WYOMING OFFICE
5880 ENTERPRISE DR., STE. 200

COLORADO OFFICE

10758 W. CENTENNIAL RD., STE. 200
LITTLETON, CO 80127 CASPER, WY 82609
TEL: (866) 981-4588 TEL: (307) 2652373
FAX: (720)981-5643 FAX: (307) 265-2801

February 23, 2010

Mrs. Melissa Bautz

State of Wyoming

Department of Environmental Quality
Land Quality Division

510 Meadowview Drive

Lander, WY 82520

Re: Response to 3" Round Comments on Appendices D-5 and D-6 from December 21, 2009 and 2
Round Comments from November 20, 2009
TFN 4 6/268

Dear Mrs. Bautz,

Please find behind this cover the complete set of responses to comments provided to Lost Creek ISR, LLC on
December 21, 2009 and November 20, 2009.

If you have any questions regarding this submittal please feel free to contact me at the Casper Office.
Sincerely,

Lost Creek ISR, LLC
By: Ur-Energy USA Inc., Manager

%w@ﬁ\

John W. Cash
Manager EHS and Regulatory Affairs

Enclosures: Index Sheet
Responses to Comments
Pages for insertion into Application

Cc: Ms. Ramona Christensen, WDEQ-LQD Records Manager, Cheyenne Office
Mrs. Nancy FitzSimmons, Ur-Energy, Littleton Office
Ms. Tanya Oxenberg, PhD, Project Manager, U.S. NRC Rockville Office
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PAGE, MAP OR OTHER

PAGE, MAP OR OTHER

L’SI\LA%“QE PERMIT ENTRY TO BE| PERMIT ENTRY TO BE DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE
REMOVED ADDED
10f5 Pages viii through xi, Pages viii through xi,
Adj File xiii & xiv, xvii & xviii, Xiii & xiv, xvii & xviii, Updated General and Detailed Table of Contents.
xXii & xxiii, xxv, & xxviii xxii & xxiii, xxv, & xxviii
Pages viii through xi, Pages viii through xi,
xiii & xiv, xvii & xvii, xiii & xiv, xvil & xviii, Updated General and Detailed Table of Contents.
xxii & xxiii, xxv, & xxviii XXii & xxiii_xxv, & xxviii
Pages D5-2 Pages D5-2 - D5-4, D5-4a, .
) ofs through D5-7 D5-5 - D5-7 Updated in response to LQD comments.
0 Plate D5-1e Plate D5-1e Corrections to legend and fault displacement.
Apps D1-DS Plates D5-2a Plates D5-2a
through D5-2d through D5-2d Updated to show muitiple fault locations.
Plate D5-3 Plate D5-3 Corrected in response to LQD comments.
Plates AD5-2a Plates AD5-2a . . . .
through AD5-2¢ through AD5-2c Updated to include permit area boundary and conceptual mine units per LQD request.
33 0f 5 Pages viii through xi, Pages viii through xi, '
App D6 Xifi & xiv, xvii & xviii, xiii & xiv, xvii & xviii, Updated General and Detailed Table of Contents.
o [ 8 il sov, & socvii | xxii 8 i, xxv, & xxvii
Attach Dgs-Zb Figure D6-9 Figure D6-9 Updated in response to LQD comments.
- Plate D6-1a Please apply sticker to cover Well 207 (should be Well 20).




MINE COMPANY

Statement:

INDEX SHEET FOR MINE PERMIT AMENDMENTS OR REVISIONS

Lost Creek ISR, LLC

John W. Cas

AV

, an authorized representative of
listed on this and all consecutively numbered Index Sheets are intended as revisions to the current permit document. In the event that other ¢
inadvertently occurred due to this revision, those unintentional alterations will not be considered approved. Please initial and date. S MoC Z/

Page 2 of 4

Date: 2/23[/(7
TFN: 4 6/268
MINE NAME: Lost Creek ISR Project PERMIT NO. N/A

declare that only the items
hanges

Lost Creek ISR, LLC

730

NOTES: 1) Include all revision or change elements and a brief description of or reason for each revision element.
2) List all revision or chan

7

e elements in sequence by volume number; number index sheets sequentially as needed.

