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CFRPIFIED !G1L.- -

Jur;e 16,1980

Mr. Juan R. Velasquez
Senior Environmental Representative
Phillips Uranium Corporation
Pox 26236
4501 Irdian Schcol Road, N.E.
Albuquerque, Nea Vaxico 87125

D;ar Mr. Velasquez:

As you 1:nce, the Enviro.nrental Inprova ant Division ("EID") has bac-n
revicaing the Envirorcental Rs, cort ("ER") sdnitted by Phillips Uranium
Corp.> ration ("PUC") in support of its a c.erded Application For a
Edioactive mterial. License, dated Septent.ar 17, 1979. In our review
of the ER to date, we have determined it fails to meet the regoircrents
of Section 3-300 H. of the recently effective EIB Rt.diation Protbetion
R:gulations ("Adiation Regs.") which specifies t.he contents of an

Accordingly, pursuant to provisic,ns of SectionEnvironrnntal Report.
3-312.A. of the Radiation Regs. we hereby inform you that PLC's ER is
unacceptable for review by EID due to the deficiencies outlined below.

Sect. ion .3-300.H.l. of the Rsdiation Regs. re.31 ires that "an initial
application for a uranium mill" be:

accompanied by an envirar ental rep,rt, submitted by the
aoolicant, that s:ccifically a 3 dresses the short-term
a'nd long-term envircraantal, radiological, and public'

health and safety as.rects of the applications a-d alter-
natives to the propac.ed action, (ccphasis a 2ded) . ,

[Ir ci..r.sidering PUC's ER with refcTe 2ce to the.se req.iirc 2at.s we find it, :Tne fu da:c.ntal deficiency in theas a erole, to be ur. acceptable. '

d.cr <nt, is its failure to accgately rd specifically address alterna-
tive rMh:ds ed siting for ore processing a..4 tailings dispasal.

i

Sc-clion 3-300.H. cr.,nte plates that an applicant will sp:cifically analyze,
in cc.:i.ule .t detail, a full rurge c,f alterr.etives to the prcrc.:cd

.

As part of such an ar.alysis w c gc.:t a ccr.sid: rc.t .:n of all
i ,

netio .. Ir:cli:?:4 in such c.-D . - t i';n F? '..>:'d b? a.
,,

t<.ch .? ca l ly fcasible r.?th:ds.
.. h clu:instion c f tc.i3 ini3 b,:>fi11irq, the u.se of in pi o$ er'.r. A.g;a g'-i t
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b$ow-grade disposal 'of . tailings in trenches, and the use of an aircody g'~
1

cdstingfore processing facility. .In revic> ring PUC's ER, we; find it ;
fd:cs. not specifically address a full range of tailing disposal techno- , "

'

elogies. Significantly, . it ocrpletely fails to consider belcu-grade
. disposal ~ of tailings. In this regard I wish to point out-that nest-'. .

..~ recently,,on January 30,|1980, William Flerdng of EID's Radiation
Protection Bureau requested a "belo;.-grade tailings dispasal analysis",

<
,

: from PUC. : Hcwever, to date, we have not received a forral response to -
.our rcqacst.

. .
,

.Of egdal inportance is the re aire ent that an applicant examine, in
lequivalent detail, a full range of alternative sites. . - M3reover, such
; cites nust bei truly viable,f i.e. legally available and technically- m

. feasible. Tnis require:ent is specifically discussed at Section 3-300.K.>

: PUC's present ER (Attachrent II, pp. 5-8) is' deficient in this resp 3ct.
Tne ER examines a limited nu-bar of alternative sites, none of which are s ml,

: legally atailable, ard fails to de onstrate the technical acceptability
. of- thore sites. It appears that PUC's cursory evaluation is designed ' .q

only f o justify PUC's selection of S.12, T.18N. , R.12 W., as the pri rary
t

,3

site. We errf.asize that the p.rpsse of an ER is not to justify a pre- ._

.~ deternified site but rather to provide a insis for choosing the Nst: ,

: - -... w -- . -;-%available site.. ;
. .-: ...

+ -
-..

. .

'Since PUC has: failed to specifically~addre's alternative sites ard , j)s
'

nethcds the ER's consideration of "short-tena and long-term er.virorscntal,
radiological, and public health and safety aspects" is deficient. .

Specifically,fwe require, under Section 3-300.H. , that an applicant .

thorceghly and objectively analyze each of these factors with reference
.to all alternative sites and nethods considercd. Tne present ER dces

~-notroontain such an analysis, thus, it is deficient.
,

In evaluating PUC's ER we also find it fails to analyze " realistic
T tsilings scenario | releases and provide systems to contain potential d
;

.raleases to occp.ny:controlle3 preferty" as required by Section 3-300.L.
IAs!such an analysis is' integral to consideration of " enviro. ental, jr

radiological, Lard public health ard safety aspects" we rcquire it M a
1 part of an acceptable ER.- Tnough PUC has appealed Section 3-300.L. It J

qie nevertheless binding upon applicants until such tire as the courts j
~' 1

" find:otherwise. )
.

4

LAlsoPin considering the long-term aspects of tailings dis:csal vou nust j.. . . .

' < give full' consideration' to rec 12 ation ard stabilization of tailings. ]

. In d sing so, it{is essmtial that you provide us with an accarato de..crip-
Ltion|of _the legal status of all-lards which will te directly affecic-3 by

,

'

recit:.ition had stabilization' activitics so that we can dete_mdr.e wMtS .tr ?/

J your prtp; sed tailings nansge ent alternatives are not only teednically '!
'

J

b T feasible, bot thet the appropriate geven-mt agawy will. te ebie to
drestrict accces to all' 1aa.3 needed for'long-tem ranese ent.
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Tr,e ER should also be writ en and organized in a rrcnner dich is cicar, }ifg$d

,

and sell integrated. An c /erly lengthy, and fregaently supple:ented ER,
#;with nrerous cross-references precludes effective EID review of the

'itcrs found at Section 3-330.H. Accordingly, a.ny future ER subnitted by
.PJC shcrild be clearly wri .en and organized, a-d it should not contain
confusing cross-references.

I trust that the foregoirs will assist you in subnitting an ER which
will be acceptable for re.-iew. If you ha.ve ar.y questions, or if, EID can-

he of a y assistece, ple* *e contact Gerald Ste. art or Willis.m Flcming
of EID's Radiation Protec-ion Bureau.

. .

Yours truly,
.

:i m

_| 0n '

- TrOGS E. BVA ,s

Director
'

.EID
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