suggests adding an abbreviation for the Decommissioning Plan
(DP), which is relevant to discussions on Ross Project decommissioning.

Strata suggests adding the abbreviation for National Water Information
System (NWIS), which is discussed in the groundwater quality section of
the DSEIS.

Please change "Office" to "Officer" in the expanded form of both SHPO
and THPO. In addition, Strata suggests adding an abbreviation for the
Restoration Action Plan (RAP) submitted in its license application
(TR Addendum 6.1-A), which is relevant to discussions on Ross Project
decommissioning.

Strata suggests adding abbreviations for the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) and Standard Review Plan (SRP).

CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

p. 1-1, line 10 Please change "Peninsula Minerals, Ltd." to "Peninsula Energy, Ltd."

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Comments on ML13078A036
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p. 1-1, line 13

p. I-1, lines 29-30

p. 1-1, line 32

p. 1-1, line 38

p. 1-3, line 6

p. 1-3, lines 35-45

p. 1-5, lines 15-27

p. 1-6, line I

p. 1-6, lines 23-28

Strata suggests stating that the GElS and SEIS were prepared based on the
requirement at 10 CFR Part 51.20(b)(8), which requires an EIS level
analysis for new source material milling licenses.

The nomenclature for the source and I Ie.(2) byproduct material license is
inconsistent throughout the DSEIS. Draft license SUA-1601 states
"Material License" while descriptors in the DSEIS include "source and
byproduct materials license (e.g., p. iii, line 39), "source material license"
(e.g., p. 1-1, line 38), and "source materials license" (e.g., p. 2-11, line 2).
Strata suggests the referring to the license as "source and I le.(2)
byproduct material license" throughout the SEIS as each material would
require a separate license if applied for separately.

The statement that, "Based on the application, the NRC's federal action is
the decision to either grant or deny the license" is incorrect. NRC is
empowered under the AEA to act in one of three ways: grant a requested
licensing action, grant with conditions, or deny. Strata suggests revising
the DSEIS to reflect these options.

Strata suggests removing the word "slurry" in the statement that the
purpose of the DSEIS is "to provide an option that allows the Applicant to
recover uranium and to produce yellowcake slurry at the Ross Project
site." In the context of uranium ISR facilities, "slurry" typically
represents an intermediate product that results from the precipitation
process. As described on p. 2-31, the dryers will be used to produce
yellowcake powder from yellowcake slurry. Since the proposed action
includes dryers, the resulting product is typically referred to as
"yellowcake" rather than "yellowcake slurry."

The DSEIS states that the "Ross Project area contains BLM-administered
public land." Strata suggests revising the statement to "contains 40 acres
of BLM-administered public land" for consistency throughout the DSEIS.

Strata suggests adding a discussion of "tiering" prior to the scoping
discussion. Strata also suggests that the DSEIS include a statement
indicating that the NRC is not required to conduct any form of scoping for
an SEIS under 10 CFR Part 51, but did so anyway for the GEIS.

Strata suggests adding a statement to the DSEIS to indicate that a public

hearing has been granted.

Please remove "Transportation" since it is listed on p. 1-5, line 49.

The DSEIS states that "Some issues and concerns raised during the
scoping process of the GEIS were determined to be outside the scope of
the GEIS" and "are also outside the scope of this SEIS." Strata believes it

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Comments on ML13078A036



Ms. Cindy Bladey
May 2013
Page 10 of 78

p. 1-6, lines 36-43

p. 1-7, line 12

p. 1-10, 1-11

Table 1.2

p. 1 -10, Table 1.2

p. 1-11, Table 1.2

is important to provide a discussion of the list of items outside the scope of
the ISR GElS and the SEIS to ensure they are accurate and inclusive.

Strata recommends also including NUREG-1910's three current
supplements (SEISs).

Strata suggests revising "is preparing a Safety Evaluation Report" to "has
prepared a Safety Evaluation Report." Please refer to the comment on
p. xxxvi, lines 48-49, which indicates that the Safety Evaluation Report
(SER) was finalized in February 2013.

Strata suggests revising the status for applicable permits from "To be
prepared by Strata" to "Application to be prepared by Strata."

Strata suggests moving Table 1-2 to page 1-9, which would follow the
discussion in Section 1.6.2 on permitting.

Please change "Plan of Operation" to "Plan of Operations" to be
consistent with the U.S. Bureau of Land Management permit.

Strata requests the following changes to Table 1.2.

* Please remove "Permit application to construct holding (storage)
ponds (40 CFR 61.07)." This permit was not discussed in the
license application and is not relevant to any ponds at the proposed
Ross Project.

* Please change "Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
and State Engineer's Office" to "Wyoming State Engineers
Office."

" Strata suggests omitting the row containing the "Permit to
Appropriate Groundwater for Mine Wells" from the table. Strata
believes that the description should have been "Permit to
Appropriate Groundwater for Monitor Wells" to be consistent with
ER Table 1.6-1. In addition, a recent memorandum from SEO,
dated March 12, 2013, stated that monitor wells are no longer
required to be permitted through the SEO office.

* Please change "Memorandum of Understand" to "Memorandum of
Understanding."

Strata suggests updating the discussion to indicate that a new
Memorandum of Understanding was signed by BLM on February 12,
2013 and by NRC on February 4, 2013.

The DSEIS states that NRC consulted with tribes "that possess heritage
and cultural interest" in the Ross Project area. Strata suggests revising this

p. 1-12, lines 35-38

p. 1-13, line 7

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Comments on MLI 3078A036
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p. 1-13, 1-14, 1-15

p. 1-15, line 21

p. 1-15, line 33

p. 1-17, lines 2-3

to "that may possess..." since many of the tribes consulted do not have an
interest and have indicated the same to NRC.

Section 1.7.3.2 of the DSEIS is misleading and factually incorrect. At this
time (May 2013), four Tribes (Rosebud Sioux, Standing Rock Sioux,
Northern Cheyenne, and Northern Arapahoe) have agreed to be consulting
parties under Section 106. None have identified any traditional uses of the
Ross Project area, nor have any specific locations been documented
through ethnographic study that would qualify as historic properties under
the National Register Bulletin 38 guidelines. In addition, much of
discussion is irrelevant to the agency decision to be made. Strata suggests
revising the discussion to describe the pertinent information used in
assessing the potential impacts to historic and cultural resources for the
Ross Project.

Please add a space in "iscurrently."

Strata suggests defining a "commenting agency."

It should be mentioned that Section 4 also describes mitigation measures.
Strata suggests revising the statement as follows: "... Section 4 evaluates
the environmental impacts from implementing the proposed action and
alternatives and describes mitigation measures."

CHAPTER 2 - IN SITU URANIUM RECOVERY AND ALTERNATIVES

p. 2-2, Figure 2-1

p. 2-3, line 18

p. 2-3, line 21

p. 2-3, lines 30-32

p. 2-5, Figure 2.3

Please change the Strata, 2012a reference to Strata, 201 la.

Please refer to the comment on p. xviii, lines 22-25. Strata suggests
revising this statement to read, "and to the south within the Lance District
with the potential Kendrick, Richards, and Barber satellite facilities."

Please change "North" to "South" in the expanded form of NSDWUMR to
be consistent with the GEIS.

The DSEIS states that the key attributes of the Wasatch Formation in the
Power River Basin and the Inyan Kara Group include "alternating layers
of sandstone, which allow hydraulic circulation, and shale, which prevent
hydraulic circulation." Strata suggests revising the statement to read,
"alternating layers of permeable sandstone, which allow hydraulic
connection, and shale layers, which prevent fluid migration."

Strata suggests revising the legend to define all of the symbols depicted in
the figure.
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p. 2-7, Figure 2.5

p. 2.8, Figure 2.6

p. 2-9, lines 6-7

p. 2-9, line 7

p. 2-9, line 12

p. 2-9, lines 31-33

p. 2-9, lines 50-51

p. 2-10, line 36

p. 2-11, lines 27-28

p. 2-11, line 48

p. 2-12, lines 7-14

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Please change the source from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 lb. Also, Strata
suggests revising the figure to change "impoundments" to "ponds."
Please refer to the general comment.

Strata suggests revising the figure to make it clear that the top portion of
Gantt timeline is for the "Ross Project Wellfield Modules" while the
bottom portion of the Gantt timeline is for the "Potential Other Lance
District Projects," which is consistent with the schedule provided in the
ER RAI Cl-I response.

Strata suggests revising "1,400 - 2,000" to "1,400 - 2,200" to be
consistent with the license application (please refer to p. xix, lines 1-2).

Please change "("well modules")" to "("wellfield modules")" for
consistency throughout DSEIS.

The DSEIS states that lixiviant "consists of water to which chemicals have
been added." The adjacent text box correctly states that lixiviant is
"composed of native groundwater to which chemicals have been added."
Strata suggests revising the statement for consistency with the description
in the text box.

Strata disagrees with the statement that "In situ pressures in ISR injection
wells are only slightly above the in situ aquifer pressure." The application
(TR Section 3.1.4) indicates that the maximum injection pressure will be
less than the formation fracture pressure. In addition, the Class III UIC
permit requires that the injection pressure must be maintained below the
formation fracture pressure. Strata requests modifying this statement to
read, "In situ pressures in ISR injection wells will be maintained below the
formation fracture pressure."

Strata suggests revising "Range 67 West" and "Range 68 West" to "Range
67W" and "Range 68W", respectively.

Please change "northwestern" to "northeastern".

It should be mentioned that the two Nubeth wells are water supply wells
for Merit. This is consistent with the statement on p. 4-34 (line 37). Strata
suggests that the statement be revised to state that the wells "... have been
used by oil companies since 1980 as water supply wells."

Please change "2010" to "2011" since the application was submitted to
NRC in January 2011.

NRC's description of "decommissioning" is inconsistent with its
application of 10 CFR Part 40.42 Timeliness in Decommissioning
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p. 2-12, lines 31-33

p. 2-12, line 34

p. 2-12, line 40

p. 2-13, lines 10-11

p. 2-13, line 12

p. 2-14, lines 25-26

regulation to ISR wellfields. Nowhere in the DSEIS's description does it
reference groundwater restoration, stabilization monitoring, and wellfield
decommissioning. It merely says "facility" decommissioning. Some ISRs
decommission wellfields after restoration is complete and some after all
facility operations are complete. Thus, this regulation is in applicable to
ISR wellfields and this description should reflect that fact.

The statement that Strata intends to "construct one Class I deep-injection
well to better characterize the hydrologic and geochemical properties of
the targeted geologic formation (i.e., ore zone)" is inaccurate and
inconsistent with the license application. As stated on p. 2-25 the Class I
deep-injection wells will be completed in the Deadwood/Flathead
Formations not the "ore zone." In addition, the reference to Strata, 201 Ia
is incorrect. The correct reference should be the email between NRC staff
and Hal Demuth with Petrotek (ML Accession # ML 11361A031) which
accommodates drilling, installation and testing of one well prior to final
licensing. This reference should also be added to Section 2.5 (please refer
to the comment on p. 2-53, line 38).

Strata suggests modifying the statement in the DSEIS to include a
discussion of TENORM well drill cuttings associated with well
construction and completion activities.

Please remove the period from "(see Figure.2.5)"

Please change "1,800 m2 [20,000 ft2] of parking" to "4,200 m 2 [45,000 ft2]
of parking" for consistency with Figure 2.5.

Strata suggests omitting "mentioned earlier" in "the CPP mentioned
earlier" since the description of the CPP occurs in the preceding
paragraph.

Strata suggests revising the statement to indicate that process chemicals
will be located either in the CPP or in the chemical storage area and that
containment will be provided for both the CPP and chemical storage area.
Strata suggests that the statement be revised as follows: "Process
chemicals will be located in either the CPP or chemical storage area
adjacent to the CPP (see Figure 2.5) (Strata, 2011 b). Areas within the
CPP and chemical storage area..."

Strata suggests revising the statement to make it clear that the chemical
storage area will be divided into two areas. Strata suggests that the
statement be revised as follows: "The chemical storage area will be
divided into two areas, one enclosed in a building and one outside." Strata
also suggests including a discussion of the primary controls associated
with the chemical storage facilities (e.g., TR Section 3.2.8 which describes

p. 2-14, lines 28-29

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Comments on ML13078A036



Ms. Cindy Bladey
May 2013
Page 14 of 78

p. 2-14, line 32

p. 2-15, line 42

p. 2-15, lines 47-48

p. 2-16, line 8

p. 2-16, line 14

p. 2.16, lines 16-17

p. 2-16, lines 25-26

p. 2.16, line 39

p. 2-18, Figure 2.8

p. 2-19, Figure 2.9

p. 2-20, Figure 2.10

p. 2-21, lines 5-6

the design criteria for chemical storage and feeding systems, including the
applicable regulations).

Strata suggests excluding barium chloride from the list of chemicals stored
in the chemical storage area. As stated in TR Section 3.2.8, if barium
chloride is needed it will be located in a metal building adjacent to the
lined retention ponds.

Strata suggests omitting "or native clay" from the statement, since using
native clays as a secondary liner was not discussed in the license
application (TR Section 4) and is not proposed by Strata.

Strata suggests revising "liquid, byproduct material" to "liquid I le.(2)
byproduct material."

The statement that the Ross Project wellfields will encompass up to 90 ac
is incorrect. As indicated in Table 4.1 on p. 4-3, the wellfields will
encompass 160 ac. Please change this statement to "...wellfields of the
Ross Project area are expected to encompass approximately 65 ha
[160 ac]..."

Please change "20" to "25" to make consistent with remainder of DSEIS
(e.g., p. xix, line 1).

Strata suggests omitting "wildlife and other intruders" from the statement
to be consistent with the license application. ER Section 4.1 and
TR Section 3.0 state the wellfield fencing will exclude livestock.

Strata suggests omitting "with ground water" from "The sand units hosting

uranium are saturated with ground water and are confined aquifers."

Please change "value" to "valve."

Please change the Strata, 2012a reference to Strata, 201 lb.

Please change the Strata, 2012a reference to Strata, 201 lb.

Please change the Strata, 2012a reference to Strata, 2011 b.

The DSEIS states that "The casing would be joined using an O-ring and
spline modified to fit the ore zone..." This statement is inconsistent with
the license application. TR Section 3.1.2 states that "the casings will be
joined using an O-ring and spline locking system. Strata suggests revising
"modified to fit the ore zone" to "locking system" to be consistent with the
license application.
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p. 2-21, lines 17-18

p. 2-21, line 46

p. 2-22, text box

p. 2-22, lines 32-33

p. 2-23, lines 12-14

p. 2-23, line 20

p. 2-24, text box

p. 2-24, lines 3-9

p. 2-24, lines 22-30

Strata suggests modifying the statement that "the Proposed Action would
therefore require a UIC permit from WDEQ to use Class III well" to "the
Applicant has acquired the UIC permit from WDEQ to use..." This
modification will make the statement consistent with Table 1.2.

Please change "Pollution" to "Pollutant" in the long form of WYPDES.

The text box states that MIT will be conducted on "all injection and
recovery wells." License Condition 10.5 of draft SUA-1601 requires
mechanical integrity testing on "all wells (injection, extraction, and
monitoring wells)." Therefore, Strata suggests revising this statement to
include monitoring wells. Strata also suggests modifying the description
of the packer to indicate that it is "set above the well screen and near the
surface"

Well and drillhole plugging and abandonment procedures are inconsistent
throughout the DSEIS. Strata suggests referencing ER Section 5.4.2.2.1,
page 5-43 which clearly indicates "These holes will be reentered to total
depth and sealed with cement slurry or heavily mixed bentonite grout from
the bottom to the ground surface."

Please change "prior to burial" to "during construction." The preceding
statement indicates that the tests will be conducted "prior to burial."

Please remove "the Applicant" so that the statement reads "These
procedures include."

The reference for the WDEQ Hydrology Guidelines for Permitting Mines
is incorrect. The correct reference should be "Appendix 1, Premining
Water Quality Sampling contained in Wyoming Department of
Environmental Quality Land Quality Division Guideline 8, Hydrology."
This reference should also be added to Section 2.5 (please refer to the
comment on p. 2-55, line 12).

The statement that the monitoring-well ring around the perimeter of each
wellfield would be used to detect "horizontal and vertical excursions" is
incorrect. Monitoring wells installed in the underlying and overlying
aquifer will be used to detect vertical excursions, while the perimeter
monitoring well ring will be used to detect horizontal excursions. Strata
suggests revising the statements as follows: "the Applicant will install a
monitoring-well ring around the perimeter of each wellfield and
monitoring wells in the underlying and overlying aquifers..."

The statement that "post-licensing, pre-operational baselines values would
be established for each separate wellfield" is inconsistent with License
Condition 11.3 of draft SUA-1601. The license condition requires Strata
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p. 2-24, lines 30-33

p. 2-24, lines 37-41

p. 2-24, lines 41-44

p. 2-24, lines 45-46

p. 2-25, line 7

p. 2-25, lines 10-12

to collect post-licensing, pre-operational data for each mine unit. Strata
recommends revising the statement for consistency with the license. In
addition, License Condition 10.13 of draft SUA-1601 states that "The
initial wellfield package will be submitted for NRC staff review and
verification. Each wellfield package shall be submitted at least 60 days
prior to the planned start date of lixiviant injection. In each wellfield data
package, the licensee will document that: (1) all perimeter monitoring
wells are screened in the appropriate horizon in order to provide timely
detection of an excursion; and (2), the baseline values to establish
groundwater protection standards and UCLs for the wellfield in
accordance with License Condition 11.3."

The statement that "During uranium-recovery wellfield operation, the
Applicant would then sample ground water from the wells and compare
the analytical values to the NRC-specified baseline constituent
concentrations to determine whether an excursion..." is inconsistent with
the license application and the draft license. Strata suggests revising the
statement to read, "compare the analytical values to the respective
UCLs..." to be consistent with License Condition 11.3 of draft SUA-1601.

Strata suggests NRC make it clear in the SEIS that pre-licensing data was
collected in accordance with guidance in Chapter 2 of NUREG-1569 (as
opposed to Chapter 5 of NUREG-1569, which includes guidance on post-
licensing, pre-operational data collection).

Please refer to the comment on p. 2-24, lines 22-30. For consistency with
the License Condition 11.3 of draft SUA-1601, Strata suggests revising
the statement to indicate that Strata will collect post-licensing, pre-
operational data for "each mine unit". The DSEIS currently states "each
wellfield."

The DSEIS states that the well spacing is in accordance with the minimum
requirements described in the GEIS to detect excursions. However, the
preceding statement describes the well spacing for injection and recovery
wells. Strata suggests that the statement be revised as follows: "the well
spacing that the Applicant proposes is in accordance with the basic
requirements described in the GEIS for wellfield design, including
monitoring wells unless there are site-specific anomalous conditions."

Strata suggests providing a reference to Section 4.5.1.2, which describes
the groundwater model.

Strata suggests revising the statement that the previously drilled
exploration and/or delineation boreholes would be "sealed with cement
slurry, per standard well abandonment procedures" to "in accordance with
WDEQ/LQD requirements including cement slurry or bentonite grout."
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p. 2-25, text box The description of the "Aquifer Exemption" fails to indicate that a criteria
for an aquifer exemption is that the aquifer is mineral producing. Strata
suggests revising the description to the following: "These criteria include
whether the aquifer is currently a source of drinking water, whether the
aquifer contains minerals that are expected to be commercially producible,
and..."

