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Questions for NRC Public Meeting on April 16, 2026  
The Multicultural Alliance for a Safe Environment (MASE) and Bluewater Valley 

Downstream Alliance (BVDA) submit the following questions to the NRC related to the 

Homestake Site. We request that our questions be posted on ADAMS. We also have 

one request, which is listed after Question 5. We ask that questions not addressed 

during the April 16, 2026 meeting be addressed in future public meetings with the NRC. 

GROUNDWATER MODEL 

Question 1: The Multi-Agency Groundwater Audit summary noted that Homestake’s 

groundwater model fails to assess or include 1) greater contaminant flux from the 

saturated LTP, 2) potential saturation of the alluvial aquifer, and 3) a source term for the 

STP. Will Homestake’s revised groundwater model simulate these scenarios so the 

results will be more protective of our members’ health and safety, the health and safety 

of nearby and downstream communities, and that of future generations? The italicized 

notes below refer to sections in the September 15, 2025 Multi-Agency Groundwater 

Model Audit Summary.  

a. Will Homestake’s revised groundwater model address other more conservative 

analytes along the flow path (e.g., sulfate, TDS, chloride) which could help to 

differentiate between sorption in the soil column of land application areas versus 

dilution? Figure 2. Observed U concentrations along primary flow path 

b. Will Homestake conduct model simulations that include southward movement of 

plumes from the Central Study Area and movement of plumes from the tailings 

as groundwater corrective actions (e.g., removal of the hydraulic barrier) are 

decreased to assess attenuation and potential rebound? Comment 24, pg. 7 

c. Will the revised groundwater model assess rebound of contaminant 

concentrations in groundwater after flushing has stopped? Comment 1, pg. 3 

d. Can Homestake’s revised transport model address reasonably foreseeable future 

land uses such as flood irrigation, new mining discharges, and increased 

extreme events from climate change that could increase alluvial groundwater 

saturation? 

e. How will potential exposure at the edges of Homestake’s proposed long-term 

care boundary (LTCB) in the alluvial aquifer be protective of human health and 

the San Andres-Glorieta (SAG) aquifer, especially at the SAG subcrop? 

Comment No. 25, pg. 20 

f. Will Homestake’s updated ACL license amendment request address how 

monitoring data will be collected and compared to model projections? Comment 

26 
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g. Will Homestake’s revised groundwater model simulate the effects of terminating 

its hydraulic barrier and reverse osmosis treatment on plume migration? 

Question 2:  Does the groundwater model depict the San Mateo Creek and underlying 

alluvium as a preferential flow path from the LTP to its confluence with the Rio San 

Jose? 

Question 3: Will the revised groundwater model assess the impact of the east and west 

faults on contaminant flow from the mill tailings?  

Question 4:  Will the revised groundwater model allow for a transient decline in 

groundwater heads in the Rio San Jose rather than keeping them fixed to ensure that 

the predicted hydraulic gradients driving uranium migration are realistic? Comment 7, 

pg. 9 

a. Homestake’s groundwater model fixes the Rio San Jose General Head 

Boundary (GHB) heads at 6532.605 ft AMSL, which does not account for 

reduced recharge from climate changes and assumed drying of the alluvial 

aquifer.   

b. Could the revised model simulate alternative boundary conditions to confirm 

that the fixed GHB does not artificially restrict contaminant movement? 

Question 5: Can Homestake’s groundwater model simulate how long contaminant flow 

in the alluvial aquifer from the LTP will persist if back-diffusion from the immobile domain 

to the mobile domain is used as an ongoing uranium source term?  

Request to NRC: MASE/BVDA would like to request that a summary presentation of 

the groundwater model and its revisions be given by Homestake’s consultants who 

created and worked on the groundwater model. 

SAN ANDRES GLORIETA (SAG) AQUIFER 

Question 6: What measures have been taken to assess groundwater contamination in 

other SAG wells around well 943 since it was plugged and abandoned? Have other 

SAG wells in the vicinity experienced similar increases? 

Question 7: Was the flushing of the LTP with freshwater from the SAG aquifer 

consistent with best practices under UMTRCA?  

a. Did Homestake evaluate the risks of using old SAG wells to flush the LTP for 

15 years before or after its flushing program ended? Weren’t these SAG wells 

originally constructed for irrigation purposes? 

b. Were leach tests conducted in advance of the flushing operation to determine 

the likelihood of permanently removing leachable contaminants? 
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c. Did Homestake ever assess the risk that saturation of the LTP would lead to 

long-term seepage from the pile? Or rebound of concentrations after flushing 

stopped? Or subsidence of the LTP? 

d. Has Homestake evaluated the success of its flushing program to determine 

whether it significantly depleted contaminant concentrations in the LTP? 

Question 8: What effect did land application of contaminated water for 12 years have 

on groundwater flow in the western portion of the alluvial groundwater plume? Or did 

the contaminants attenuate to soil in the application plots? Can this be simulated in the 

groundwater model?  

Question 9: Has Homestake assessed the drawdown impacts related to its extensive 

use of the SAG aquifer over the last 50 years? 

Question 10: Will the NRC consider revising its groundwater protection standards 

based on EPA and NMED’s revised background groundwater values for the Homestake 

site?  

Question 11: MASE and BVDA submit that Homestake should use the best available 

science and technology to collect and treat seepage from its mill tailings to protect the 

region’s drinking water supply. Will NRC consider requiring ongoing collection and 

treatment of contaminated groundwater at the Homestake site, potentially for a period of 

30 years?  

ACL/LAR AMENDMENT APPLICATION 

Alternate Concentration Limits (ACLs) that greatly exceed the current Groundwater 

Protection Standards are not as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA) to protect 

human health, the San Mateo Creek, the Rio San Jose, or the region’s SAG aquifer. 

Question 12: How will Homestake expansion of the long-term care boundary, in 

conjunction with cessation of its hydraulic barrier, impact contaminant flow migration in 

the alluvial aquifer over the next 200-1000 years? How will an expanded boundary 

protect human health, the San Mateo Creek, the Rio San Jose, or the region’s SAG only 

freshwater aquifer over the next 200-1000 years? 

Question 13: Will NRC allow inclusion of the SAG subcrop in the proposed expanded 

site boundary? MASE/BVDA submit it should be outside the boundary, and alluvial wells 

upgradient of the subcrop and inside the proposed expanded site boundary should be 

monitored long-term for potential effects on the SAG aquifer. 

Question 14: How does Homestake’s new crosswalk approach satisfy NRC License 

Conditions No. 35F and No. 42 for submitting a performance review of its corrective 

action program by March 31 of each year that details the progress towards attaining 

groundwater protection standards? 
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LTP COVER AND RADON FLUX 

Question 15: Did Homestake evaluate potential subsidence of the LTP after saturation 

from flushing prior to placement of the radon barrier and the ET cover? Note that NRC 

License SUA-1471 Amendment 62 addressed this issue, but it was deleted in 

Amendment No. 65 

Question 16: Homestake’s annual radon flux surveys have demonstrated increasing 

trends for the large and small tailings piles. What has been determined to be the cause 

of the increased radon flux? NRC License SUA-1471 Condition 36E  

FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR REMEDIATION 

Question 17: Does DOE, formerly the Atomic Energy Commission, share equal liability 

with Homestake-Barrick Gold for air, soil, and groundwater contamination at the 

Homestake site? 
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