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Mr., Tom Combs

Nuclear Regulatory Commission
QWFN 17A3

Washington D.C, D.C. 208555

good morning Mr. Combs...

Encloaed is a letter from the Chairman, Uranium Operators
Committee Wyoming Mining Association and a letter from Power
Resources, Inc. concerning nonproliferation of small waste
disposal sites.

Ploase let me know the Commissioner’s views on in situ uranium
mining operations, specifically, on-site waste disposal
facilities. A reply to my Caeper coffice would be appreciated.

Best regards,

Craig Thomas
Member of Congress
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United States Congressman Cralg Thomas - SEP 19 1990
1721 Lengworth Buillding e S
washington, D.C. 20518

Tear Congressman Thomas:

The Uranium Operatora Committee ©of the wWyoming Mining Association
is writing to you concerning the NRC's policy relating to the
qgn?rolsfurntion of small waste disposal sites, currently under
1eview by the NRC Board of Commissioners. As written, Criterion 2
of Appendix A of 10 C.F.R. Part 40 addresses the ilssue of
nenpreliforation of small waste Aisposal sites, and although not
expressly forbidden, it has in effect prevented such disposal of by
product material from in situ mining operaticns. The Uranium
Cperators Committee supports and echoes the comments submitted to
Commissioner James Curtiss by the Amarican Mining Congress, which
are attached to this document for your review. In addition to the
American Mining Congress, the Uranlum Operators Committee believes
that this policy should be revised to allow in situ uranium minin

operations the wvption of llcensing on-site waste disposa

facilities for the following reascons:

° The language used in Criterion 2 of Appendix A, 10 C.F.R.
part 40 was based on the conclusions presented in the GEIS
(Generic Environmental Impact Statement) published by the NRC
in Septembeor of 1980, The revised regulations concerning the
control and disposal of by product material at uranium mill
tallings facilities were based upon forecasts contained in the
GEIS which forecast nuclear power generation and uranium mill
tailings sites to be proliferated in amounts that simply have
not materialized. Therefore the exposure risk to the pubiic
Rtated in the GEIS vust be re-evalusted in light of current
uranium market and opevating conditions.

¢ In 8itu mining operations are expected to contribute up te
50+ parcent of the domestic uranium production for the
foreso2able future primarily Dbecause the in situ mining
technology 48 more cost effective and better able to compate
with fcoreign competition than are conventional mining
operations, Additiecnaliy, in situ operatii ns present the
environmentally preferred method of uranium p.oduction simply
because ¢f the minimal impact on the environment, and che
relatively small amount of by product material generated.
Therefore, given the continuing demand for uranium by the
nuclear power industry, in situ operations will provide the
best avallable source for this material and should not be
burdened with unreasonable disposal costs.
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Y Considering the dwindling number of mill tailinge
impoundments within the region, most of which are either
closed or working towards closure the in situ operaters in
Wyoming will have fewer viable disposal opticns. If on site
disposal is not permitted, and in fact if all by product
material is roguired ¢ be ohizred te the "Enviiocare"
facility 4in Utah, then the NRC has in esaence created a
govornmcnt mandated monopoly. Maving ¢ ‘v one licensed

isposal facility Iin the region would ¢ +ate & situation
wherein outragecus prices for disposal could .2 charged.
Transportation and disposal costs at a commercial facility
such as Envirocare typically run about $50/2t® or 8$1,350/yd®.
Whereas estimates for an on site disposal facility including
adninistration of same are typically 4in the range of $20 -
$40/yd®, The difference in disposal COst Detween on site
versus Envirocare represents 1.5 to 2.5 million dollars per
year, depending on the volume ©f material generated. The
nonproliferation policy of Appendix A of 10 C.F.R, Part 40
states that the economic inpact of off site disposal should be
considered when ocnsidering the licensing of small waste
disposal sites.

© Cff site disposal at a facility such as Envirocare in
Utah presents its own set of exposure risks. The exposure to
the general public is probably considerably higher when the
transportation of this material several hundred miles 1is
considered, than when it is properly disposed of on site.

In swmwmary, the Uranium Operators Committee cof the Wyoming
Mining Asscciation feels that the regulated community and society
as a whole would better be served by a policy statement from NRC
that will be more flexible in allowing the on site disposal of by
product material.

sinceraly,

Chairman, Uranium Operators Comm.ttee
Wyoming Mining Association



T E . P m AW T LY &
el < At et g ‘ FASDER OFFI1Chw 3 ‘,‘ ‘ ".
:t'\ :V‘::"; v’.;,.l '.b".‘ ' v. ‘,v ' ‘ . w vhy E ~ -v& LRy 4 v

. Septamber 12, 1§90 Sep o " RESOURCIS

The Honorable Craig Thomess
4721 Longworth Buildin
wWashington, D.C. 2051

Dear Congressman Thomas:

The ursnium producers of Wyouing agein need your help. In
1980, the Nuclear Rogulatory Commission ("NRC") issued a
generic environmental impact statement on uranium mining and
miliing. In that document, they predicted a flourishing
uranium mining industry with 55 new mills being built in the
wastern U.8. To halp control the growth of waete sites and
NRC's necessary regulatory oversight, they wrote in 10 CFR
40, Appendix A, Criterion 2, = policy of n allowing on-
#ite disposal of the by-product waste generated at in situ
urenium production facilities. Why not? There would be
plenty of conventional tailings eites sveilable (55 new
one), and after all, they oetimated that only 10 percent of
the production would be from in situ uranium mines.

Well, none of thie happened. The conventional mills shut
down one after another, and the in situ producers became the
only economically viable producers. Today, Powar Resources,
ine.'s Highland Uranium Project, operating et 1 million
pounds U308 per ar, is the largest uranium producer in
Wyeming. Although we have requested NRC's suthorization to
dis;ome of our emall volumes of by-product waste on-gite,
they have not acted on our application because of Criterion

Criterion 2 is currently being reviewed by NRC at the
commissioner's level. Our industry has provided comments
t0 NRC on our position through the American Mining Congress
and the Wyoming Mining Association: their comments are
avtached for your revisw. The Wyoming uranium industry is
viable with ir situ technology. But we need weste dieposal
available to us at reascnable costs. Therefore, I am asking
that you urge the NRC Commissioners to Atrongly reconsider
Criterion 2 and allow for the sefe and manageable on-site
disposal of by-product wastes at in situ uranium fecilities.

Thank you for your help with this iseue.

Sincerely,
P PP
"Stephen P, Morszerfti Power Resonrees. In:
Vice President - Operations and Development bR
Denver Calorade 80202
/alk
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