Strata suggests omitting the statement that "This Class includes all wells
that dispose of waste on a commercial basis" under the description of
Industrial and Municipal Waste Disposal Wells since Class II and V wells
also may dispose of waste.

Strata suggests the text box also discuss that the monitor and recovery
wells are regulated through the State of Wyoming by both Water Quality
and Land Quality Divisions which cooperate through a Memorandum of
Understanding which facilitates ISR oversight by the Land Quality
Division..

Strata also recommends clarifying that the aquifer exemption requires
EPA approval as an amendment to the State of Wyoming's State plan
under the SDWA, while the UIC wells are approved solely by WDEQ-
WQD as the State has "primacy" for such wells under the same statute.

Please add a comma after "wash water."

Strata suggests adding a statement that emphasizes that all three scenarios
were modeled as described in detail in Section 4.5.1.

Please change "radioactive byproduct material" to " lie.(2) byproduct
material" to make consistent with remainder of DSEIS.

Please change "module" to "box."

The excursion definition in the DSEIS is not consistent with the GElS or
the draft license. Strata suggests revising this statement to read, "NRC
defines an excursion as occurring when two or more excursion indicators
in a monitoring well exceed their UCLs or if a single UCL at a monitoring
well is exceeded by 20 percent" to be consistent with License Condition
11.5 of draft SUA-1601.

In the description of excursion indicators and upper control limits, please
remove the second "would" in "Only after a wellfield and its monitoring-
well ring are installed would several ground-water samples would be
obtained..." In addition, please change the reference from NRC, 2009b to
NRC, 2009.

p. 2-26, line I

p. 2-26, line 44

p. 2-27, line 31

p. 2-28, line 24

p. 2-28, lines 30-32

p. 2-29, text box
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p. 2-29, lines 46-47

p. 2-30, line 5

p. 2-30, lines 21-22

p. 2-30, line 43

p. 2-31, line 15

p. 2-3 1, lines 22-23

The statement that "UCLs are set on a wellfield-by-wellfield basis" is
inconsistent with the draft license. License Condition 11.4 of draft SUA-
1601 states that, "the UCLs shall be established for each excursion control
parameter and for each well, wellfield or subset of the wellfield." Strata
suggests revising the statement to be consistent with the draft license.

The statement that "The UCLs are subject to the NRC's staff review and
approval and their establishment would be required in the NRC license" is
also inconsistent with the draft license. License Condition 10.13 of draft
SUA-1601 states that "The initial wellfield package will be submitted for
NRC staff review and verification. Each wellfield package shall be
submitted at least 60 days prior to the planned start date of lixiviant
injection. In each wellfield data package, the licensee will document that:
(1) all perimeter monitoring wells are screened in the appropriate horizon
in order to provide timely detection of an excursion; and (2), the baseline
values to establish groundwater protection standards and UCLs for the
wellfield in accordance with License Condition 11.3." Strata suggests
revising this statement to be consistent with the draft license.

Please change "once every two weeks" to "twice monthly" to be
consistent with License Condition 11.5 of draft SUA-1601.

The DSEIS incorrectly states that the "entire wellfield" may be shut down
as a corrective action for an excursion. Strata suggests changing this
statement to read, "this monitoring effort will allow corrective action to be
immediately taken to balance locally the injection and recovery flows or to
shut down individual injection well(s), as necessary."

Strata requests removal of "(measured by a concentration of more than
20 percent of any excursion indicator)." This statement is not consistent
with the application, license, or SER. Strata suggests replacing the
statement as follows to match paragraph 2 of the draft License Condition
11.5: "An excursion is considered corrected when concentrations of all
indicator parameters defining the excursion status are at or below the
UCLs defined in LC 11.4 for three consecutive weekly samples."

Please change "water" to "salt water."

Please change "solids" to "solid."

The statement that "the filter cake would be transferred to a radiologically
controlled area for drying and packaging" is inconsistent with the license
application. As a point of clarification the entire CPP will be a
radiologically controlled (actually restricted) area. The TR stated that the
drying and packaging area may be designated as an airborne radioactivity
area (TR Section 3.2.4). Strata suggests revising the statement to read,
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p. 2-31, lines 27-29

p. 2-32, line 11

p. 2-32, lines 18-21

p. 2-33, lines 1-6

"filter cake will be transferred to the drying and packaging area, which
may be designated and posted as an airborne radioactivity area."

Strata suggests omitting "virtually" from "the drying, filtration, and
scrubber process proposed by the Applicant is designed to capture
virtually all escaping particles." The yellowcake dryer system is designed
to capture all particles so that none escapes and is a mitigation measure for
potential worker exposure.

Please change "radioactive byproduct material" to "I le.(2) byproduct
material" to make consistent with remainder of DSEIS.

The DSEIS incorrectly states that the purpose of aquifer restoration is to
restore the aquifer to "baseline conditions." Please refer to the comment
on p. xix, lines 34-36. Strata suggests changing this statement to read,
"The purpose of aquifer restoration is to return the ground-water quality in
the production zone (i.e., the exempted ore zone) to ground-water
protection standards specified at 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A, Criterion
5B(5). These standards require that the concentration of a given hazardous
constituent must not exceed 1) the NRC-approved background
concentration of that constituent in ground water, 2) the respective
numeric value in the table included in Paragraph 5C, if the specific
constituent is listed in the table and if the background level of the
constituent is below the value listed, or 3) an ACL the NRC establishes for
the constituent."

The description of the purpose of an aquifer exemption and relation to
USDW protection in the DSEIS does not adequately address protection of
adjacent aquifers. Strata suggests revising the discussion to describe
aquifers outside the exemption boundary. The following provides the
discussion presented in the Dewey-Burdock DSEIS (p. 2-35):

"...outside of the aquifer exemption boundary, the aquifer is still protected
as a source of drinking water, and UIC regulation 40 CFR 144.12 prohibits
the movement of any contaminant into the underground source of drinking
water located outside the aquifer exemption boundary. Contaminant is
defined broadly in the UIC regulations (40 CFR 144.3) to include "any
physical, chemical, biological, or radiological substance or matter in
water." Therefore, groundwater at the aquifer exemption boundary must
meet 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A, Criterion 5B(5) water quality
requirements."

The five proposed restoration activities described are consistent with the
license application; however, Strata suggests including a statement to
describe how Strata proposes to the use the activities with flexibility (e.g.,
TR Section 6.1.2 states that "The sequence of activities will be determined

p. 2-33, lines 8-11
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p. 2-33, lines 13-14

p. 2-33, lines 18-20

p. 2-33, lines 29-31

p. 2-33, line 44

p. 2-33, lines 44-45

p. 2-33, line 47

p. 2-34, lines 1-2

p. 2-34, lines 12-16

by Strata based on operating experience, restoration treatment system
capacity, and brine disposal capacity. Not all phases of groundwater
restoration will be used if deemed unnecessary by Strata.")

Please change "well modules" to "wellfield modules" throughout the
statement.

The statement that "The Applicant's proposed restoration methodology
would include ground-water sweep, permeate injection, and ground-water
recirculation" is inconsistent with the aquifer-restoration activities
described on lines 9-10. Strata suggests revising the statement to include
all of the aquifer restoration activities proposed by Strata.

The DSEIS states that water removed during the groundwater sweep
would go through an IX system and would "then be disposed of as excess
permeate." This statement is inconsistent with the application because it
does not describe the two-phase RO system. For consistency with TR
Section 6.1.2, Strata suggests revising the statement to indicate that water
will first "be passed through the IX system to recover the uranium and
vanadium and then routed through a two-phase RO system, after which the
excess permeate will be reinjected into another module undergoing RO
treatment with permeate injection, recycled to the CPP for make-up water,
or disposed in a deep disposal well."

Please remove "would be used" since it is not necessary in the statement.

Strata suggest that the DSEIS include a discussion of groundwater
transfer, which is proposed by Strata as an aquifer restoration activity. TR
Section 6.1.2 describes the groundwater transfer step.

The DSEIS states that concentrations would be returned to the "pre-
operational baseline values". Please refer to the comment on p. xix, lines
34-36. Strata suggests revising "pre-operational baseline values" to
"ground-water protection standards specified at 10 CFR Part 40, Appendix
A, Criterion 5B(5)."

Please refer to the comment on p. 2-33, line 47 and remove "been
determined during the Applicant's post-licensing, pre-operational
sampling and analysis program; these concentrations would be required by
the NRC license (NRC, 2009)."

Strata suggests adding a discussion of the pore volume estimate prepared
by Strata for the Ross Project, including how it relates to the restoration
action plan (RAP) (see TR Section 6.1.2.2).
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p. 2-34, lines 28-38

p. 2-34, line 41

p. 2-34, lines 43-45

p. 2-34, lines 45-47

p. 2-35, line I

p. 2-35, line 41

p. 2-36, line 3

p. 2-36, line 4

p. 2-36, line 21
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Strata questions the purpose of aquifer stabilization described in the
DSEIS. The discussion in the DSEIS strictly involves the use of a
reductant to immobilize uranium and dissolve species. Strata did not
specifically commit to the use of reductants and in fact must submit a plan
for NRC review per the draft license before biological or chemical
reductants may be used. Therefore, Strata suggests omitting the
discussion of aquifer stabilization or revising accordingly.

Strata suggests omitting the statement that "The need for aquifer
stabilization would be determined on a case-by-case basis." Stabilization
as used in the Strata license application and the GElS refers to monitoring
and not the use of biological or chemical reductants.

The stability monitoring described in the DSEIS is not consistent with
License Condition 10.6 of draft SUA-1601 or p. 300 of the SER. Strata
requests that the statement be changed as follows: "Upon completion of
aquifer restoration, the Applicant will implement a groundwater stability
monitoring program consisting of eight samples collected during a
12 month period."

The statement that "The Applicant would reinitiate the entire aquifer
restoration phase if stabilization monitoring determines it is necessary" is
inconsistent with the license application. TR Section 6.1.2.5 states that
additional evaluation will be done for hot spots and significant increasing
trends, which could include additional monitoring, fate and transport
modeling, or additional restoration. Strata suggests revising this statement
to be consistent with the license application.

Strata suggests revising the statement to remove "and drillholes" since all
drillholes associated with Strata's activities (i.e., drillholes from ore-zone
delineation efforts and geotechnical investigations) and historical
drillholes within the perimeter monitoring ring of each wellfield that can
be located will be plugged and abandoned prior to operation. Please refer
to the comment on p. xxviii, lines 32-36.

Please change "radioactive" to "solid I l e.(2) byproduct material" to make
consistent with remainder of DSEIS.

Please change "750 and 1,000" to "1,400 and 2,200" to make consistent
with the license application (please refer to p. xix, lines 1-2).

Please change "15 -20" to "15 -25" to make consistent with remainder
of DSEIS (i.e., p. xix, line 1).

Please change "byproduct radioactive waste" to "lie.(2) byproduct
material" to make consistent with remainder of DSEIS.
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p. 2-36, line 22

p. 2-36, line 38

Please change "radioactive" to "solid I le.(2) byproduct" to make
consistent with remainder of DSEIS.

Please change "radioactive" to "solid 1 le.(2) byproduct" to make
consistent with remainder of DSEIS.

p. 2-36, lines 44-46 Please move text from line 46 up to line 44 to avoid the hanging sentence.

p. 2-37, text box Strata suggests revising the description of liquid byproduct waste, which
currently states that the waste "is contaminated with byproduct material."
Strata suggests either removing the statement or revising the text to make
the definition compatible with the I le.(2) byproduct material definition in
10 CFR §40.4.

For solid byproduct waste and nonhazardous solid waste, 10 CFR 20 does
not contain the limits for release of solid waste contaminated with
byproduct material (i.e., no contamination limits specified). Materials
such as equipment decontaminated to meet unrestricted release criteria
may be sent offsite for any purpose including re-sale.

Also, the statement that liquid hazardous waste includes "used oil" does
not reflect the updated information in provided in the ER RAI Waste-I
response. As described in the RAI response, the WDEQ/SHWD and EPA
do not classify used oil as a hazardous waste. Strata suggests revising the
category to include "Liquid Hazardous Waste and Used Oil."

Strata suggests adding "TENORM" to the text box. Strata suggests adding
a description of TENORM similar to what was provided in ER Section
3.13. The ER explains that "Exploratory uranium drilling also results in
wastes, including drill cuttings and drilling wastes. Drilling wastes, as
defined by EPA (2008) for ISR facilities, include drill muds, other drilling
fluids, sludges, or evaporation products collected in excavated pits from
wastewater produced during drilling any wellfield. These are classified as
TENORM, the definition of which is provided by EPA (2008): Naturally
occurring radioactive materials that have been concentrated or exposed to
the accessible environment as a result of human activities such as
manufacturing, mineral extraction, or water processing." At the Ross
Project, TENORM drilling fluids will be stored and disposed of on-site in
mud pits, which will be constructed adjacent to the drilling pad. Mud pits
containing drilling fluids and cuttings will be backfilled and graded in
accordance with WDEQ/LQD regulations. TENORM groundwater
produced during baseline activities will be discharged under a temporary
WYPDES permit.

Strata suggests revising the term "equal or better" to "unrestricted use"
(please refer to the comment on p. xix, line 38).

p. 2-37, lines 39-40
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p. 2-38, line 23

p. 2-38, lines 27-33

p. 2-39, lines 1-7

p. 2-39, lines 9-11

p. 2-39, lines 12-13

p. 2-39, lines 31-33

p. 2-40, line 2

p. 2-40, lines 9-12

p. 2-40, lines 21-22

p. 2-40, lines 31-33
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Please change "particles" to "particulate matter" in the long form of PM 10 .

Strata suggests revising the discussion on airborne non-radioactive
gaseous and particulate emissions during operation to be consistent with
ER Section 4.6.1. The current discussion in the DSEIS is not consistent
with the license application.

Strata suggests including a discussion on the benefits of using downflow
IX columns. As stated in ER Section 4.6.1, "Since pressurized, downflow
IX columns will be used ... the majority of radon released to the recovery
solution will stay in solution and will not be released."

Strata could not confirm the statement that, "The Applicant has committed
that these discharges would meet all local, State, and Federal requirements
related to air quality as well as occupational health and safety" in the
license application or RAI responses. In addition, Strata requests
clarification on any local and state requirements for radon.

Please add "fan" to "A performance-monitoring station" to be consistent
with TR p. 4-4.

The statement that potential radioactive particulate emissions will be
"mitigated by design features to prevent releases into the atmosphere as
described in this section of the SEIS" could be more specific. Strata
suggests revising the statement to read, "mitigated by design features
specific to low temperature vacuum dryer systems as described in Section
2.1.1.2."

The DSEIS states that the permeate "would be reused as lixiviant in the
wellfields." Since the permeate will also be used as aquifer restoration
water, Strata suggests revising the statement to "reused as lixiviant in the
wellfields or aquifer restoration water..."

The statement that non-byproduct liquid wastes will include "toxic and
hazardous wastes such as petroleum products and spent chemicals" is
inconsistent with Table 4.9. Strata requests omitting "toxic" since the
Ross Project will not generate any toxic liquid wastes. In addition, Strata
suggests revising the statement to read "expired reagants, solvents,
cleaners, degreasers, and used oil" for consistency throughout the DSEIS.

Please revise the statement to read, "supplemental disposal by evaporation
of brine and excess permeate from the surface impoundments" (omit
"disposal of").

The DSEIS states that "The Applicant proposes that excess permeate
during the periods of uranium-recovery would be disposed of by deep-well
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p. 2-41, line 5

p. 2-41, line 8

p. 2-41, line 10

p. 2-41, line 40

p. 2-42, line 17

p. 2-42, line 31

p. 2-42, line 35

p. 2-42, line 39

p. 2-43, line 29

p. 2-43, lines 41-42

injection." TR Section 4.2.3 indicates that "excess permeate generated
during uranium recovery and aquifer restoration" will be disposed of with
brine in the Class I deep disposal well. Strata suggests revising the
statement to be consistent with the license application.

This statement should be revised to omit "(non-radioactive)" since
permeate is anticipated to be non-radioactive, but will still be classified as
1 l e.(2) byproduct material.

Strata requests revising the statement that non-byproduct liquid waste will
be generated from "Storm water from the paved areas of the proposed
Ross Project facility" for consistency with ER RAI WR-1 response which
states that, "areas directly adjacent to the CPP will be either asphalt
pavement or gravel."

Strata suggests revising "Drilling fluids from construction of the proposed
wellfields" to "Drilling fluids from construction at any time when
developing a new wellfield."

Please change "radioactive" to "1 le.(2) byproduct" to make consistent
with the remainder of the DSEIS.

Please change "disposal contaminated" to "disposal of contaminated."

The statement that "4,000 m3 [5,000 yd 3],, of solid byproduct waste would
be generated is inconsistent with Table 4.9 on p. 4-100. Strata suggests
revising the estimated quantity to "3,000 m3 [4,000 yd 3]" to be consistent
with the table.

Please change "During all phases" to "During operation and aquifer
restoration." There will be no I l e.(2) byproduct material generated during
construction and 11 e.(2) byproduct waste associated with
decommissioning will be stored in one of the designated byproduct
material storage areas prior to shipment to a licensed 1 le.(2) byproduct
waste facility.

Please change "radioactive" to " lIe.(2) byproduct" to make consistent
with the remainder of the DSEIS.

Please change "from D Road [CR 68] from the New Haven Road
(CR 164)" to "from D Road (CR 68) and from the New Haven Road
(CR 164)."

Please change "(10 CFR Part 40, Appendix A, Criterion [9])" to "(10 CFR
Part 40, Appendix A, Criterion 9)."
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p. 2-43, lines 42-44

p. 2-44, line 10

p. 2-44, line 18

p. 2-44, line 34

p. 2-46, lines 29-31

p. 2-47, Figure 2.11

p. 2-48, line 2

p. 2-49, line 5

The statement that, "A decommissioning funding plan (DFP) would be
required from the Applicant as an NRC license condition; the DFP would
contain a decommissioning cost estimate, the amount of which the
Applicant would be required to maintain in a financial-surety
arrangement" is inconsistent with the draft license. License Condition 9.5
of draft SUA-1601 states "Within 90 days of NRC approval of a revised
closure (decommissioning) plan and its cost estimate, the licensee shall
submit, for NRC staff review and approval, a proposed revision to the
financial assurance arrangement if estimated costs exceed the amount
covered in the existing arrangement." The draft license also states that,
"The licensee shall continuously maintain an approved surety instrument
for the Ross Project, in favor of the State of Wyoming." Strata suggests
omitting "decommissioning funding plan (DFP)" from the SEIS and
revising the statement for consistency with the draft license.

Similar to the previous sections, Strata suggests adding a discussion of the
Restoration Action Plan (RAP) that was provided as TR Addendum 6.1-A
as part of the license application. The RAP followed the NRC-approved
Hydro-Resources, Inc. (HRI) RAP format and included detailed financial
assurance calculation methodology, preliminary cost estimates and a
comprehensive site decommissioning and decontamination (D&D) plan.

Strata suggests indicating that there are non-AEA radiological materials in
the form of TENORM as part of preconstruction activities.