VOLUME
NUMBER

PAGE, MAP OR OTHER
PERMIT ENTRY TO BE
REMOVED

PAGE, MAP OR OTHER
PERMIT ENTRY TO BE
ADDED

DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE

3bof5
Attach D6-3
& D6-4

Pages viii through xi,
xiii & xiv, xvii & xviii,
xxii & xxiii, xxv, & xxviii

Pages viii through xi,
xiii & xiv, xvii & xviii,
xxii & xxiii, xxv, & xxviii

Updated General and Detailed Table of Contents.

Notes for
Attachment D6-3

Notes for
Attachment D8-3

Updated in response to LQD comments.

Well Logs for LC25M,
LC29M, & LC31M

Well Logs for LC25M,
LC29M, & LC31M

Updated in response to LQD comments.

40f5
Apps D7 -
D11;
App D
References;
&

Pages viii through xi,
xiii & xiv, xvii & xviii,
xxii & xxiii, xxv, & xxviii

Pages viii through xi,
xiii & xiv, xvii & xviii,
xxii & xxiif, xxv, & xxviii

Updated General and Detailed Table of Contents.

Pages D11-i & Pages D11-i & . D ;
D111 throudh D11:2_| D111 through D11:3 | oPeated i response to LQB comments.
. Figures D11-2a - .
Figure D11-2 through D11-2c Added additional photographs in response to LQD comnents.

App D E&W
Roads

Appendix D References,
Pages 11 through 14

~ Appendix D References,

Pages 11 through 14

Updated in response to LQD comnents.
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NUMBER PERMIT ENTRY TO BE| PERMIT ENTRY TO BE DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE
, REMOVED ADDED
Pages viii through xi, Pages viii through xi, :
xiii & xiv, xvii & xviii, xiii & xiv, xvii & xvii, Updated General and Detailed Table of Contents.
xxii & xxiii, xxv, & xxviii Xxii & xxiii, xxv, & xxviii
Pages OP-i . Pages OP-i through Updated Operations Plan Table of Contents. Revised text per LQD comments. While all pages of
through OP-v & OP-v & the plan were resubmitted due to pagination changes, the only changes to the text are those
OP-1 through OP-55 OP-1 through OP-79  |outlined in the responses.
As part of the October 2009 responses, Figure 2c (Road Design Features) should have been
Figure OP-2¢ removed from the application and an updated version, renumbered to F.igure 3¢ (Road Design
and Figure OP-3c Features), should have been inserted. It was renum'be.rec_i to keep the first reference to each
50f5 Figure OP-3¢ figure in numerical order in the text. However, the similarity of the old and new numbers has
Ops Plan & apparently created some confusion. Please double check that there is no longer a Figure 2c. The
Rec Plan latest version of Figure OP-3c should have a revision date (in the title block) of 1/4/2010.
Figure OP-4a Figure OP-4a Updated in response to LQD comments.
Figures OP-6a & OP-6b | Figures OP-6a & OP-6b |Updated in response to LQD comments.
Figure OP-9 Figures OP-8c & OP-9 [Renumbered existing Figure OP-9 to Figure OP-8c and added a new Figure OP-9.
Figure OP-10a Figure OP-10a - Replaced in response to LQD comments.
Figure OP-10b Figure OP-10b Replaced in response to LQD comments.
Flgure OP-10c -- Removed in conjunction with updated text.
Table OP-2 Table OP-2 Updated in response to LQD comments.
Table OP-9 Table OP-9 Existing Table OP-9 moved to Attachment OP-9; new Table OP-9 created.
Table OP-10 Table OP-10 Updated in response to LQD comments.
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NUaes | PERMIT ENTRY TOBE | PERMIT ENTRY TO BE DESCRIPTION OF CHANGE
REMOVED ADDED
Plate OP-2 Plate OP-2 Updated in response to LQD comments.
-- Plate OP-3 Added in response to LQD comments.
Attachment OP-4 Attachment OP-4 Updated in response to LQD comments.
Attachment OP-5b Attachment OP-5b Updated with new information.
Revised per LQD comments & UR discussions with WGFD. While all pages of the plan were
Attachment OP-6 Attachment OP-6 resubmitted due to pagination changes, the only changes to the text are those outlined in the
responses.
Exﬁng?onrqle:;e?;l\;il-ler Attachment OP-7 - Except |Updated Reclamation Plan Table of Contents. Revised text per LQD comments. While all pages
50f5 R for Inberg-Miller Report of the plan were resubmitted due to pagination changes, the only changes to the text are those
eport (last part of . .
Ops Plan & attachment) (last part of attachment) |outlined in the responses.
l?f:nl;’;a)n Attachment OP-8 Attachment OP-8 Updated in response to LQD comments.