Please change "on the property" to "adjacent to the property." As
depicted on Figure 2.1 (p. 2-2) the Strata Field Office is located east of the
project area.

Strata questions the statement that the Ross Project area has ore deposits
"less than 170 m [550 ft]" making it generally suitable for open-pit mining
This statement is inconsistent with p. 2-16, lines 22-23, which states that
the depth of the top of the ore zone in the Ross Project area ranges "from
less than 91 m [300 ft] to more than 213 m [700 ft] with an average depth
of 149 m [490 ft]."

Strata suggests revising the figure to include the section, township, range,

scale, and a north arrow.

Please change "Ross Project" to "Proposed Action."

Strata requests clarification on the statement that a "permanent mine pit"
would impact groundwater, since WDEQ would not allow an open pit to
remain following reclamation.

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091
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p. 2-50, lines 26-28

p. 2-50, line 29

p. 2-52, line 13

The DSEIS states that a Class I well is the primary disposal method of
"brine and other process waste waters excluding permeate from the RO
process." Please refer the comment on p. 2-40, lines 31-33, which
indicates that excess permeate during periods of uranium recovery and
aquifer restoration would also be disposed using deep well injection.
Strata suggests revising the statement as follows: "brine, other liquid
wastes, and excess permeate during periods of uranium recovery and
aquifer restoration."

The DSEIS states that permeate stored in the surface impoundments would
be reused as "lixiviant or process water." This ignores the primary use of
permeate, which is injection into wellfield modules undergoing RO
treatment with permeate injection, Strata suggests revising the statement to
"lixiviant, process water, or to accomplish aquifer restoration."

Please refer to comment on p. xxxvii, line 14, which suggests revising this
statement to "MODERATE to LARGE impact on local and county roads."

p. 2-52, line 14 Please refer to comment on p. xxxvii, line 15, which
changing "MODERATE" to "SMALL to MODERATE."

recommends

p. 2-52, line 19

p. 2-52, lines 33-40

p. 2-52, line 43

p. 2-53, line 3

p. 2-53, line 6

p. 2-53, line 38

p. 2-54, lines 13-14

Please refer to the comment on p. xxxvii, line 20, which recommends
changing the potential groundwater resources impact during operation and
aquifer restoration from "MODERATE" to "SMALL to MODERATE."

Strata requests justification on the statement that potential impacts to
historic and cultural resources would be "SMALL TO LARGE.". Strata
suggests that NRC refer to the comment on p. 4-72, lines 18-28 and
p. 4-72, lines 23-24.

Please change "near" to "to the four nearest" (please refer to comment on
p. xxxvii, line 44).

For consistency throughout the DSEIS please change "Strata" to
"Applicant."

For consistency throughout the DSEIS please change "Strata" to
"Applicant."

Strata suggests including the reference for the email between NRC staff
and Hal Demuth with Petrotek (ML Accession # MLI 1361A03 1). Please
refer to the comment on p. 2-12, lines 31-33.

The reference for NUREG\CR-5512 Residual Radioactive Contamination
from Decommissioning (NRC 1999) appears to be incorrect. This is

Ross ISR Project
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referenced in the text on pg. 2-35, lines 20 and 45. There are a number of
issues regarding this reference:

* NUREG-CR-5512 was not referenced in the Dewey Burdock
DSEIS;

" NUREG-CR-5512 was referenced in NUREG-1569 with a
publication date of 2001; the 1999 version was a draft for
comment;

* Vol. 2 of NUREG-CR-5512 is the User's Manual for the D&D
software; the TR used RESRAD for the Ross application;

" NUREG-CR-5512 presents methods for defining exposure
scenarios and dose assessment methods for people in the future to
establish D&D radiological cleanup criteria and/or evaluate future
dose to intruders. The correct references should be NUREG 1569,
which should be referenced on page 2-35, line 40 as related to
"disturbed lands would be reclaimed" The other applicable
references typically used for D&D survey techniques are
NUREG 1575 (MARSSIM) and NUREG 5849 (Rad Surveys in
Support of License Termination).

Strata suggests including the reference WDEQ/LQD, 2005 cited on
p. 2-24, text box.

p. 2-55, line 12

CHAPTER 3 - DESCRIPTION OF AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

p. 3-1, lines 26-28

p. 3-2, Figure 3.1

p. 3-2, line 1

p. 3-3, lines 1-2

p. 3-3, line 11

p. 3-3, Table 3.1

Strata suggests that the DSEIS clearly indicate that the Ross Project is not
located in the Black Hills. As stated on p. 3-86, the Black Hills National
Forest is located 64 km [40 mi] east of the Ross Project.

The text in the legend is not visible.

Please change the reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 la.

Please change "(see Figure 3.2)" to "(see Figure 3.1)."

Please change "owned" to "managed."

Please change the private subsurface mineral
"488.2 / 1206.4" to "488.2 / 1206.3."

ownership from

p. 3-3, line 19

p. 3 -4 , line 13

Please change "Pasture-, Range-, and Croplands" to "Pastureland,
Rangeland, and Cropland."

Please change "of the Little Missouri River" to "on the Little Missouri
River."

Ross ISR Project
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p. 3-4, line 37

p. 3-5, Figure 3.2

p. 3-6, Figure 3.3

p. 3-9, lines 13-15

p. 3.10, Figure 3.5

p. 3-11, Figure 3.6

p. 3-12, line 40

p. 3-13, line 47

The DSEIS states that the existing transportation network is depicted on
"Figure 3.4." The figure depicts Interstates and some US and State
highway; however, local roads in the vicinity of the Ross Project are not
shown. Strata suggests adding a new figure (i.e., ER Figure 3.2-1) to the
DSEIS or replacing Figure 3.4 with ER Figure 3.2-1.

Strata suggests modifying the figure to make it more legible. In addition,
please change the reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 2011 a.

Please change the reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 la.

The DSEIS states that, "Because of the variability of the depositional
environment, the roll fronts near or at the Ross Project area are complex,
and new exploration activities consistently yield increasing total uranium
estimates." Strata suggests revising the statement to read, "Uranium
resources at the Ross Project are likely to increase due to the variability of
depositional environment and complexity of the roll-fronts."

Please change the reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 Ia.

Please remove "SCALE: 1" = 4,000"' since the figure has been modified
from its original size. In addition, please change the reference from Strata,
2012a to Strata, 2011 a.

Please change "(Strata, 201 Ia)" to "(WDEQ/WQD, 2011)."

Strata suggests adding a discussion in Section 3.4.1.2 describing the lower
and upper units of the Fox Hill Formation for consistency with ER
Section 3.3.2. An example discussion follows:

Lower Fox Hills Formation

The lower Fox Hills Formation, as described by Buswell (1982), consists
of two sand members separated by interbedded shales and silts. The
thickness of the sand horizon ranges from around 10-30 feet and averages
about 16.5 feet thick within the proposed project area. The upper sand
member is separated from the upper Fox Hills .sandstones by a shale unit.
The thickness of this confining shale interval ranges from around
10-50 feet and averages about 32 feet thick within the proposed project
area.

Upper Fox Hills Formation

Buswell (1982) determined that there are two types of sandstone deposits
that are prevalent within the upper Fox Hills Formation in the Oshoto area:
1) thick-bedded, blocky sandstones, and 2) thin, interbedded sandstones,
siltstones and shales. Uranium mineralization occurs in the marginal

Comments on ML13078A036Ross ISR Project
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p. 3-14, line 5

marine sandstones of the upper Fox Hills Formation, which are primary
production targets of the Ross ISR Project. The upper Fox Hills
sandstones make up the lower portion of the mineralized zone.
Mineralization occurs in three to four discontinuous interbedded
sandstones and the roll front uranium deposits. The upper portion of the
mineralized zone is within the overlying Lance Formation.

Strata suggests adding a discussion to describe the mineralization within
the Fox Hills Formation and Lance Formation and the overlying confining
unit. The following is an example of the discussion that could be included
in the DSEIS:

Uranium mineralization occurs in the fluvial sandstones of the basal Lance
Formation, which, combined with the uranium mineralization of the upper
Fox Hills sandstones, are primary production targets of the Ross Project.
The thickness of the uranium mineralization ranges from around
100-180 feet and averages about 136 feet thick within the Ross Project
area. Overlying the uranium mineralization is a sequence of thinly
interbedded, gray to dark gray mudstones, claystones, siltstones, and very
fine-grained sandstones. The thickness of this confining unit ranges from
around 20-80 feet and averages about 43 feet thick within the proposed
project area.
Strata could not verify the reference to Table 2.6-9 in Strata, 2012b.

Please update or delete the source.

Please change "soil-adsorption ratio" to "sodium-adsorption ratio."

Please change "19" to "16" to be consistent with ER p. 3-64

Please change the reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 2011 a.

Please change "an uranium oxide" and "an uranium silicate" to "a uranium
oxide" and "a uranium silicate," respectively.

Strata requests that the statements describing the six faults mapped by
Buswell (1982) be revised since studies completed by Strata invalidated
the presence of the faults (see ER Section 3.3.2.1). Strata recommends the
following statement be removed from the DSEIS: "These faults are due to
heterogeneity of the lithology among the shale and sandstone intervals
within the upper Cretaceous Formations."

Please change "surface-water quality" to "surface-water quality and
quantity" since the three monitoring stations were also equipped with data
logging pressure transducers.

p. 3-14, line 27

p. 3-14, line 34

p. 3-14, line 37

p. 3-16, Figure 3.8

p. 3-17, line 45

p. 3-18, lines 5-9

p. 3-20, line 41

Ross ISR Project
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p. 3-21, Figure 3.10

p. 3-22, Figure 3.11

p. 3-23, line 10

p. 3-23, line 13

p. 3-24, Figure 3.12

p. 3-26, Figure 3.13

p. 3-27, line 4

p. 3-27, line 12

p. 3-27, lines 18-19

p. 3-27, lines 43-44
p. 3-28, lines 1-2

Please change "PROPOSED" to "PROPOSED PROJECT AREA" within
the figure and change the reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 Ia.

Please change the reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 Ia.

The DSEIS states that there is potential for Oshoto Reservoir "to affect
stream flow." Since stream flow will only be affected downstream, Strata
suggests revising this statement as follows: "to affect stream flow
downstream of the reservoir."

Please change "Pollution" to "Pollutant" in the long form of WYPDES.

The figure presented is the same as Figure 3.11 (p. 3-22). Strata requests
this figure be replaced with ER Figure 3.4-7.

The legend appears to be incomplete. Please change "PROPOSED
ROSS" to "PROPOSED ROSS PERMIT BOUNDARY" and change the
reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 Ia.

Since Deadman Creek is also classified as a 3B stream (see ER p. 3-93),
Strata suggests revising the statement to "designation for the Little
Missouri River and Deadman Creek."

Please change the TDS concentration range from "210 mg/L - 940 mg/L"
to "220 mg/L to 940 mg/L" for consistency with TR Addendum 2.7-D.

The iron concentrations presented for the streams is incorrect and the
statement on the outlier value associated with a water quality sample
collected from a reservoir should be omitted. Strata suggests revising the
statement as follows: "Iron concentrations ranged from
0.07 - 0.34 mg/L."

Please change the following TDS concentrations presented in the DSEIS
to be consistent with the data presented in TR Addendum 2.7-D and ER
RAI response package Appendix A.

" Reservoirs on the channels of the Little Missouri River and
Deadman Creek: 800 - 2,320 mg/L

* Oshoto Reservoir: 460 - 920 mg/L
" Reservoir on the Little Missouri River downstream of Oshoto

Reservoir: 80- 170 mg/L
" Reservoirs upland from the stream channels: 60- 1,190 mg/L

Please change the pH range from "8 - 10 s.u." to "7 - 11 s.u." for
consistency with TR Addendum 2.7-D. and ER RAI response package
Appendix A.

p. 3-28, lines 6-7
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p. 3-28, line 11

p. 3-28, line 13

p. 3-28, lines 19-20

p. 3-28, lines 30-32

p. 3-31, line 8

p. 3-31, line 25

p. 3-32, Figure 3.14

p. 3-34, line 9

p. 3-34, lines 23-24

p. 3-34, line 37

p. 3-35, Figure 3.15

p. 3-36, lines 1-4

Please change the dissolved uranium range for all reservoir except
those on Deadman Creek from "0.001 - 0.009 mg/L"
"0.001 - 0.011 mg/L." for consistency with TR Addendum 2.7-D and
RAI response package Appendix A.

for
to

ER

Please change the dissolved uranium range for the reservoir on Deadman
Creek from "0.019 - 0.087 mg/L" to "0.015 - 0.087 mg/L." for
consistency with TR Addendum 2.7-D and ER RAI response package
Appendix A.

Please change the gross alpha and gross beta concentration range to
"2 - 48.7 pCi/L" and "3.9- 49.4 pCi/L," respectively, for consistency with
TR Addendum 2.7-D and ER RAI response package Appendix A.

Strata suggesting revising this statement to omit the discussion of Oshoto
Reservoir since it is permitted and to indicate clearly that there are
reservoirs within and adjacent to the Ross Project area not listed in the
WSEO water-rights database. Strata suggests revising the statement to
read, "there are at least 17 additional reservoirs within or adjacent to the
Ross Project area not listed in the WSEO water-rights database."

Please change the units in "35,204 L/s [9,300 gal/s]" to "35,204 L/min
[9,300 gal/min]."

The statement that the location of exploration drillhole No. RMR008 is
shown on "Figure 3.14" is incorrect. Strata suggests changing the figure
to "Figure 3.6," which depicts the location of the drillhole.

Please change the reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 Ia.

Please add a space in "tol 5 m."

The DSEIS incorrectly states that the potentiometric contours for the "DM
interval" are presented in Figure 3.15. Figure 3.15 presents the
potentiometric contours for the OZ interval. Strata suggest omitting "(see
Figure 3.15)" from the statement.

Please change "Fox Hill" to "Fox Hills."

Strata suggests adding a legend to the figure and revising the reference
from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 Ia.

The DSEIS incorrectly states the thickness of the lower and upper
confining units. ER Section 3.3 indicates that the thickness of the lower
confining unit (BFH) ranges from 10 - 50 feet and the upper confining
unit (LC) is 20 - 80 feet thick. Strata suggests revising the statements as
follows: "Isopach maps of the BFH aquitard show that it ranges in
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p. 3-36, line 8

p. 3-36, line 10

p. 3-38, lines 14-16

p. 3-38, line 20

p. 3-39, line 32

p. 3-40, Table 3.6

thickness from around 3 m [10 ft] to 15 m [50 ft] (Strata, 201 Ia). Above
the ore zone, the mudstone and claystone of the Lance Formation form the
upper confining unit, as noted above, ranging in thickness from 6 m [20 ft]
to 24 m [80 ft]."

Please change the reference from Strata, 201 Ia to Strata, 201 lb.

Please change the reference from Strata, 201 la to Strata, 201 lb.

Please remove the statement "The Applicant proposes to actively locate
and plug all exploration wells prior to beginning wellfield operation."
This statement is redundant.

Strata suggests revising "NWIS" to "National Water Information System
(NWIS)," since it was not previously defined in this section.

Strata suggests revising the statement to include a reference to Table 3.6,
which presents the Ross Project monitoring well and Nubeth data. The
statement could be changed to "comparing the Strata's data with baseline
data reported by Nuclear Dynamics (see Table 3.6)."

Please change the surficial aquifer carbonate concentration from "N/A" to
"N/A*" to reference the associated footnote.

In addition, Strata suggests the following revisions to the table for
consistency with the data provided in TR Addendum 2.7-I and ER RAI
response package Appendix A.

Bicarbonate
DM from "295" to "294"

Dissolved Oxygen
SA from "3.2" to "3.5"
OZ from "2.8" to "3.1"
DM from "4.7" to "4.5"

pH
SA from "8.6" to "8.7"
SM from "9.15" to "9.7"
OZ from "8.7" to "8.9"
DM from "9.4" to "9.7"

Strata requests clarification on the WDEQ and EPA water quality
standards used to compare the Strata water quality presented in Table 3.6.
Based on Table 3.8 it appears that the Strata water quality is compared to
the WDEQ Class I water quality standards as well as the EPA primary and
secondary MCLs.

p. 3-40, lines 6-7
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p. 3-40, line 11

P. 3-41, Table 3.7

Strata suggests revising the footnote for **"<" to state that the "majority
of the concentrations were below the detection limit."

Strata suggests the following revisions to the table for consistency with the
data provided in TR Addendum 2.7-1 and ER RAI response package
Appendix A.

* For consistency throughout the table, Strata suggests shading both
the ore zone and above ore zone ammonia concentrations for
Nubeth as well as the ore zone arsenic and uranium concentrations
for Nubeth. All of these values were greater than the WDEQ and
EPA water quality standards.

* Remove the shading from the maximum radium-228 concentration
in the OZ aquifer since 1.6 pCi/L is less than the WDEQ and EPA
standard of 5 pCi/L.

" Please change the maximum value for radium-228 in the SM zone
from "12.27" to "2.27."

" Please change the minimum value for gross alpha in the SM zone
from "<7" to "<2."

* Please change the minimum value for gross alpha in the DM zone
from "<14" to "<2."

* Please change the minimum
from "<8" to "<7."

* Please change the minimum
from "<8" to "<3."

* Please change the minimum
from "<8" to "<7."

* Please change the minimum
from "<20" to "<7."

value for gross beta in the SA zone

value for gross beta in the SM zone

value for gross beta in the OZ zone

value for gross beta in the OZ zone

p. 3-42, line 4

p. 3-42, lines 12-13

p. 3-42, line 17

p. 3-43, line 4

Please refer to the comment on p. 3-40, lines 6-7 and clarify the WDEQ
and EPA standards used to compare the water quality values presented in
Table 3.7.

Strata suggests omitting "present in Strata's that were" in "water quality
standards for constituents that were present in Strata's that were found to
exceed..."

Strata suggests adding "40 CFR Part 41" as a source.

The DSEIS states that the Ross Project TDS is within the limits of the
WDEQ Class II Agriculture and Class III Livestock classes of use and
references Table 3.6 and 3.8. However, Table 3.8 does not include the
water quality standards for WDEQ Class Ill Livestock. Strata suggests
revising Table 3.8 to include the WDEQ Class III Livestock water quality
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p. 3-43, line 8

p. 3-43, line 27

p. 3-43, line 38

p. 3-44, line 16

p. 3-44, line 17

p. 3 -4 5, line 13

p. 3-47, Figure 3.16

p. 3-48, line 4

p. 3-49, Table 3.11

p. 3-54, line 9

p. 3-64, line 2

p. 3-65, lines 34-35

p. 3-65, lines 37-38
p. 3-66, lines 1-8

standards or revising the text to state that the Ross Project TDS is "within
the upper limits set by WDEQ for Class I1 Agriculture (2,000 mg/L) and
Class III Livestock (5,000 mg/L) (WDEQ/WQD, 2005b)."

Please change "ammonium" to "ammonia."

Please change "19X- 18" to "19XX 18."

Please change "Applicant's ER" to "Applicant's license application,"
since the cited references include both the ER and TR.

Strata suggests omitting "often" in "TDS often ranged."

Strata suggests omitting "standard" in "EPA Secondary MCL standard."

Please change the units in "1.9 L/s [30 gal/s]" to "1.9 L/min [30 gal/min]."

Strata suggests adding a legend to the figure and revising the reference
from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 Ia.

Please change "houndstongue" to "hounds tongue."

Please change "Trumpeter swan" to "Trumpeter Swan."

Please change "Leks" to "Male sage grouse."

Strata believes "USGS, 2011" should be "USGS, 2006."

The DSEIS does not indicate that the wind speeds are monthly average
and monthly maximum. Strata suggests revising the statement as follows:
"The wind speed at the Gillette Airport from 2000-2009 averaged
16.9km/hr [10.5 mi/hr], with a maximum monthly wind speed of
77 km/hr [48 mi/hr]."

Strata disagrees with the Ross Project wind discussion. The following
describes the inconsistencies between the DSEIS and the license
application: 1) the description of the prevailing wind direction is
inconsistent with the license application (e.g., ER Section 3.6.1.2 states
that "the predominant wind direction is southerly for all months except
May, where south-southeasterly winds predominated); 2) the wind roses
presented in Figures 3.17 and 3.18 are inconsistent with the wind
discussion (e.g., the annual wind rose shown for the seasonal wind
discussion). [Figure 3.17 appears to be the wind rose from the Gillette
Airport for the time period of 2005 to 2009 (ER Figure 3.6-13), while
Figure 3.18 appears to be the wind rose from the Buckskin Mine for the
time period of 2005 to 2009 (ER Figure 3.6-14)]; and 3) the stated wind
speeds for the Ross meteorological station from 2010 are inconsistent with
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p. 3-66, Figure 3.17

p. 3-66, Figure 3.18

p. 3-67, line 19

p. 3-70, line 1

p. 3-7 1, line 44

p. 3-72, line 4

p. 3-72, line 5

p. 3-73, line 34

p. 3-74, lines 30-40

the license application (e.g., ER Addendum 3.6-B states that the average
annual wind speed was 11.6 mph, while the maximum and minimum wind
speeds were 45.6 and 0.5 mph, respectively). Strata recommends revising
the section to be consistent with the license application.

Please refer to the comment on p. 3-65, iines 37-38 and p. 3-66, lines 1-8,
which indicates that the wind rose presented in Figure 3.17 does not match
the DSEIS discussion. In addition, Strata suggests adding the applicable
periods of record to the wind roses.

Please refer to the comment on p. 3-65, lines 37-38 and p. 3-66, lines 1-8,
which indicates that the wind rose presented in Figure 3.17 does not match
the DSEIS discussion. In addition, Strata suggests adding the applicable
periods of record to the wind roses.

Please change "1,700 m [5,577 ft]" to 300 m [1,000 ft]" for consistency
with ER Section 3.6.1.4.

Please add "WDEQ/AQD, 2012" as a source.

The DSEIS incorrectly lists the distance from the Ross Project to the PSD
Class II Cloud Peak Wilderness Area. Please change "130 km [80 mi]" to
"180 km [110 mi]" for consistency with ER Section 3.6.2.

Please change the background radon in air concentration from "0.5 to
2.0 pCi/L" to "0.3 to 2.0 pCi/L" for consistency with Table 3.21 (p. 3-
101).

Strata requests citation on the statement made here that background radon
concentrations in the air at the Ross Project have a "resultant exposure
between 9.2 to 38.2 mrem."

Please change the distance to the Oshoto bentonite mine from "5 km
[3 mi] north" to "8 km [5 mi] northeast" for consistency within the DSEIS
(i.e., p. 3-8, line I I and Table 5.3 on p. 5-11).

The discussion of "historical properties" in the DSEIS is factually
incorrect and does not contribute to the understanding of the historic
properties of the Ross Project. Strata suggests revising the text as follows:
"Historic properties are resources eligible for or listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. To be eligible for listing, resources must
exhibit integrity of setting, location, design, materials, feeling and
association. Once integrity is established, a resource is evaluated for
criteria of eligibility as defined in 36 CFR Part 60.4, of which it must meet
at least one. These criteria include: 1) association with significant events
in the past, 2) association with the lives of persons significant in the past,
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p. 3-75, line 19

p. 3-75, line 20

p. 3-80, line 23

p. 3-81, line 23

p. 3-81, lines 32-33

p. 3-84, Table 3.18

p. 3-85, Figure 3.19

p. 3-86, line 27

p. 3-86, line 28

p. 3-86, line 36

p. 3-87, Figure 3.20

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

3) embodiments of distinctive characteristics of type, period, or
construction, or 4) yield or be likely to yield important information."

Strata suggests revising "Ann" to "Annotated."

Please change "Office" to "Officer" in the expanded form of SHPO.

Strata suggests revising "additional shovel tests" to include all of the
additional work completed by Strata which included 6 back-hoe trenches,
approximately 27 0.5 m x 0.5 m test pits and approximately 44 1.0 m x
1.0 m test pits to further evaluate the sites. This additional work was
described in the response to ER RAI Cultural-1(A) and provided to NRC
as a Supplement to the Environmental Report, Addendum 3.8-A on
August 8, 2012 (ML Accession # ML12227A672).

Please change "Offices" to "Officers" in the expanded form of THPOs.

Strata suggests the NRC be consistent in its description of the APE for the
Ross Project. The APE is defined on p. 3-75, lines 4-7 "by the Ross
Project site boundary and its immediate environs, which may be impacted
by the Ross Project construction, operation, aquifer restoration, and
decommissioning activities" which differs from the description on p. 5-40,
lines 2-4, which states that the APE "includes the Ross Project's
boundaries as well as the area established for potential effects to
traditional cultural properties (TCPs)."

Strata requests justification on the footnote in Table 3.18, which states that
"those sites that the application has recommended as not eligible will be
treated as eligible." This statement is in direct conflict with the
conclusions reached by the archaeology evaluation report, NRC and the
Wyoming SHPO.

Strata suggests modifying the legend to indicate that the straight line is the
"Ross Project Boundary." In addition, please add Strata, 201 la to the
sources.

Please change "32.2 km [20 m]" to "32.2 km [20 mi]."

Please add a comma after "Ross Project."

Strata suggest modifying the statement to indicate that Devils Tower is
"visible from a portion of the Ross Project area, but not visible from the
base of Devil's Tower or its visitor center."

Please change the reference from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 201 Ia.
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p. 3-88, line 10

p. 3-89, line 17

p. 3-90, Figure 3.21

p. 3-92, line 21-22

p. 3-92, line 22

p. 3-93, lines 3-4

p. 3-94, line I

p. 3-94, line I I

p. 3-94, line 17

p. 3-95, line 17

p. 3-96, lines 27-44

p. 3-98, lines 2 1-27

The statement to "(see Figure 24)" appears incorrect. Strata recommends
revising the reference to "Figure 3.19."

The statement that "8" of the 11 residences are east of the project area is
inaccurate. Strata suggests revising the text to state that "7" residences are
east of the project area for consistency with the license application (ER
Figure 3.1-3).

The definitions for the solid and dashed lines in the legend is omitted.
Strata suggests defining these as the "Proposed Ross Permit Boundary"
and "2-Mile Buffer from Proposed Permit Boundary," respectively.

Strata suggests revising this section to also discuss median household
income similar to previous SEIS's completed for Moore Ranch and
Nichols Ranch projects.

Please change "per capita income" to "per capita personal income."

Please change "per capita income" to "per capita personal income" in both
occurrences.

Please change "is currently at" with "was" to match statement tense.

Please change "are currently" with "were" to match statement tense.

The statement that the unemployment rate in August 2011 was
"4.4 percent, representing 11,166 unemployed persons" appears incorrect,
since the total population of Campbell County in 2010 was 46,133. Strata
recommends correcting the number of unemployed persons.

Please change "65 miles" to "65 miles (driving distance)."

As stated in the comment on p. 2-24, lines 37-44, Strata suggests NRC
make it clear in the SEIS that pre-licensing data was collected in
accordance with guidance in Chapter 2 of NUREG-1569 (as opposed to
Chapter 5 of NUREG-1569, which includes guidance on post-licensing,
pre-operational data collection).

The discussion of the surface water pre-licensing baseline sampling is
inconsistent with Section 3.5.1. The following describes the statements
that lack consistency with Section 3.5.1 and the license application.

1) The DSEIS states that the surface water locations included "two creek
samples (one each from Deadman Creek and the Little Missouri River)
during June 2010." Strata's surface water monitoring network included
the collection of water quality samples from three surface water
monitoring stations (one on Deadman Creek and two on the Little
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p. 3-99, Table 3.21

Missouri River) and existing reservoirs within the project area. Surface
water sampling collection commenced in March 2010 at the three surface
water monitoring stations and continued quarterly throughout 2011.
Reservoir sampling began in the 3 quarter 2009 and continued quarterly
throughout 2011.

2) The DSEIS states "Ten other water reservoirs in the Lance District were
sampled as well." All of the reservoirs included in Strata's surface water
monitoring network were within or just outside the Ross Project area.

3) The statement "In addition, intermittent and ephemeral surface-water
channels were sampled when water was present" is inaccurate. As
previously stated, quarterly sampling was conducted at the surface water
monitoring stations and reservoirs. No additional samples were collected
from intermittent or ephemeral surface-water channels.

4) The reference to Figure 3.14 is incorrect. Strata recommends
modifying the reference to Figure 3.12.

Strata suggests the following revisions to the table for consistency with the
data provided in TR Addendum 2.7-D and Addendum 2.7-I as well as ER
RAI response package Appendix A.

Surface Water
" Revise Lead-210 range to "<1 - 3.3"
" Revise Radium-228 range to "<1 - 1.7"
" Revise Uranium range to "<0.001 - 0.087"

Ground Water
SA Zone

* Revise Lead-210 range to "<1 - 1.4"
* Revise Radium-228 range to "<I - 1.8"
* Revise Uranium range to "<0.0003 - 0.007"
* Add Thorium-230: "<0.2 pCi/L" to table

SM Zone
* Revise Lead-210 range to "<1 - 5.2"
* Revise Polonium-210 range to "<1 - 1.9"
* Revise Radium-228 range to "<1 - 2.27"
* Revise Uranium range to "<0.0003 - 0.004"
* Add Thorium-230: "<0.2 pCi/L" to table
* Add Radon-222: "<28 - 443 pCi/L" to table

OZ Zone
* Revise Lead-210 range to "<1 - 13.6"
* Revise Radium-228 range to "<1 - 1.6"
* Add Thorium-230: "<0.2 pCi/L" to table
* Add Radon-222: "4,580 - 35,100 pCi/L" to table
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p. 3-100, Table 3.21 Strata suggests the following revisions to the table for consistency with the
data provided in TR Addendum 2.7-D and Addendum 2.7-I as well as ER
RAI response package Appendix A.

DM Zone
* Revise Lead-210 range to "<1 - 1.2"
* Revise Polonium-210 range to "<1 - 1.3"
* Revise Radium-228 range to "<1 - 2.2"
* Revise Uranium range to "<0.0003 - 0.003"
* Add Thorium-230: "<0.2 - 0.24 pCi/L" to table
* Add Radon-222: "<25 - 242 pCi/L" to table.

Piezometers in SA Zone
* Revise Lead-210 range to "<1 - 5.5"
* Revise Polonium-210 range to "<1 - 1.4"
* Revise Radium-226 range to "<0.2 - 1.3"
* Revise Uranium range to "0.0067 - 0.264"
* Revise Gross Alpha range to "<15 - 218"
* Add Thorium-230: "<0.2 - 0.7 pCi/L" to table.

Strata suggests adding the analytical results for the existing water supply
wells described on p. 3-103, lines 25-29 to the table. Please add the
following concentration ranges to Table 3.21.

Existing Water Supply Wells
" Lead-210: <1 - 17.4 pCi/L
" Polonium-2 10: <1 - 6.4 pCi/L
* Radium-226: <0.2 - 47.23 pCi/L
* Radium-228: <1 - 3.2 pCi/L
* Uranium: <0.0003 - 0.388 mg/L
* Thorium-230: <0.2 pCi/L
* Gross Alpha: <6 - 324 pCi/L
* Radon-222: 390- 18,000 pCi/L

Strata suggests the following revisions to the table for consistency with the
data provided in TR Section 2.9.

Surface and Subsurface Soils
* Revise Uranium range to "<0.004 - 2.80"

Strata suggests modifying the sediment results per the comment on
p. 3-103, lines 33-35. Strata suggests either adding a footnote to the
anomalous Lead-210 and Thorium-230 results indicating that additional
samples confirmed the anomalous results or revising the values to reflect
the samples collected in 2011 and reported in the TR RAI 14 response.
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p. 3-101, Table 3.21 Strata suggests the following revisions to the table for consistency with the
data provided in TR Addendum 2.9-D.

Air Particulates
* Revise Lead-210 range to 1.51 x 106-2.54 x 10-5

* Revise Radium-226 range to <Detection Limits - 2.08 x
10-8

* Revise Thorium-230 range to <Detection Limits - 2.07 x
10-7

* Revise Uranium range to <Detection Limits- 3.59 x 10-7

Radon
a Revise Average Radon range to 0.2 ± 0.02 - 2.0 ± 0.13

Strata suggests the following revisions to the table for consistency with the
data provided in TR Section 2.9.

Vegetation
Grazing Vegetation

* Revise the units for Lead-210 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Polonium-210 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Radium-226 to pCi/kg

Revise the units for Thorium-230 to pCi/kg
* Revise Uranium range to "0.0017 - 13.9

Wetland Vegetation
* Revise the units for Lead-210 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Polonium-210 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Radium-226 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Thorium-230 to pCi/kg

Hay
* Revise the units for Lead-210 to pCi/kg
* Revise the range and units for Polonium-210 to 11.3 ± 4.7

pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Radium-226 to pCi/kg
* Revise the range and units for Thorium-230 to 0.96 ± 0.23

pCi/kg

p. 3-102, Table 3.21 Strata suggests the following revisions to the table for consistency with the
data provided TR Section 2.9.

Vegetatables
* Revise the units for Lead-210 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Polonium-210 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Radium-226 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Thorium-230 to pCi/kg
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Animal
Beef, Wildlife, and Fish

* Revise the units for Lead-210 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Polonium-210 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Radium-226 to pCi/kg
* Revise the units for Thorium-230 to pCi/kg

Strata requests clarification on the TLD Exposure range and units
presented in Table 3.21. These values seem erroneously high and Strata
believes the units are most likely incorrect and should be "mrem/year."

p. 3-103, line 2 Please change "NUREG-4.14" to "Regulatory Guide 4.14."

p. 3-103, line 18

p. 3-103, line 25

p. 3-103, line 27

p. 3-103, lines 39-40

p. 3-103, lines 33-35

p. 3-104, Figure 3.23

The statement that, "Six well clusters were used by the Applicant to
sample ground water quarterly in 2010" is accurate, but inconsistent with
Section 3.5.3, which summarizes the groundwater quality collected
between 2010 and 2011. Strata suggest revising the statement to
"...quarterly in 2010 and 2011."

Please change "Drinking Water Wells" to "Existing Water Supply Wells"
for consistency with p. 3-43, line 20.

Please change "local drinking water wells" to "existing water supply
wells" for consistency with 3-43, line 20 and the comment on p. 3-103,
line 25.

Strata recommends modifying the soil discussion to describe both surface
and subsurface soil sampling for consistency with TR Section 2.9.2.6.
Strata suggests revising the statement as follows: "Surface and subsurface
soil samples at the Ross Project area were obtained from 39 locations
(18 of which were sampled at both the surface and subsurface); surface
samples were collected at two depths (0-5 and 0-15 cm [0-2 and 0-5.9 in])
and subsurface samplers were collected at three depths (0-30, 30-60, and
60-100 cm [0-11.8, 11.8-23.6, and 23.6-39.4 in])."

Strata recommends modifying the sediment discussion to describe the
anomalous lead-210 and thorium-230 results from site SW-i reported in
TR Section 2.9. As stated in the ER, the high concentrations were
attributed to analytical error. Strata collected additional samples in 2011
and reported the results in the TR RAI 14 response. The 2011 results were
consistent with the baseline results as well as the other post-submission
sediment samples collected at other locations.

Strata recommends defining the solid line in the legend as the "Proposed
Ross Permit Boundary."
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p. 3-105, line 18

p. 3-105, lines 25-29

Please change "are" to "were" to match tense.

The vegetation discussion in the DSEIS does not describe the wetland, hay
or vegetable samples that were collected as part of the pre-licensing
baseline sampling program although the results are presented in Table
3.21. Strata suggests adding the following text to the discussion: "In
addition, wetland species were sampled near the confluence of Oshoto
Reservoir and the Little Missouri River. Food crop sampling included hay
crops and produce from one personal garden bordering the Ross Project
area."

p. 3-106, Figure 3.24 The solid line in the legend is not completely defined.
difficult to differentiate between the different star
suggests modifying the symbols or legend.

In addition, it is
symbols. Strata

p. 3-107, line 24

p. 3-107, lines 47-48

p. 3-109, lines 16-19

p. 3-109, line 47

p. 3-110, line 6

p. 3-110, line II

p. 3-118, line 40

Please change "would be" to "were."

Strata does not agree with the statement in the DSEIS that Oshoto has
"only a very small population (approximately 50 persons)." Oshoto is a
ranching community composed of ranches scattered throughout the area
(please refer to comment on p. xxx, lines 41-42). Strata suggests revising
the statement as follows: "The Ross Project area is adjacent to the
unincorporated ranching community of Oshoto."

Strata suggests indicating that there are non-AEA radiological materials in

the form of TENORM as part of preconstruction activities.

Please remove the space in "23, 000 liters."

The reference to "(WDEQ/WQD, 2011)" is incorrect. Strata suggests
revising the reference and updating Section 3.14. The source that should
be used is referenced on p. 2-55, lines 21-24.

Please change "Action" to "Act" in the expanded form of RCRA

Please change "(US)WRDS (U.S. Water Resources Data System)" to
"(UW)WRDS (University of Wyoming Water Resources Data System)."

CHAPTER 4 - ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

p. 4-2, lines 17-18 Strata requests clarification on the statement that, "These potential impacts
could be greater in the areas where there are higher percentages of private
landownership." Strata believes that the potential impacts will be the
same regardless of surface ownership.
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p. 4-4, line 27

p. 4-5, lines 25-26

p. 4-5, line 33

p. 4-6, lines 37-40

p. 4-7, line 23

p. 4-8, Figure 4.1

p. 4-9, line 21

p. 4-10, lines 33, 42

p.4-11, line 10

Strata suggests revising "land-use impacts resulting from the Ross
Project" to "land-use impacts resulting from the construction of the Ross
Project" for consistencythroughout the DSEIS.

The statement that "All roads and wellfields would be removed and
reclaimed, unless exempted by the request of a landowner" is not
consistent with the license application (ER Section 4.1.1). During
decommissioning all wellfields will be reclaimed.

Please change "radioactive" to "I1 e.(2) byproduct."

The statement is made that the Alternative 3 impacts would be the same as
the proposed action during "operation and decommissioning as well as
during the restoration of the underlying aquifer." This statement suggests
that the underlying aquifer (i.e., below the ore zone) would require
restoration which is incorrect. Strata suggests revising the statement to
"operation, aquifer restoration, and decommissioning, this Alternative's
impacts will be the same as those discussed earlier for the Proposed
Action, because the area of land-use disturbance will generally be the
same."

The reference to Figure 4.1 appears incorrect. In addition, the information
presented in Figure 4.1 does not relate to transportation. Strata
recommends relocating the figure to Section 4.5 (the figure is referenced
in its proper context on p. 4-41, line 7).

Please refer to the comment on p. 4-7, line 23, which recommends
relocating the figure to Section 4.5.

Strata questions the statement that potential traffic impacts to local roads
will be MODERATE to LARGE. According to the definitions on p. 4-1, a
LARGE impact is "sufficient to destabilize important attributes of the
resource considered." Even without the extensive mitigation measures
proposed by Strata, it is unlikely that increased traffic on affected local
and county roads will "destabilize important attributes" of the roads.
Moreover, the brief discussion on mitigation measures neglects the
potential that Strata will implement a park and ride system as discussed in
the license application (i.e., ER, p. 4-19, 4-20 and 5-15).

Please change "radioactive wastes" to "solid I l e.(2) byproduct wastes."

Please omit "as cited by GEIS Section 4.4.2.2" from this statement since it
is redundant.
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p. 4-12, lines 1-2 Please change "offsite domestic-sewage facilities" to "offsite water-
treatment operations" for consistency within the DSEIS (i.e., p. 2-9,
line 3).

p. 4-12, 1.24, 29, 44 Please change "radioactive wastes" to "solid I I e.(2) byproduct wastes."

p. 4-12, lines 33-36

p. 4-13, lin'es 36-37

p. 4-14, lines 47-48

p. 4-15, lines 43-49

p. 4-17, lines 13-15

p. 4-17, lines 25-28

p. 4-18, line 26

p. 4-18, lines 42-43

The DSEIS states that hazardous waste from the Ross Project would
include "used oil, oil-contaminated soil, oily rags..." Please refer to the
comment on p. 2-37, text box. Based on the information presented in the
ER RAI Waste-I response, Strata suggests omitting used oil from the
description of hazardous waste.

Strata suggests revising "60 or 20 workers" to "20 workers rather than
60 workers during operation."

The No-Action Alternative statement that "land would continue to be
available for other users" does not seem appropriate for transportation.
Strata recommends the statement be revised to reflect that existing roads
(county roads and oilfield/ranch access roads) would be present in this
alternative.

As currently written, the DSEIS implies that some of the site-specific
construction activities proposed at the Ross Project were evaluated in the
GEIS (i.e., CBW and flood-control diversion channel). Strata
recommends changing the reference on line 49 to Strata, 201 Ia.

Please change "access roads to and from the wellfields" to "unconstructed,
two-track access roads including tertiary access roads and temporary
access roads."

The statement that "Any topsoils that are stripped before the construction
of roads and drilling pads in the wellfields would be stockpiled in nearby
piles" is inconsistent with the license application. ER Section 4.3 states
that, "Access road topsoil stockpiles will be located throughout the
wellfields, where they will typically be spaced approximately 2,000 feet
apart along access roads to minimize compaction, fugitive dust, noise, and
emissions associated with long topsoil hauls." Strata requests the
statement in the DSEIS be revised accordingly.

Please change "2,000 m [6,400 ft]" to "2,600 m [8,500 ft]" for consistency
within the DSEIS (i.e., p. 2-25, line 38).

The DSEIS states that potential impacts to geology and soils could result
from "changes to the uranium-bearing formations as a result of the
disposal of brine and other liquid byproduct wastes in UIC Class I deep-
injection wells." This statement suggests that the UIC Class I deep-
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p. 4-19, line 28

p. 4-19, line 46

p. 4-20, line I

p. 4-20, line 8

p. 4-20, lines 47-49
p. 4-21, lines 1-2

p. 4-21, line 19

p. 4-21, line 18

p. 4-21, lines 23-46

p. 4-21, lines 25-26

injection wells will be completed in the uranium-bearing formation. As
stated in Section 2.1.1 (p. 2-3), "the uranium ore zone at the Ross Project
is situated in the upper Cretaceous Fox Hills and Lance Formations."
Strata proposes to dispose of brine and other liquid byproduct wastes in up
to five permitted Class I deep disposal wells completed in the Flathead and
Deadwood Formations (p. 2-25). Strata requests the statement be omitted
from the DSEIS.

Please change "small" to "SMALL."

Please change "SEIS Section 2.1.1 of this SEIS" to "SEIS Section 2.1.1."

Strata suggests modifying the statement to include the information in
parenthesis. Strata suggest the following revision: "has occurred (the CPP
would be staffed 24 hours a day)."

Please change "before they were buried" to "during construction."

The statement is made that "additional determination of background
values would have been established by a post-licensing, pre-operational
monitoring program prior to major Ross Project construction." This
statement is inconsistent with draft SUA-1601. The pre-licensing,
baseline soil monitoring will be used to determine background values.
Strata requests this statement be omitted from the DSEIS.

Please remove "the" from "the 10 CFR Part 40."

Strata suggests omitting "and sediments" since there is no mention of
sediments within the soil discussion.

Strata suggests separating the Ross Project Aquifer Restoration discussion
into Geology and Soils subsections to be consistent with the discussions
for the other phases in Section 4.4.

The statement that "aquifer restoration would impact the geology of the
deep-injection aquifers similarly to the operation of an ISR facility" could
not be found in Section 4.4.3 of the GEIS. In addition, Strata could not
find any mention of potential impacts to deep-injection aquifers in Section
4.4.3 of the GELS, which describes how the impacts to geology in the
production zone from aquifer restoration would be SMALL since there
would be no changes to the structure and changes in pressure in the
aquifer would be limited by reinjection and recirculation. Strata
recommends revising the statement to reflect another section of the GElS
or referencing Section 4.4.1.2, which describes potential geology impacts
during operation.
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p. 4-22, lines 22-23

p. 4-22, lines 24, 25

p. 4-22, lines 31-32

p. 4-22, lines 32-36

p. 4-23, line 19

p. 4-23, line 24

p. 4-24, line 44

p. 4-25, Table 4.3

p. 4-25, line 13

Strata requests the statement that, "This would represent an average
density of approximately 4.3 wells/ha [1.7 wells/ac]" be omitted. Please
refer to the comment on p. xxvi, lines 14-21 , which mentioned that the
drilling density within wellfields will be greater than 1.7 wells/acre, since
the drillholes and wells will be concentrated in wellfields (160 ac) and not
distributed evenly throughout the proposed license area.

Please change "concrete" to "cement" in both occurrences.

Please add a space between lines 31 and 32 for consistency throughout the
DSEIS.

Strata suggests revising this statement to make consistent with DSEIS
changes resulting from the comment on p. 4-21, lines 25-26.

Please change "51 drillholes" to "51 wells" for consistency within the
DSEIS (i.e., p. 2-44, line 27).

Please change "Alternate 2" to "Alternative 2."

Please change "results" to "will result."

Please change "31.4 [8.3]" to "31.4 [3.8]" as the typical water usage for
construction activities during decommissioning.

Strata recommends the DSEIS describe the BMPs proposed for the
protection of water resources at the Ross Project (see ER Section 5.4). An
example discussion follows:

Strata will minimize surface water impacts by limiting soil disturbance
and compaction, diverting and controlling runoff, avoiding or promptly
detecting and correcting accidental spills and leaks and completing
reclamation in a timely manner. Mitigation measures to minimize water
quantity impacts in the overlying and underlying aquifers include properly
abandoning exploration and delineation boreholes, limiting over-
penetration during drilling, employing on-site engineering/geologic
supervision during well drilling and development, using proper well
construction techniques, and implementing an approved MIT program.
Potential groundwater quantity impacts in the ore zone will be mitigated
by minimizing consumptive use (e.g., monitoring nearby stock and
domestic wells, designing balanced wellfields, and minimizing the
production bleed). Impacts to groundwater quality in the ore zone will be
mitigated by groundwater restoration activities.

Please change "cognizant regulatory authorities" to "WDEQ/WQD."p. 4-25, line 31
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p. 4-26, lines 1-2

p. 4-26, lines 11-18

p. 4-26, line 22

p. 4-27, line 7

p. 4-27, lines 44-47

p. 4-28, lines 28-29

p. 4-30, lines 9-12

p. 4-30, line 44
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The statement that, "88 L/min [23 gal/min] of surface water" will be used
for "dust control" during construction is inconsistent with Table 4.3
(p. 4-25). Strata recommends changing "88 L/min [23 gal/min]" to
"1.9 L/min [7.2 gal/min]" or revising the statement to "dust control and
construction water."

Strata suggests revising the statement to reflect the status of the
construction SWPPP. As indicated in Table 1.2 (p. 1-10), Strata obtained
a construction SWPPP from the WDEQ/WQD in January 2013. Strata
recommends revising the statement as follows: "Given this disturbance,
the Applicant has obtained a "Large Construction General WYPDES
Storm Water Permit" from WDEQ/WQD. The SWPPP describes the
nature..."

Please change "1,500 to 2,000" to "1,400 to 2,200" for consistency with
the license application (please refer to p. xix, lines 1-2).

Strata suggests revising "authorize dredge and fill activities" to "authorize
dredge and fill activities in Waters of the U.S."

Strata requests clarification on the statement that, "the analysis of impacts
to ground water provided in the GEIS are applicable because the effects of
the CBW on shallow ground water are localized and the presence of the
CBW would not affect the surrounding ground water." This statement is
inconsistent with p. 4-28, lines 20-21, which states that "Construction of
the CBW could impact the quantity of water in the shallow aquifer
because the CBW would isolate the shallow aquifer at the Ross Project
facility."

Please move text from line 29 up to line 28.

Strata suggests describing the mitigation measures Strata will implement
to ensure discharge water will not reach surface waters. The temporary
WYPDES permit (ML Accession # ML12117A407) authorizes
wastewater discharge to surface waters; however, it states that, "there shall
be no deposition of substances in quantities which could result in
significant aesthetic degradation, or degradation of habitat for aquatic life,
plant life, or wildlife; or which could adversely affect public water
supplies or those intended for agricultural or industrial uses." Strata
suggests revising the statement on line 12 to indicate that, "the permit does
not allow degradation of habitat for aquatic life, plant life, or wildlife; or
which could adversely affect public water supplies or those intended for
agricultural or industrial uses." The mitigation measures proposed by
Strata will ensure habitat degradation does not occur.

Please change "Applicant" to "WDEQ/WQD."
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p. 4-31, lines 3-5

p. 4-31, line 38

p. 4-31, line 39

p. 4-32, line 9

p. 4-32, line 19

p. 4-32, line 22

p. 4-33, lines 3-4

p. 4-33, line 11

p. 4-34, lines 21-25

p. 4-34, line 37

p. 4-34, lines 10- 11

The DSEIS states that "The WYPDES Storm Water Permit would also
require storm-water discharge sampling and analysis as well as
compliance with a numeric effluent limit for total suspended sediment."
Strata will apply for and obtain an Industrial General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges from the WDEQ/WQD prior to operations. The only
permit requirement associated with this type of permit is that the
operations periodically inspect the BMPs and complete documentation of
the inspections. In addition, the general permit would not establish
numeric effluent limits. Strata requests the statement be omitted from the
SEIS.

Please change "pump houses" to "module buildings" for consistency
within the DSEIS (i.e., p. 2-9, line 8).

Please change "extraction" to "recovery" and "header houses" to "module
buildings."

Please change "2 percent" to "1.25 percent" for consistency within the
DSEIS (i.e., p. 2-27, line 33).

Strata suggests adding a statement to describe the NRC 2009
Memorandum to Commission on no impacts to non-exempt, adjacent
USDWs and more focus on wellfield balance.

Please change the statement to read, "A licensee would be required, by its
WDEQ Permit to Mine and by its NRC license..." (omit the second
instance of "would be").

Strata suggests omitting the statement that, "The NRC requires assurance
of the integrity of the confining units to minimize the potential impacts
from horizontal excursions." This statement is inaccurate since confining
units prevent movement of solutions into overlying and underlying
aquifers.

Please omit the underscore in "different-environmental."

Please change the units from "gal/m" to "gal/min" in all five instances.

Please change "I9XX" to "19XXI 8" for consistency within the DSEIS.

Strata agrees with the conclusion that the potential impacts to the
groundwater quality in the shallow aquifer will be SMALL. However,
this conclusion could be strengthened by including a discussion of Strata's
commitment to install additional SA wells and monitor them on a
quarterly basis as discussed in License Condition 11.5 of draft SUA-1601.
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p. 4-35, lines 3-8

p. 4-35, lines 27-29

p. 4-35, lines 39-41

p. 4-36, lines 1-3

p. 4-36, line 13

The DSEIS states that the maximum drawdown would occur in the
Wesley TW02 well. This statement is consistent with the license
application; however, there are several factors that should be noted when
considering this impact that are mentioned in the ER (p. 4-64) . First, the
well is located along the Little Missouri River floodplain immediately
adjacent to the no-flow boundary of the groundwater model; hence the
presence of the no-flow boundary may conservatively bias the estimated
drawdown. Second, water levels measured by Strata indicate the 22 feet
static level to be lowest over the past year with fluctuations upward to
15 feet, again adding more conservatism to the analysis. Third, given the
limited use by Strata field office personnel and livestock (primarily several
horses), the moderate reduction in available head should not materially
decrease the yield from the well. Strata suggests modifying the statement
to account for these factors.

Strata suggests adding a statement describing the reason Strata did not
model the DM aquifer in the groundwater model. As indicated in TR
Addendum 2.7-H, "the intervening shale between the two aquifers
effectively isolates them from each other which means that any attempt to
model the DM would show negligible response to changes in the
overlying OZ aquifer."

Strata suggests modifying the statement to indicate that the overlying SM
aquifer was also evaluated as part of the aquifer test program. As
indicated in TR Addendum 2.7-F, "No effects from pumping were
measured in any of the SM unit wells at the six well clusters."

The DSEIS states that "The Applicant would continue geologic evaluation
and hydrologic testing to characterize the integrity of the lower confining
units, through observations of piezometric levels in the SM and DM
aquifers." This statement does not indicate that the upper confining unit
will also continue to be evaluated. Therefore, Strata suggest revising the
statement to, "... to characterize the integrity of the upper and lower
confining units, through observations of piezometric levels in the SM and
DM aquifers, respectively."

The statement that Strata will "locate and plug all exploration drillholes
prior to beginning wellfield operation" is inconsistent with the draft
license. Strata requests the statement be revised to be consistent with
License Condition 10.12 of draft SUA-1601, which states, "Prior to
conducting tests for a wellfield data package, the licensee will attempt to
locate and abandon all historic drill holes located within the perimeter well
ring for the wellfield." Please refer to the comment on p. xxviii,
lines 32-36.
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p. 4-36, lines 15-16

p. 4-36, lines 16-18

p. 4-36, lines 18-22

p. 4-36, lines 21-22

p. 4-36, lines 24-26

p. 4-36, lines 30-34

p. 4-36, line 41

p. 4-36, 4-37
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The DSEIS states that the license would require "a ring of monitoring
wells around each wellfield." While this statement is correct it does not
mention that Strata will also install monitor wells in the underlying and
overlying aquifers (see License Condition 11.3 of draft SUA-1601). Strata
recommends the statement be revised to include a discussion of the
overlying and underlying monitoring wells.

This statement suggests that the perimeter monitoring wells would allow
monitoring in the SM and DM aquifers, which is inaccurate. Strata
suggests revising this statement as follows: "The perimeter monitoring
wells will allow monitoring of the OZ aquifer, while the monitoring wells
in the overlying and underlying aquifer will allow monitoring of the SM
and DM aquifers, respectively."

The reference to SEIS Section 3.5.3 does not appear accurate since the
groundwater model is primarily discussed in DSEIS Section 4.5.1.2 and
not Section 3.5.3. Strata suggests revising this statement to omit the
reference to Section 3.5.3.

Strata suggests revising the statement that the perimeter monitor well
spacing proposed by Strata is "122 - 183 m [400 - 600 ft]" to be
consistent with Section 2 and the information provided in the TR RAI
responses. As indicated in Section 2 (p. 2-25, lines 3-4) and TR RAI 19
response Strata commits to "a maximum monitor well spacing and offset
of 400 ft."

Strata does not agree with the statement that, "The NRC would require an
early-warning system of pressure transducers to detect anomalous
hydrostatic pressure increases in the perimeter monitoring wells." While
Strata commits to measuring water levels during the semi-monthly
sampling in the perimeter, overlying and underlying monitoring wells,
there is no commitment in the license application or in any license
conditions in draft SUA-1601 requiring pressure transducers in the
perimeter monitoring wells. Strata requests this statement be revised for
consistency with the license application and draft license.

Strata recommends this statement be revised to include the additional
reason for the aquifer exemption request described in the comment on p.
2-25, text box, which is that the aquifer contains commercially producible
uranium/vanadium mineralization.

Strata recommends revising the statement to include MCLs for
consistency within the DSEIS (i.e., p. 4-32, line 26).

The discussion of the potential groundwater quality impacts to the ore
zone and overlying and underlying aquifers does not appear to be
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p. 4 -3 7 , line 15

p. 4-37, line 17

p. 4-37, lines 19, 21

p. 4-37, line 20

p. 4-37, line 21

p. 4-37, line 22

p. 4-37, lines 27-28

p. 4-37, line 37

p. 4 -3 8, line 13

p. 4-38, lines 21-22

structured similar to other sections in the DSEIS. In addition, the
mitigation measures proposed by Strata do not appear to be adequately
defined. Strata suggests the discussion be rearranged to describe the
potential impacts and mitigation measures for the ore zone, followed by
the potential impacts and mitigation measures for the overlying and
underlying aquifers.

Please change the reference to "(NRC, 2009; Strata, 2011 a)" since no
numerical value for lixiviant concentrations are provided in WDEQ/WQD,
2011. The estimated water quality provided in the Class I Permit is more
reflective of brine waste water than lixiviant.

Please revise the TDS concentrations for the SM, OZ, and DM aquifers to
"1,145 mg/L, 1,574 mg/L, and 1,321 mg/L," respectively, to be consistent
with Table 3.6 on p. 3-40.

Please change "radium" to "radium-226" in both instances.

Please change "0.01 Bq/L [0.4 pCi/L]" to "0.14 Bq/L [3.7 pCi/L]" to be
consistent with Table 3.7 on p. 3-41.

Please change "0.44 Bq/L [12.01 pCi/L]" to "0.45 Bq/L [12.1 pCi/L]" to
be consistent with Table 3.7 on p. 3-41.

Please add "Strata, 2012a" as a reference.

Strata questions the NRC's conclusion that groundwater quality impacts to
the overlying and underlying aquifers would be "SMALL", while the
short-term groundwater quality impacts to the OZ aquifer outside the
exempted portion would be "SMALL to MODERATE" and "SMALL" in
the long-term. Since groundwater quality impacts would be due to a
vertical or horizontal excursion, it seems logical that the impacts to the
confined aquifers above and below the ore zone as well as the non-
exempted ore zone would be the same (i.e., SMALL). These impacts
would be reduced to "SMALL" through the mitigation measures
discussed.

Strata suggests revising "five deep wells" to "up to five Class I deep-

injection wells."

Please change "one" to "or."

The statement that "pH would have to meet the respective upper control
limits (UCLs) to be injected" could easily be confused with the upper
control limits associated with detecting excursions. Strata suggests instead
stating, "pH would have to meet the established limits for injected waste."
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p. 4-40, lines 24-35

p. 4-40, line 33

p. 4-40, line 34

p. 4-40, line 39

p. 4-42, line 5

p. 4-42, lines 18-21

p. 4-42, line 23

p. 4-42, line 33

p. 4-42, lines 34-35

p. 4-42, line 41

p. 4-43, lines 2-4

The DSEIS discusses water quality regarding vertical excursions but not
horizontal excursions during aquifer restoration. Strata suggests adding a
discussion of the potential for horizontal excursions during aquifer
restoration. As described in Section 4.4.2 of the ER, Strata believes that
the potential impacts during aquifer restoration would be similar to
operation if not less, Strata through the draft license will be maintaining a
bleed during aquifer restoration and will have ceased addition of oxygen
and bicarbonate.

Please change "0.03 Bq/L [0.71 pCi/L] to 0.44 Bq/L [12.01 pCi/L]" to
"0.02 Bq/L [0.6 pCi/L] to 0.45 Bq/L [12.1 pCi/L]" to be consistent with
Table 3.7 on p. 3-41.

Please revise the statement to "radium-226 concentrations anticipated in
permeate" and add Strata, 2011 b as a source.

Please change the units in "860 L/d [227 gal/d]" to "860 L/min
[227 gal/min]."

Please change "UIC Permit requirements" to "WDEQ/LQD
requirements."

Strata requests clarification of this discussion as this impact seems highly
unlikely given that the pre-license water levels in the OZ aquifer are below
the bottommost portion of the SA system.

Strata suggests modifying the statement as follows: "plugging and
abandonment of its own wells during decommissioning of the Proposed
Action and historical holes during wellfield development will reduce...".

Please change "UIC Permit requirements" to "WDEQ/LQD
requirements."

Strata suggests revising the rationale for cutting the well casing off below
ground surface. Removal of a minimum of 2 feet of casing is required to
ensure the safety of people, livestock, wildlife and machinery in the area
and not to ensure ground water does not flow through the abandoned wells
as indicated. The column of cement from the bottom of the well to the top
prevents ground water flow through the abandoned wells.

Please change the units in "38 L/day [10 gal/day]" to "38 L/min
[10 gal/min]."

Strata does not agree with the statement regarding the No-Action
Alternative that, "The roads across the Ross Project area would be graded,
contoured, and revegetated, also leaving little potential for them to impact
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p. 4-43, lines 14-16

p. 4-44, lines 32-35

p. 4-44, line 48

p. 4-45, line 9

p. 4-46, lines 1-2

p. 4-47, line 5

p. 4-47, line 23

p. 4-47, line 27

surface water by increasing sediments." Strata has not constructed any
roads within the Ross Project area as part of its pre-licensing activities.
All of the roads used by Strata are existing and will continue to exist under
the No-Action Alternative. Therefore, Strata suggests omitting this
statement.

Strata does not agree with the statement that "any other wells that could be
located" would be plugged and abandoned by Strata under the No-Action
Alternative. Under the No-Action Alternative Strata would plug and
abandon the 51 wells drilled and used for pre-licensing site
characterization in accordance with WDEQ/LQD requirements. Any
historical wells would remain in their present condition.

For consistency within the DSEIS, Strata also suggests revising "would
need to be properly abandoned, where each well and drillhole would be
filled with a concrete plug up to 6 inches in diameter through the entire
depth of the hole" to "would need to be plugged and abandoned in
accordance with WDEQ/LQD requirements."

The statement that "The greater distances from the CPP to the Little
Missouri River in Alternative 3, when compared to those of the Proposed
Action, would also strengthen the natural mitigation of impacts from
discharge of permeate" is inconsistent with the license application. As
indicated in correspondence between NRC and WWC Engineering (cited
in Chapter 1 as WWC Engineering, 2013), Strata no longer proposes
surface discharge as a disposal option for excess permeate. Strata suggests
omitting this statement.

Please change the potential impact from "MODERATE" to "SMALL to
MODERATE" to be consistent with Section 4.5.1.2.

Please change "header houses" to "module buildings" for consistency
within the DSEIS.

Strata questions where the increased risk of soil erosion is relevant to the
potential ecological impacts and suggests that this reference be removed.

Please change "quack grass" to "quackgrass" for consistency within the

DSEIS (i.e., p. 3-48, line 3).

Please change "could" to "will" in "A temporary seed mix could be used."

Please revise the statement to read, "Permanent seeding will be
accomplished with a seed mix approved by WDEQ/LQD and landowners"
for consistency within the DSEIS (i.e., p. 2-37, lines 41-42).
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p. 4-48, lines 5-6

p. 4-48, line 12

p. 4-49, line 27

p. 4-50, lines 14-15

p. 4-50, lines 15-16

p. 4-50, line 31

p. 4-51, line 10

p. 4-51, line 14

p. 4-53, line 47

p. 4-54, lines 44-46

p. 4-55, lines 21-23

p. 4-55, lines 34-35

p. 4-55, lines 37-38

Strata suggests modifying the statement to indicate that mule deer were
also observed during the wildlife surveys (see p. 3-52, lines 5-6).

Strata questions whether elk could be impacted given that they were not
observed during surveys and the Ross Project area is not considered
crucial habitat or a migration corridor. Strata suggests removal of this text.

Please change "with" to "within" in "were located with 1.6 km."

Please change "approximately 3.5 km [2.2 mi] southeast of the Ross
Project area" to "within 3 km [2 mi] of the Ross Project area" for
consistency within the DSEIS (i.e., p. 3-56, line 18).

Please revise the statement to read, "There was also an inactive lek
(Oshoto) identified during the 2010 survey within 3 km [2 mi] of the Ross
Project area" for consistency within the DSEIS (i.e., p. 3-56, lines 18-19).

Strata suggests revising "SOC" to "Wyoming's Species of Concern
(WSOC)" for consistency with the list of abbreviations/acronyms.

Please add a comma following "MMP."

Please add a comma following "young."

Please revise the statement to read, "WDEQ/LQD and landowner
approved seed mixtures" (please refer to the comment on p. 4-47, line 27).

The discussion fails to indicate mitigation via the Storm Water Discharge
Permit (industrial/mining) to be prepared by Strata and listed in Table 1-2.
Strata believes that the BMPs implemented as part of this authorization
will significantly decrease impacts to local streams during
decommissioning.

License Condition 10.3 of draft SUA-1601 requires Strata to submit a
detailed decommissioning plan for NRC staff review and approval at least
12 months prior to initiation of any planned final site decommissioning.
Strata suggests revising the statement for consistency with the draft license
condition.

Please add a space between lines 34 and 35.

The DSEIS states that "Land use would continue as pastureland ... " under
the No-Action Alternative. This statement is inconsistent with
Section 3.2, which states that existing land uses "include livestock
grazing, oil production, crop agriculture, communication, and power
transmission infrastructure, transportation infrastructure, limited
recreational opportunities, stock and other reservoirs, and wildlife
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p. 4-56 - 4-64

p. 4-56, lines 22-23

p. 4-56, line 33

p. 4-57, line 4

p. 4-57, line 48

p. 4 -5 8, line 14

p. 4-58, line 36

p. 4-58, line 39

p. 4-59, line 19

p. 4-60, Table 4.4

habitat." Strata suggests revising the statement to include the existing land
uses or to read, "Land use would continue as predominantly rangeland..."

The DSEIS (p. 1-6, lines 1-19) states that, "the NRC considers the
potential effects from implementing the proposed action on global climate
change by estimating the facility's greenhouse gas emissions, and also
describes the potential effects of global climate change on the proposed
action;" however, DSEIS Section 4.7 fails to address greenhouse gas
emissions. Strata suggests the section be modified to include a discussion
of greenhouse gas emissions from the Proposed Action or delete the
discussion on p. 1-6, lines 17-19.

The statement that "combustion emission and fugitive dust emissions from
the Ross Project would be moved by the highest wind speeds to the south-
southeast" is inconsistent with the Ross Project wind patterns. As
indicated in the wind roses presented in ER Addendum 3.6-B and Figure
TR RAI 5-11 provided with the TR RAI 5 response, the predominant wind
direction at the Ross Project area is from the south. Therefore the
combustion emission and fugitive dust emissions would be moved to the
"north-northwest."

Strata finds the addition of "unwanted chemical vapor and gaseous
emissions" in the discussion regarding fugitive dust confusing and would
suggest removal from this portion of the DSEIS.

Strata suggests revising "neutral" to "near neutral to slightly unstable" for
consistency with the license application (ER Section 3.6).

The statement that New Haven Road and D Road are "paved" is not
consistent with p. 3-4, lines 46-47. Strata requests revising this statement
to read, "New Haven Road, which is gravel surface, or D Road, which is
crushed-shale."

Please add "(2001)" following the reference to "Countess et al."

Please change "(Countess, 2001)" to "(Countess et al., 2001)" for
consistency with line 14 and Section 4.15 of the DSEIS.

Please add a period following "measure."

Please change "Table 2.72 of the GELS" to "Table 2.7-2 of the GELS."

The non-radioactive emissions provided in the table for Construction
Equipment and Truck Tailpipe Emissions do not include the emissions
associated with transportation related emissions, which were provided in
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p. 4-61, lines 41-42

p. 4-63, line 5

p. 4-63, line 48

p. 4-64, line 41

p. 4-65, lines 12-14

p. 4-65, line 21

p. 4-65, line 30

p. 4-66, lines 20-21

p. 4-67, line 32

p. 4-67, line 34

p. 4-67, line 41
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ER RAI AQ-1 Response. The table should be revised to include both the
transportation and non-transportation combustion emissions.

Strata also suggests revising the description of the following activities
associated with fugitive dust emissions.

1) Operation: Please change "Year five of ISR operation" to "Wind
erosion from exposed areas in Year 5 of ISR operation"

2) Decommissioning: Please change "Site preparation for CPP" to
"Reclamation of CPP"

3) Decommissioning: Please change "Wellfield and roads preparation" to
"Wellfield and roads reclamation"

In addition, please change the reference from Strata, 2011 b to Strata,
201 ic.

Strata suggests revising the reference from "(40 CFR Subpart C)" to
"40 CFR Chapter 1, Subchapter C".

Please change Strata, 2011 to Strata, 201 lb.

Strata suggests adding "and reagent" after yellowcake.

Please change "No-action" to "No-Action."

Strata suggests omitting this statement, since the nearest community is
Moorcroft, located 22 miles south of the Ross Project. Please refer to the
comment on p. xxx, lines 41-42.

The reference to DSEIS Figure 3.3 in the statement appears to be incorrect
since this figure does not depict the residences near the Ross Project.
Strata suggest changing the reference to Figure 3.1, which depicts the four
nearest residences to the Ross Project.

Please refer to the comment on p. 3-73, line 34 and change the distance to
the Oshoto bentonite mine from "5 km [3 mi] north" to "8 km [5 mi]
northeast."

Please change the statement to read, "temporary noise impacts to the very
nearest residences" (omit "traffic").

Please add a space in "from] 5."

Please change the statement to read, "indoor noise levels could have the
potential..." (omit "be").

Please change "would" to "could."
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p. 4-68, lines 5-7

p. 4-68, lines 12-13

p. 4-68, line 24

p. 4-68, line 43

p. 4-69, line 10

p. 4-71, line 14

p. 4-71, lines 16-22

p. 4-71, lines 22-25

Strata suggests omitting the discussion regarding potential noise impacts
to Greater sage-grouse as the DSEIS previously acknowledged that none
are present in the Ross Project area.

Strata questions the statement that, "For example, the USDOT reports that,
for heavy trucks, speeds of 80 - 160 km/hr [50 - 100 mi/hr] result in noise
levels of 80 - 97 dBA, while noise levels of 62-74 dBA result when
passenger vehicles travel within the same speed range." First, the range of
speeds used to assess noise levels is much greater than speed limits in the
vicinity of the project area. As described on p. 3-4, the posted speed limit
on D Road is 55 mi/hr for cars and 45 mi/hr for trucks and the posted
speed limit on New Haven Road is 45 mi/hr. Second, the speed limit
range listed for heavy trucks at speeds of 50 - 100 mi/hr does not match
the information presented in the USDOT report. To accurately assess the
noise impacts associated with the Proposed Action, Strata suggests
revising the statement to reflect noise levels at the current posted speed
limits.

Please change "(Countess, 2001)" to "(Countess et al., 2001)."

Strata suggests revising the statement to read, "(16 trucks per day would
be expected...)" for consistency within the DSEIS.

Please change "Ross Project boundary" to "nearest residence" since the
statement is describing noise impacts for the CPP during operation.

Strata suggests describing the 25 sites as "25 potentially eligible historic
and cultural properties" as determinations of eligibility are on-going, as
acknowledged in the preceding statement.

Strata believes that the discussion of TCPs is somewhat misleading, as the
Ross Project is not within the listed sacred sites, but this is the impression
given. Strata suggests these sentences be revised to mirror prior sentences
regarding potentially-eligible historic sites, and simply state "Although no
TCPs have been identified within the APE, efforts to identify TCPs are
on-going. (see DSEIS Section 1.7.3.2.)."

This statement only describes one potential avenue for fulfillment of an
Agency's obligations under Section 106, and not all possible avenues
would require revision of the DSEIS (such as a Programmatic
Agreement). Strata therefore suggests the statement be revised as follows:
"All consulting parties are committed to identifying eligible or potentially-
eligible historic, cultural and archeological sites and TCPs within the
APE; determining whether there will be potential adverse effects; and,
resolving any potential adverse effects. NRC anticipates fulfilling its
obligations under Section 106 pursuant to either a Memorandum of
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p. 4-71, lines 30-32

p. 4 -71, lines 32-33.

p. 4-71, lines 33-37

p. 4-71, line 35

p. 4-71, lines 37-41.

p. 4 -7 1, line 47

p. 4-72, line I

p. 4-72, lines 23-24

Agreement (MOA) (which would be executed in advance of the Record of
Decision (ROD), and addressed in the ROD) or a Programmatic
Agreement (see 36 CFR § 800.6(c) and 800.14(b)). Regardless of the
option taken, NRC will consult with SHPO and other appropriate parties
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential adverse effects to historic
properties pursuant to the NHPA. It is important to understand that the
determinations of effect in this DSEIS no way override federal or state
regulations for determination of effects to historic properties, and that the
determinations in the following subsections are intended only to allow a
reasoned choice among alternatives. The Agency will follow all
appropriate regulations in consultation with the SHPO pursuant to the
NHPA."

Strata suggests revising the potential impacts to be more generic, such as
"Potential impacts to historic, archaeological, and cultural resources and
TCPs could include damage or destruction, loss of association, visual
impact, change of setting, and noise, vibration or traffic impacts."

The statement that, "In general, adherence to strict mitigation measures
can avoid or minimize impacts" is not correct as written. Strata suggests
revising this statement as follows: "In general, it is possible to resolve
potential adverse effects through the development and evaluation of
measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate these effects."

Strata suggests omitting the discussion of the mitigation measures since it
is premature until a MOA or PA is in place.

Please change "Office" to "Officer" in the expanded form of SHPO.

Strata suggests revising this statement to read: "Once NHPA eligible and
potentially-eligible sites, as well as archeological sites and TCPs have
been identified, and an evaluation of adverse effects is completed,
mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse impacts
will be developed by the consulting parties pursuant to the Section 106
consultation process."

Strata suggests changing "NRHP-eligible properties" to "NRHP
potentially-eligible properties" to be consistent with prior statements
regarding the on-going nature of the eligibility determination.

Strata suggests replacing the word "destroy" with "adversely affect" to be
consistent with Section 106.

In advance of potential adverse effects being determined, quantification of
the potential impacts at the Ross Project seem premature. To the extent a
quantification of potential impacts is provided, however, it should be
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p. 4 -7 2 , lines 18-28

p. 4-72, line 32

p. 4-72, line 34

p. 4-72, lines 36-38.

p. 4-72, line 40.

p. 4-72, line 44.

acknowledged that "In general, it is possible to resolve potential adverse
effects through the development and evaluation of measures to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate these effects. Based on this finding, and the
expectation that any potential adverse effects will be resolved, the
potential impacts during the Ross Project construction would not be
significant."

Strata requests justification on the statement that potential impacts to
historic and cultural resources would be "SMALL TO LARGE" since an
MOA is still not confirmed, there has been no mitigation measures, if any,
finally determined, and the Section 106 consultation is ongoing.

Strata suggests changing "NRHP-eligible properties" to "NRHP
potentially-eligible properties." Please refer to the comment on .p. 4-71,
line 47.

Strata suggests changing the word "mitigated" to "resolved" to be
consistent with Section 106 consultation process.

Strata suggests revising the statement to read: "TCPs could continue to be
affected by temporary visual and aural intrusions during operations."

Strata suggests adding a concluding statement, such as: "Based on this
finding, and the expectation that any potential adverse effects will be
resolved, these impacts will not be significant."

Strata suggests changing "NRHP-eligible properties" to "NRHP
potentially-eligible properties." Please refer to the comment on .p. 4-71,
line 47.

p. 4-72, line 49.

p. 4-73, line 12.

Strata suggests adding a concluding statement, such as:
finding, and the expectation that any potential adverse
resolved, these impacts will not be significant."

Strata suggests adding a concluding statement, such as:
finding, and the expectation that any potential adverse
resolved, these impacts will not be significant."

"Based on this
effects will be

"Based on this
effects will be

p. 4-73, lines 16-21

p. 4-73, lines 33-35

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Strata agrees that the potential historic and cultural impacts under the No-
Action Alternative would be SMALL; however, it may be important to
also state the under the No-Action Alternative no new cultural resource
would be discovered and identified that might assist archaeologists in
gaining new knowledge about ancient cultures.

The DSEIS states that, "However, as with the Proposed Action, mitigation
measures such as avoidance would be developed prior to construction and
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p. 4-74, lines I1, 30

p. 4-75, line 6

p. 4-75, lines 15-16

p. 4-75, lines 23-26

p. 4-76, lines 1-26

p. 4-76, line 18

p. 4-76, line 41

p. 4-77, line 4

p. 4-77, line 5

p. 4-77, lines 8-10

would reduce the construction impacts." Strata suggests revising this
statement as follows: "However, as with the Proposed Project, any adverse
effects will be resolved pursuant to the Section 106 consultation process
and, based on this expectation, any potential impacts are not significant."

Please change "header houses" to "module buildings" in both instances.

Please change "header houses" to "module buildings."

Strata suggests revising the statement to read, "using chemical dust
suppressants, as necessary, when clearing and grading activities are
underway and on roads as well as..." The current statement does not
indicate that water and/or chemical dust suppressants will be used to
control fugitive dust on roads within and adjacent to the project area.

Strata recommends omitting the statement, "(as determined by the cross-
section shown in Figure 3.21 in SEIS Section 3.10.1)." The viewshed
analysis described in SEIS Section 3.10.1 was completed as part of ER
RAI VIS-2 response to assess light pollution impacts. Figure 3.21 depicts
the Ross Project and the areas from which the CPP would be visible
within 3 miles. A separate viewshed analysis was completed to assess
visual impacts from Devils Tower and presented to the NRC in March
2011 (ML Accession # ML1 11730527). In addition, pictures were taken
by the National Park Service with a telephoto lens from the top of Devils
Tower in September 2011 (ML Accession #ML1 1320A307). The Devils
Tower viewshed analysis concluded that the Ross Project would not be
visible from the base of Devil's Tower or from the Visitor's Center, but
that the project area could be visible to climbers scaling the tower though
this was not particularly evident in ML1 1320A307.

Strata suggests moving or duplicating the light pollution mitigation
measures described in Section 4.10.1.1 to Section 4.10.1.2 as these are
largely mitigation efforts that would be utilized during operation.

Please add a parenthesis after "trees."

Please change "header houses" to "module buildings."

Please change "header houses" to "module buildings."

Please change "1 - 2 m [3 - 6 ft]" to "1 m [3 ft]" to be consistent with ER
Section 5.9.

The DSEIS states that, "Most of the pipelines and cables associated with
wellfield operation are anticipated to be buried to protect them from
freezing..." Strata suggests omitting "and cables" since it is unclear what
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p. 4-77, line 45

p. 4-78, lines 18-19

p. 4-78, lines 20-21

p. 4 -79 , line 18

p. 4-81, line 9

type of cables are being discussed. In addition, Strata will bury all
pipelines to prevent freezing. Strata recommends revising the statement to
read as follows: "All of the pipelines associated with wellfield operation
will be buried below the frost line to protect them from freezing..." Please
refer to the comment on p. xix, lines 16-17.

The DSEIS references "Figure 4.3" however this figure was not present in
the document. Strata suggests changing "Figure 4.3" to "Figure 2.5,"
which depicts the trees proposed for the CPP area.

Strata suggests changing "from a workforce of 200 persons to one of
20 persons during aquifer restoration" to "from a workforce of 200
persons during construction to 60 persons during operation to 20 persons
during aquifer restoration."

The statement should be revised to read, "There would also be a
decreasing-to-zero frequency of offsite yellowcake shipments as aquifer
restoration proceeds" (omit "potential onsite").

Please add "oil production activities" to the list of land uses that would
exist under the No-Action Alternative.

Please change "28,842 workers" to "30,815 workers" to be consistent with
the 2010 annual employment presented in DSEIS Section 3.11.4.

p. 4-83, line 33 Please refer to the comment on p. 4-81, line
"28,842 workers" to "30,815 workers." In addition,
reference from "Section 3.2.10.4" to "Section 3.11.4."

9 and change
please revise the

p. 4-86, lines 26-27

p. 4-88, Table 4.8

p. 4-90, lines 14-19

p. 4-91, line 19

p. 4-92, lines 43-44

Please move the statement from line 27 up to line 26.

Strata suggests omitting Notes "b = Source: USCB, 2012b (S1701)" and
"c = Source: USCB, 2012b (B19013)" since neither is referenced in the
table.

Strata suggests revising the statement that the Gaussian model "typically
assumes minimal dilution" to "typically assumes no dilution."

Please change "(i.e., ore pads and wellfield)" to "(i.e., wellfield)" since ore
pads will not be present at the Ross Project.

Strata agrees with the statement that, "the potential public dose from a
thickener spill at the Ross Project would be less than the dose estimated in
the GELS." However, this conclusion may be strengthened by including a
discussion of the secondary containment structures (concrete berms) as
described on p. 4-93 lines 16-20.
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p. 4-94, line 18

p. 4-99, lines 31-33

p. 4-99, lines 33-34

p. 4-99, lines 34-35

p. 4-100, Table 4-9

Please change "6.5 x 10-4 Sv" to "6.5 x 10-4 Sv."

Strata suggests modifying this statement to indicate that Strata has the UIC
Class I permit (i.e., p. 1-10, Table 1.2).

Please change "solid-waste and radioactive waste disposal facilities" to
"solid I l e.(2) byproduct waste disposal facilities."

The statement that an agreement with the solid byproduct material
disposal facility is "required to be in place prior to the NRC's issuing a
license to the Applicant" is not consistent with past practice by NRC and
License Condition 12.5 of draft SUA-1601, which states that, "Prior to
commencement of operations, the licensee shall submit a copy of the solid
I l e.(2) byproduct material disposal agreement to the NRC."

Strata suggests revising "NRC-Regulated Wastes" and "Non-NRC-
Regulated Wastes" to "AEA-Regulated Wastes" and "Non-AEA-
Regulated Wastes," respectively.

Please change the column header from "Estimated Typical Quality" to
"Estimated Typical Quantity."

Strata suggests changing the units for the estimated quantity of Excess
Permeate and Brine and Other Liquid Byproduct Wastes during all phases
from "m3/min" to "L/min."

Please change the estimated quantity of Excess Permeate during operation
from "[57 gall/min]" to "[57 gal/min]."

Please change the column header from "Estimated Typical Quality" to
"Estimated Typical Quantity."

Please change the estimated quantity of Construction and Demolition
Debris during decommissioning from "[2,000 15 yd3]" to "[2,000 yd3].y

Please change the units for the estimated quantity of Petroleum-
Contaminated Soil during all phases from "m 3/mo"' to "m3/wk."

Please change the units for the estimated quantity of Used Oil Filters and
Oily Rags during all phases from "''i 3 to "kg/mo."

Strata suggests modifying this statement to reflect the information
provided in the response to ER RAI Waste-I, which indicates portable
toilets will be used during construction and decommissioning.

p. 4-101, Table 4.9

p. 4-102, lines 22-25

p. 4-103, I. 16, 20, 22 Please change "radioactive" to "I le.(2) byproduct" in all occurrences.
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p. 4-103, line 6

p. 4-103, line 30

p. 4-103, line 32

p. 4-103, line 33

p. 4-103, line 47

Please change "regents" to "reagents."

Please change "1.5" to "1.25" (see the comment on p. 4-32, line 9).

The DSEIS states that the RO would produce "a minimized volume of
brine and permeate." Strata suggests omitting "and permeate" to make the
statement consistent with p. 2-34 (lines 8-10), which states that "The RO
process yields two fluids: permeate (approximately 85 percent), which
would be re-injected into the aquifer, and brine (approximately
15 percent), which would be managed as liquid waste."

Strata suggests modifying the statement to indicate that the permeate from
the RO "would be re-used as plant make-up water, as lixiviant, or disposed
in a deep disposal well." This modification would make the statement
consistent with Table 4.9 on p. 4-100.

Please change "Applicant has already obtained from the WDEQ/WQD" to
"Applicant has permitted through the WDEQ/WQD."

p. 4-104, lines 22, 31 Please change "radioactive" to "1 l e.(2) byproduct" in both occurrences.

p. 4-105, line 3

p. 4-105, line4

p. 4-105, lines 8-10

p. 4-105, line 23

p. 4-105, line 48

p. 4-106, line 9

p. 4-108, lines 1-2

Ross ISR Project
Docket #040-09091

Please omit "(radioactive)" from the statement.

To make the statement that "approximately 740 L/min [190 gal/min] of
brine" consistent with Table 4.9, Strata suggests revising this statement to
"approximately 860 L/min [227 gal/min]." The license application (ER
Tables 4.13-2 and 4.13-3) indicates that the typical brine stream from
aquifer restoration only would be 190 gal/min, while concurrent operation
and aquifer restoration would result in 227 gal/min in brine.

Strata suggests revising the evaporation of brine from the surface
impoundments from "36 L/min [9.3 gal/min]" to "5.3 L/min-ac
[1.4 gal/min-ac]" to be consistent with p. 2-40, line 42.

Please omit "radioactive" in "management of solid wastes, including
byproduct, radioactive, and hazardous wastes."

Please refer to the comment on p. 4-102, lines 22-25 and modify the
statement to indicate that portable toilets will be used during
decommissioning.

Strata suggests either omitting "approximately" from the statement or
rounding the volume of 1 e.(2) byproduct material generated at a typical
ISR facility.

Strata suggests revising the reference to "40 CFR Chapter I, Subchapter
C" (please refer to the comment on p. 4-61, lines 41-42).
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CHAPTER 5 - CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

p. 5-1, lines 23-24

p. 5 -1, lines 43-45

p. 5-1, line 45

p. 5-2, line 28

p. 5-2, lines 31-33

p. 5-2, line 45

p. 5-2, line 47

p. 5-3, line 6

p. 5-3, line 12

p. 5-3, line 35

p. 5-5, line 48

p. 5-6, line I

The statement that the "uranium recovery" is a primary activity currently
taking place in the area of the Ross Project is inconsistent with Section
3.2.2. As noted on p. 3-4 in Section 3.3.2, "There are currently no
licensed or operating uranium-recovery facilities within 80 km [50 mi]" of
the Ross Project. Strata suggests omitting "uranium recovery" from the
statement.

Strata would suggest revising the text as the BLM doesn't own the land,
the BLM manages the land.

Please add a space in "I 6ha."

Please add "was" in "Uranium discovered in the Powder River ... "

Please omit "Continued uranium exploration resulted in discovery of
additional sedimentary uranium deposits in the major basins of central and
southern Wyoming" since it is stated in the previous sentence.

The statement indicates that Figure 5.1 depicts the locations of the ISR
facilities in the Powder River; however, these sites are not depicted on the
figure. Strata suggests omitting the reference to Figure 5.1 or revising
Figure 5.1 to depict the ISR facilities.

Please change "be" to "been."

Strata suggests also including the AUC, LLC Reno Creek ISR Project
since it is described on p. 5-7.

Strata suggests revising "to the south end" to "in the southern portion" to
describe the location of the potential satellite areas.

The statement refers to "Figure 5.4" however this figure is not present in
the DSEIS. Strata suggests revising "Figure 5.4" to "Figure 2.6," which
provides the schedule for the Ross Project as well as the potential Lance
District development.

Please add a space in "23km."

The area stated for the Hauber ISR Project is inconsistent with the
information provided in the ER RAI response package. Strata suggests
revising "469 ha [1,160 ac]" to "2,090 ha [5,160 ac]" to be consistent with
the ER RAI CI-2(A) response.
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p. 5-6, line 17

p. 5-6, lines 19-20

p. 5-6, line 28

p. 5-6, line 30

p. 5-6, line 41

p. 5-6, lines 42-44

p. 5-7, line 5

p. 5-7, line 16

p. 5-7, lines 31-34

p. 5-7, lines 36-37

p. 5-8, Table 5.1

Strata suggests that NRC clearly indicate that none of the four ISR
projects within the Powder River Basin are within the 80-km [50-mi]
cumulative impacts area.

Strata suggests updating the statement regarding the "fifth ISR project" to
indicate that the license application was submitted to NRC on
October 5, 2012.

The statement that Power Resources Inc. operates "several remote satellite
areas in other Wyoming counties that are not located in the Powder River
Basin" is inaccurate since several of the satellite facilities are located in
the Powder River Basin. Strata suggests revising the statement to "other
Wyoming counties some of which are not located..."

Please add a space in "Docket No.40-8964."

Strata suggests revising "Johnson County" to "Johnson and Campbell
Counties" to be consistent with p. 5-3.

Strata suggests updating the status of the Willow Creek license renewal.
The license was renewed by NRC in March 2013.

Please refer to the comment on p. 5-6, line 41 and change "Johnson
County" to "Johnson and Campbell Counties."

Strata suggests revising the statement to indicate that the WDEQ has
issued a Class I UIC Permit to Uranerz.

Strata suggest updating the status of AUC LLCs Reno Creek ISR Project
to indicate that the license application was submitted to NRC in October
2012 and is currently under review as Docket No. 40-9092.

The statement that "Table 5.1 presents these Projects and indicates the
respective linear distances from the Ross Project; Figure 5.1 shows these
Projects' locations" is incorrect (please refer to the comment on p. 5-2,
line 45). Strata suggests omitting the reference to Figure 5.1 or revising
Figure 5.1 to depict the ISR facilities.

Strata suggest the following revisions to the table: 1) Please change
"Christianson" to "Christensen" under the Willow Creek Project, 2)
Update the status of the project based on responses to the comments on p.
5-6 and 5-7 (e.g., the Willow Creek permit was renewed in March 2013
and AUC LLC submitted a license application to NRC in October 2012),
3) Provide the distance from the Ross Project Area to Reno Creek, and 4)
correct the reference (Strata, 2012a does not appear to be correct).
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p. 5-9, line 20

p. 5-10, line 2

p. 5-10, line 17

p. 5-10, lines 21-25

p. 5-11, line 12

p. 5-12, line 38

p. 5-12, line 40

p. 5-13, line 35

p. 5-13, lines 37-38

p. 5-14, line 36

p. 5-14, line 37

p. 5-15, lines 4-5

p. 5-15, line 7

Strata suggests revising "1978-1986" to "41978-1979" to be consistent with
p. 2-11 (line 12).

Please change add a "t" following "1.1 million."

Please change the source from Strata, 21012a to Strata, 2012, which is the
reference used in Section 5.18.

Strata suggests referencing Figure 5.1 and Table 5.3 when discussing
bentonite mining.

Please change the source from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 2012, which is the
reference used in Section 5.18.

Strata suggests revising the sources listed in the statement. Section 5.18
includes three references to the BLM in 2008 and WOG, 2010 is not
included as a reference.

Please change the source from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 2012, which is the
reference used in Section 5.18.

Strata suggests revising "target background" to "post-licensing, pre-
operational baseline" for consistency within the DSEIS (i.e., .p. 2-24, line
43).

Strata suggests omitting "data" in "the projected license termination data
at the end of the decommissioning period" or revising to "date".

The statement to "(see Figure 2.1 in SEIS Section 2)" appears incorrect
since this figure does not depict the counties. Strata recommends revising
the reference to "Figure 1.1 ."

The statement that the three counties "incorporate the approximately
42 km 2 [25 mi 2] of the Ross Project area" is inconsistent with the
remainder of the DSEIS. Strata suggests revising the statement to
"incorporates the 697 ha [1,721 ac] of the Ross Project area" or
"incorporates the approximately 90 km 2 [56 mi 2] of the Lance District."

The statement that "the Ross Project would be approximately 1/4 of
I percent of the entire land-use cumulative-impacts study area" is
inaccurate. The Ross Project would be approximately 0.03 percent of the
cumulative-impacts study area, while the Lance District would be
approximately 0.6 percent of the cumulative-impacts study area.

Please change "Ross Project" to "potential other Lance District projects"
to be consistent with the schedule provided in Table 2.6. Please refer to
the comment on p. 2.8, Figure 2.6.
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p. 5-15, line 15

p. 5-15, line 17

p. 5-15, line 20

p. 5-15, line 34

p. 5-16, line 6

p. 5-16, line 9

p. 5-16, line 43

p. 5-17, lines 9-18

p. 5-17, line 13

p. 5-17, line 32

p. 5-17, line 40

p. 5-18, lines 9, 11

p. 5-18, lines 33-34

p. 5-18, line 38

The statement refers to "Figure 5.5" however this figure was not present in
the DSEIS. Strata suggests revising "Figure 5.5" to either "Table 2.1" or
"Table 4.1," which provide the surface ownership at the Ross Project.

Strata suggests changing "SEIS Section 3.2" to "SEIS Section 4.2" since
Section 3 describes the affected environment and Section 4 describes the
environmental impacts.

The statement to "(see Table 2.1 in SEIS Section 2.1.1)" appears incorrect
since the table provides surface ownership within the Ross Project. Strata
recommends revising the reference to "Figure 3.1 in SEIS Section 3.2."

Please add a parenthesis after "[10 mi 2].

Please change "83 km [50 mi]" to "80 km [50 mi]" for consistency within
the DSEIS (i.e., Figure 5.1 on p. 5-4).

Strata suggests revising the direction from "south" to "north, east, and
south" to be consistent with the potential uranium facilities described on
p. 5-5 and 5-6.

Please change "200" to "400" for consistency with the DSEIS (i.e., p. 4-9,
line 14).

Strata requests justification on the assumptions used to assess the
transportation cumulative impacts. The assumption that the same
workforce would be used for two other potential ISR projects constructed
at the same time is inconsistent with the assumptions used to assess the air
quality impacts (p. 5-32, lines 15-23).

Please change "this road" to "these roads."

Strata suggests revising "study area" to "local roads" since the discussion
is focused on impacts to D Road and New Haven Road.

Strata suggests revising the area of the Lance District from "9,000 ha
[22,200 ac]" to "90 km2 [56 mi ]" for consistency throughout the DSEIS.

Please change the source from Strata, 2012a to Strata, 2012 in both
occurrences, which is the reference used in Section 5.18.

Please change "Pollution" to "Pollutant" in the expanded form of
WYPDES.

Strata suggests omitting "a" in "The surveys have established a baseline
conditions..."
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p. 5-19, line 34

p. 5-19, line 45

p. 5-20, line 41

p. 5-23, lines 5-6

p. 5-23, lines 9-10

p. 5-23, line 43

p. 5-24, lines 20-21

p. 5-26, Table 5.4

p. 5-27, line 3

p. 5-27, lines 10-12

Strata suggests omitting "within" in "begins in within the Ross Project
area."

Strata suggests revising the statement to read, "Ross Project and potential
other Lance District projects" since both are included in the 14 year time
frame.

Please change Strata, 2012a to Strata, 2012, which is the reference used in
Section 5.18.

Strata requests that NRC more clearly support the use of the 0 m [0 ft]
elevation contour of the top of the Fox Hills Formation for the ground
water cumulative impacts analysis study area. There is some limited
discussion of this on p. 5-24, lines 5-7 that should be included in the initial
description of the study area.

The statement that the schedule for the Ross Project is 14 years is
inconsistent with Figure 2.6. The figure indicates that the Ross Project is
estimated to last nine years. The life of the Ross Project would be
extended to 14 years if Strata's potential satellite projects within the Lance
District are developed.

Strata suggests revising the direction of the groundwater flow from
"northwest" to "west" for consistency throughout the SEIS (i.e., p. 3-30,
lines 40-41).

Strata requests clarification on the statement that, "It is likely that ground-
water drawdowns at the uranium-recovery wellfields in the Lance District
would overlap both spatially and temporally." Minor overlap is possible
however, it would be imperative for Strata to minimize the overlap to
prevent interference between wellfields in operation as well as wellfields
undergoing restoration in order to effectively recover the mineral and
restore the ground water.

Strata suggests modifying the table to include the pre-licensing, baseline
water quality data collected for the "19X well" provided in the ER Section
3.4.3 and ER RAI response package Appendix A.

Please change "do" to "'may."3

Strata suggests omitting this statement or expanding the discussion to
describe the relationship between TDS down-gradient and the natural
reduction in metals concentrations outside the exempted aquifer.
Presumably NRC is referring to the natural reducing conditions present in
the down-gradient water and the role that these attributes might have on
the ground water.
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p. 5-28, line 10

p. 5-28, line 14

p. 5-28, line 24

p. 5-29, lines 35-36

p. 5-29, line 38

p. 5-30, line I

p. 5-30, line 4

p. 5-3 1, line 26

p. 5-31, line 31

p. 5-32, line 6

p. 5-33, line 30

p. 5-35, Table 5.5

p. 5-36, line 21

p. 5-38, lines 5-6

p. 5-38, line 11

Please change "83 km [50 mi]" to "80 km [50 mi]" for consistency within
the DSEIS (i.e., Figure 5.1 on p. 5-4).

Please change "Altzada" to "Alzada."

Please remove the space in "53, 680 ha."

The statement "With regard to protected species, the Ross Project has the
potential to impact 12 avian species known to be present on the Ross
Project area" is inconsistent with Section 4.6. The only protected bird
species listed in Section 4.6 is the Greater sage-grouse. As noted in
Section 3.6 no sage-grouse wintering areas were identified in the Ross
Project area during the 2010 wildlife survey. Strata suggests revising the
text to be consistent with Section 4.6.

Strata agrees with the impact statement; however, the determination that
the potential impact to protected species would be SMALL could be
strengthened by stating that Strata will implement mitigation measures.
Please change "greater sage grouse" to "Greater sage-grouse" for

consistency throughout the DSEIS.

Please change "Greater sage grouse" to "Greater sage-grouse."

Please change "is" to "are."

Please change "(Countess, 2001)" to "(Countess et al., 2001)" for
consistency with Section 5.18 of the DSEIS.

Please include 'of' between 'treatment' and 'roads'.

Please change "rare-earth metals" to "rare-earth elements" to be consistent
within the DSEIS (i.e., p. 5-31, line 20).

Strata suggests including the source used for the annual CO 2 emissions
from "Current/Proposed ISR Facilities."

Please change "C0 2e" to "CO 2e."

Strata suggests revising the statement from "the noise generated during
construction" to "the noise generated during facility construction" based
on the preceding statement.

The DSEIS states that, "wellfield installation would begin at the very start
of the Ross Project and continue through at least 2021." Strata suggests
revising the statement to read, "wellfield installation in the potential other
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p. 5-38, lines 14-15

p. 5-38, lines 24-28

p. 5-38, lines 33-34

p. 5-39, lines 41-42

p. 5-40, lines 1-4

p. 5-40, lines 4-7

p. 5-40, line 9

Lance District projects would begin approximately 1 year following the
start of the Ross Project" for consistency with Figure 2.6.

Strata requests clarification on the statement that the noise cumulative
impacts analysis "assumed that the noise generated within the Lance
District would be the same as the construction phase throughout the
Project's lifecycle." This statement seems to contradict the noise
discussion on lines 1-9 (p. 5-38) as well as the duration of construction
activities (12-18 months) noted on p. 4-9, line 8.

Strata suggests omitting the statement that, "there would be some increase
in noise because of the additional uranium-loaded resins produced at the
Barber satellite being trucked to the Ross Project CPP for further
treatment and production of yellowcake" since the previous statement
indicates that the total number of shipments described in noise impacts
assessed in Section 4.8 included "the truck delivery of uranium-loaded IX
resins from the potential Barber satellite area to the Ross Project's CPP."

The statement that "the workforce would not increase because of the
additional Lance District area" is inconsistent with the information
provided in the ER RAI CI-2(B) response. The response indicates that
"The anticipated maximum workforce is 220 workers for the entire Lance
District. This includes 60 workers during operation of the proposed Ross
ISR Project plus 70 wellfield construction workers at each of two
additional potential satellite projects, plus 20 wellfield operators at one of
the additional potential satellite projects."

Strata suggests revising the statement to indicate that the two potential ISR
Projects would "use the same primary access route as the Ross Project."
The use of "access road" may be confused with the access road that will
be constructed by Strata to access the Ross Project.

Strata suggests revising the description of the APE. Please refer to the
comment on p. 3-81, lines 32-33.

Strata suggests revising this statement for clarity, since it may be unclear
to the layperson what is meant.

The cumulative effects analysis includes the direct and indirect effects of
the Proposed Action and effects of other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable related future actions in the vicinity of each alternative. Strata
suggests revisiting the statement that the cumulative-impacts analysis
timeframe begins in 2013. It seems from later statements regarding
agricultural and human activities, such as road construction, that the
cumulative impacts analysis begins some time prior to this.
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p. 5-40, lines 9-10

p. 5-40, line 11

p. 5-40, lines 13-14

p. 5-40, lines 16-18

p. 5-40, lines 18-21

p. 5-40, lines 21-23

p. 5-40, lines 29-48
p. 5-41, lines 1-2

p. 5-41, lines 20-21

p. 5-41, line 23

Strata suggests to the extent this statement is not deleted (in light of the
comment on p. 5-40, line 9) that the statement regarding receipt of the
Applicant's license be revised to state "when the Applicant anticipates
receiving a license".

Strata suggests modifying the statement to "Ross Project and potential
other Lance District projects."

Strata suggests making this discussion consistent with that on p. 4-71,
which identifies 25 potentially-eligible sites.

Strata suggests omitting the statement that, "15 of the sites are
recommended by the Applicant as eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP))." The Applicant's position does not seem
relevant in light of Section 106 and the Agency's obligation to determine
eligibility in consultation with the SHPO.

Strata suggests making these statements consistent with discussions in
Chapter 4 regarding the on-going identification of NHPA eligible and
potentially-eligible sites, archeological resources and TCPs.

Strata suggests revising the discussion of existing disturbance to include
"oil production" (see Section 3-2).

In advance of NHPA-eligible and potentially-eligible sites being identified
and any potential adverse effects being determined, this discussion of
possible impacts resulting from the Ross Project seems premature. Strata
suggests that this discussion be re-phrased more generally such as,
"Potential impacts to historic, archaeological, and cultural resources and
TCPs from the Ross Project could include damage or destruction, loss of
association, visual impact, change of setting, and noise, vibration or traffic
impacts. However, in general, it is possible to resolve potential adverse
effects through the development and evaluation of measures to avoid,
minimize or mitigate these effects."

Since impacts are not known, Strata suggests rephrasing this statement to
read "however, similarity in landscape and existing conditions suggest that
the potential impacts to historical, cultural, and paleontological resources
will be similar to the potential impacts resulting from the Ross Project."

The statement that "the Moore Ranch project" is the nearest operating ISR
facility to the Ross Project is incorrect. As indicated in Table 5-1 the
Moore Ranch project is licensed, but not yet under construction. Strata
suggests omitting "which is the nearest operating TSR facility to the Ross
Project" from the statement.
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p. 5-42, lines 1-2

p. 5-42, lines 6-10

p. 5-42, line 36.

p. 5-42, line 4

p. 5-42, lines 38-43

Strata suggests revising this statement to read: "Mitigation measures can
avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts to historical, cultural, paleontological
resources and TCPs."

Please refer to the comment on p. 4-71, lines 22-25. An MOA is not the
only possible avenue for resolution in accordance with Section 106. Strata
suggests this section be revised to state: "All consulting parties are
committed to identifying eligible or potentially-eligible historic, cultural
and archeological sites and TCPs within the APE; determining whether
there will be potential adverse effects; and, resolving any potential adverse
effects. NRC anticipates fulfilling its obligations under Section 106
pursuant to either a Memorandum of Agreement (which would be
executed in advance of the Record of Decision (ROD), and addressed in
the ROD) or a Programmatic Agreement (see 36 CFR § 800.6(c) and
800.14(b)).

Strata suggests adding the following sentence: "Although no TCPs have
been identified within the APE, efforts to identify TCPs are on-going (see
Section 1.7.3.2 and Section 4.9). Once TCPs have been identified, if any,
potential adverse impacts will be assessed and, if any, resolved." The
current statement may leave the reader with a misimpression regarding the
status of TCPs for the APE of the Ross Project.

Strata suggests revising 'inadvertent discovery plan' with "Unanticipated
Discovery Plan" to be consistent with the license application.

The classification of incremental impacts from the Strata site as SMALL
to LARGE seems premature, since adverse effects, if any, have not yet
been determined for the Ross Project.

Pursuant to the Section 106 consultation process, among other Agency
obligations, adverse effects to NHPA-eligible and potentially-eligible
sites, archeological sites and TCPs must be resolved. Thus, Strata would
recommend adding, "Once NHPA eligible and potentially-eligible sites, as
well as archeological and TCP have been identified, and an evaluation of
potential adverse effects is completed, mitigation measures to avoid,
minimize or mitigate any potential adverse impacts will be developed by
the consulting parties pursuant to the Section 106 consultation process.
Based on this finding, and the expectation that any potential adverse
effects will be resolved, the cumulative impacts to NHPA-eligible and
potentially-eligible sites, archeological sites and TCPs, will not be
significant."

Based on the proposed language to be inserted (please refer to the
comment on p. 5-42, lines 38-43) Strata suggests deleting these
statements.

p. 5-42, lines 43-48
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p. 5-43, lines 1-3

p. 5-43, line 20

p. 5-4 5 , lines 1-10

p. 5-45, line 13

p. 5-48, lines 42-46

p. 5-49, line 36

p. 5-49, line 45

p. 5-50, line 1

p. 5-50, line 40

Based on the proposed language to be inserted (please refer to the
comment on p. 5-42, lines 38-43) Strata suggests deleting these
statements.

Please change "VRM Class IV" to "VRM Class Ill" for consistency
within the DSEIS (i.e., p. 3-88, lines 24-25).

Strata requests clarification on the sources used to evaluate the cumulative
impacts for employment and population increases. For example, the
DSEIS states that "2,080 jobs" will be created if the other planned ISR
projects in the 50-mi are at peak construction employment concurrently
with the Ross Project. As indicated in Section 4.11 (p. 4-81), the Ross
Project will employ 200 people during construction and an additional 140
indirect jobs could be generated. Therefore, during construction the Ross
Project and four other planned ISR project could create "1,000 jobs" with
the potential for an additional "700 indirect jobs." Similarly, the DSEIS
states that "the additional operation-phase population would increase the
projected six-county population in 2027 to 24,348 residents" however,
Section 4.11 stated that the employment base in the ROI (Crook and
Campbell counties) was approximately 28,000 workers.

Strata suggests adding "to" between "respond" and "these."

Strata suggests that NRC clarify the use of the term aquifers for the Tecla,
Teapot and Parkman members as these are typically not fresh water
systems and are known to hold extensive hydrocarbons. In addition, within
the Powder River Basin, these members are considered to be part of the
Mesa Verde Formation in the areas referenced for UIC Class I and Class
V injection systems, not the Pierre Shale as indicated. Strata would
suggest either revising the text or providing a source for the description.

Strata suggests revising "1 1 - 70 km [7 - 44 mi]" to "23 - 66 km
[14 - 41 mi]" to be consistent with Section 5.2.

Strata suggests revising the location of the Dewey-Burdock project from
the "eastern portion of the NSDWUMR" to the "south-central portion of
the NSDWUMR" to be consistent with Figure 2.3 on p. 2-5.

The statement that the "Minnelusa and Deadwood Formations" would also
be used for the Ross Project for deep-injection wells is inconsistent with
the DSEIS and the license application. Strata proposes deep-well injection
into the Deadwood and Flathead Formations.

Please add quotation marks after" study area."
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p. 5-51, lines 11-13 Please change "radioactive" to " lie.(2) byproduct" in all three
occurrences.

CHAPTER 6 - ENVIRONMENTAL MEASUREMENTS AND MONITORING

p. 6-1, line 30

p. 6-1, line 39

p. 6-3, Table 6.1

p. 6-4, line 3

p. 6-4, line 19

p. 6-4, line 24

p. 6-4, line 26

p. 6-6, line 47

p. 6-7, line 7

p. 6-7, line 49

p. 6-8, lines 1-3

p. 6-8, line 19

Please change "Ross ISR Project" to "Ross Project" for consistency within
the SEIS.

Please change "license" to "licensee."

Strata suggest the following revisions to the table: 1) please move "(1)"
from Surface Water to Air Particulates since the footnote pertains to air
particulate samplers; 2) please add a space in "passingthrough" under the
location description for sediment; and 3) please add a space in
"timesduring" under the sampling frequency for vegetation.

Please change the number of air particulate sampling locations from "five"
to "six" for consistency with Table 6.1.

Please change the statement to "radon will be monitored at 18 sampling
locations, of which six locations are co-located with the air particulate
samplers..." to be consistent with Table 6.1.

Please change "five" to "six" (refer to the comment on p. 6-4, line 3).

Please omit the parenthesis before "to a depth..."

Please change "2 km [1.2 mi]" to "3.3 km [2 mi]" to be consistent with
Table 6.1.

Please change "2 km [1.2 mi]" to "3.3 km [2 mi]" to be consistent with
Table 6.1.

Please refer to the comment on p. 3-24, Figure 3.12. Strata requests that
Figure 3.12 be replaced with ER Figure 3.4-7.

Strata suggests modifying the statement to indicate that the surface water
monitoring stations are operated April through October, as noted in
ER Section 6.1.

The statement that "Monitoring wells would be installed in the ore zone to
establish post-licensing, pre-operational baseline water quality for each
"mine unit" is inconsistent with the draft license. Consistent with draft
License Condition 11.3, Strata suggests revising the statement to read,
"Injection, recovery, and monitoring wells will be sampled to establish
post-licensing, pre-operational baseline water quality for each "mine
unit"."
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p. 6-8, line 31

p. 6-8, line 43

p. 6-9, line 6

p. 6-9, lines 19-20

p. 6-9, lines 30-32

p. 6-10, lines 9-10

p. 6-10, line 11

p. 6-11, lines 37-38

p. 6-12, line 16

p. 6-12, lines 39-40

p. 6-12, lines 42-44

Ross ISR Project
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Strata suggests revising "last three years" to "since 2009" to coincide with
the commencement of the baseline groundwater monitoring program.

Please change "SRP" to "Standard Review Plan (SRP)."

Please omit "lying" in "overlying lying aquifer."

Strata suggests omitting "before final licensing for uranium recovery"
from the statement. The comment on p. 4-34, lines 10-11 described
Strata's commitment to sample the SA well network on a quarterly basis
through the wellfield data acquisition phase. In addition, the wells would
be available for more frequent sampling in the event of an upset condition
(TR p. 5-83).

Strata suggests omitting "and within the ore-zone aquifer" from the
statement since it is inconsistent with the Section 8.3.1.2 of the GEIS. The
GEIS states that monitoring wells are "situated around the well fields, in
the aquifers overlying and underlying the ore-bearing production aquifers
with the well field."

The statement that "samples from these monitoring wells would be
collected every two weeks to be analyzed for the excursion parameters" is
inconsistent with the draft license. Strata suggests revising "every two
weeks" to "twice monthly" to be consistent with License Condition 11.5
of draft SUA-1601 (please refer to the comment on p. 2-29, lines 46-47).

Strata suggests revising the statement to indicate that dedicated pressure
transducers and/or in situ water-quality instrlment "may be used." Please
refer to the comment on p. 4-36, lines 24-26.

Strata suggests that NRC clarify the reporting requirements regarding
annual wildlife surveys. Permit No. 802 (Strata's Permit to Mine) requires
that Strata provide results of annual surveys to the WDEQ/LQD as part of
the annual report. There are no requirements for Strata to directly provide
these results to the BLM or WGFD as indicated.

Strata suggests revising "WSOC" to "Wyoming Species of Concern
(WSOC)" and "SMC" to "USFWS's Migratory Bird Species of
Management Concern in Wyoming (SMC)" since these are the first
occurrence in this section.

Strata suggests omitting the expanded forms of WSOC and SMC (please
refer to the comment on p. 6-12, line 16).

Strata suggests omitting "would occur and noted" from the statement.
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p. 6-13, line 30 Strata suggest adding the reference for NRC, 2003 which is cited on
p. 6-8.

CHAPTER 7 - COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS

p. 7-3, line 45

p. 7-4, line 8

p. 7-4, line 16

p. 7-4, line 34

p. 7-5, line 33

p. 7-5, line 36

p. 7-5, line 37

Strata suggests adding "in" prior to "the Little Missouri River."

Strata suggests omitting "also" in "would also be SMALL to
MODERATE."

Strata suggests revising "would" to "could" to be consistent with line 25.

Please change "increases" to "Increases."

Strata suggests revising the statement to read, "SMALL longer-term
impacts would occur for the remainder of the Ross Project." The current
statement does not include "would occur."

Please change "header houses" to "module buildings."

Strata suggests revising "5) secondary and tertiary access roads" to "5)
access roads," all access roads, including primary, secondary and tertiary
will be constructed, which may result in potential impacts to visual and
scenic resources.

Please omit "to" in "waste streams have to the potential..."

Please change "Radioactive" to "1 l e.(2) byproduct."

Strata suggest revising "nonradioactive" to "non-hazardous material for
unrestricted use" for consistency within the SEIS.

p. 7-7, line 32

p. 7-7, line 39

p. 7-7, line 40

CHAPTER 8 - SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

p. 8-6, Table 8.1

p. 8-8, Table 8.1

The Short-Term Impacts and Uses of the Environment discussion for the
Proposed Action states that "excursions of lixiviant often occur." Strata
suggests revising this statement to read, "excursions of lixiviant may
occur" to be consistent with Section 4.5. In addition, Strata suggests
omitting "short-term impacts" in "early detection of excursions short-term
impacts would reduce these impacts..."

The Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts discussion for the
Proposed Action states that "areas where human activities would be
conducted could interrupt wildlife, bird, and protected species." Strata
suggests revising this statement to "interrupt wildlife and birds, including
protected species."
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p. 8-11, Table 8.1

p. 8-12, Table 8.1

p. 8-13, Table 8.1

The Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts and Short-Term
Impacts and Uses of the Environment state that the potential historic,
cultural, and paleontological impacts from the Proposed Action will be
"SMALL to LARGE". Strata requests justification on the statement that
potential impacts to historic and cultural resources would be "SMALL TO
LARGE.". Strata suggests that NRC refer to the comment on p. 4-72, lines
18-28.

The Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts discussion for
Alternative 3 states that "Alternative 3 would have the potential for visual-
resources impacts as the Proposed Action." Strata suggests revising this
statement to "Alternative 3 will have the same potential for visual-
resources impacts..."

The Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts discussion for the
Proposed Action states that "... would be related to the increased revenues
that local jurisdictions would collect related taxes on the Ross Project."
Strata suggests revising this statement to "collect related to taxes..."

Strata also suggests revising the discussion on the Short-Term Impacts and
Uses of the Environment for the Proposed Action. The discussion states
that impacts will be "SMALL to MODERATE" however, as noted in
Section 4.11.1, the "MODERATE" impacts are related to local tax
revenues. Strata suggesting revising "SMALL to MODERATE" to
"SMALL" and including a statement that "impacts related to local tax
revenues will be MODERATE."

Similarly, under the Short-Term Impacts and Uses of the Environment for
Alternative 3 Strata suggests revising the statement "MODERATE
impacts to local jurisdictions" to "MODERATE impacts to revenue of
local jurisdictions."

The Unavoidable Adverse Environmental Impacts discussion for the
Proposed Action states "discharge of small amounts of excess permeate
into the Class I deep-injection wells." Strata suggests revising this
statement to "small amounts of liquid I le.(2) byproduct waste into the..."
for consistency with Section 4.14.

Strata also suggests revising the discussion on the Irreversible and
Irretrievable Commitment of Resources for the Proposed Action. The
discussion states "However, these aquifers are not potable." Strata
suggesting revising this statement to "However, since these aquifer are not
potable..."

In addition, under the Irretrievable Commitment of Resources for
Alternative 3 Strata suggests revising the statement that "This Alternative

p. 8-15, Table 8.1
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would also employ a deep-disposal well..." to "will also employ deep-
disposal wells."
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