Attachment OP-9

Added in response to LQD comments.

Attachment OP-10

Added in response to LQD comments.

Pages RP-i through

Pages RP-i through

Added in response to LQD comments.

RP-iii & RP-iii &
RP-1 through RP-27 RP-1 through RP-28
Table RP-1 Tables RP-1a & RP-1b |Added Table RP-1a to address LQD comments.
Table RP-3 Table RP-3 Updated in response to BLM letter..
Table RP-4 Table RP-4 Updated in response to LQD comments.
Table RP-5 Table RP-5 Updated in response to LQD comments.




RESPONSES TO WDEQ/LQD COMMENTS
of August 2008 and January 2009

and
NEW INFORMATION

for the
LOST CREEK PROJECT

Wyoming

February 2010

The responses are organized as follows:
If a comment has been resolved, that comment is no longer included; or _
If a comment has not been resolved, then the complete series of comment and
response text is included. The initial LQD comment is italicized, and the most recent
LQD comment is in bold font.
This document combines two series of comments. The first began in August 2008
and focused on Appendices D5 and D6, and the second began in January 2009 and
covered all of the permit application. The comments are separated first by permit
section and then chronologically (i.e., August 2008 comments and then January 2009
comments).
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ADJUDICATION FILE

JANUARY 2009 LQD COMMENTS

1)

LOD (1/09) - The Appendix E map (Plate E-1) must show all lands to be affected by the
operation, including all proposed or potential well fields. The permit boundary should be
reflective of the extent of proposed mining. The permit area should encompass all lands that
are proposed to be affected and some reasonable buffer around the affected lands.
Conversely, if an area is not going to be affected by the proposed operation then it shouldn’t
be in the permit area. Based on Figure OP-2a, there are large portions of the permit area
(entire sections or half sections) where no proposed operations are shown. Unless there are
reserves that are proposed to be mined in these areas, then these lands should not be
included in the permit area. The “additional resources known to exist within the permit
area”, mentioned on page OP-6, must be shown in some fashion order to justify the size of
the permit area. (MM)

LOD (4/09) - Regulatory citations provided in WDEQ-LQD’s letter of April 1, 2009 to LC
ISR, LLC: W.S. § 35-11-406(b)(v) and WDEQ-LQD Rules and Regulations Chapter 2,
Sec. 1(c).

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - The size of the Permit Area was based on a number of factors, in
particular: the necessary spacing for the deep disposal wells; potential development; and
practical land use considerations.

With respect to the deep wells, five wells are currently planned. To accommodate regulatory
requirements and meet the necessary injection criteria, the wells are widely spaced and
located in Sections 16, 18, and 19 of Township 25 North, Range 92 West and Sections 13
and 25 in Township 25 North, Range 93 West. Plate OP-1 has been updated to show the
locations of the wells.

With respect to potential development, LC ISR, LLC is interested in potential exploration
and production targets in areas near (or vertical to) the proposed mine units. Rather than
‘piecemeal” the baseline data for these areas, LC ISR, LLC considered it more effective to
cover a larger area at one time. In addition, this approach provides more data for these areas
than would be obtained for a Drilling Notification.

With respect to practical land use considerations, the Permit Area boundaries are in some
cases designed to coincide with ‘claim block’ or lease boundaries. These boundaries may
extend outside areas of interest for exploration or production, but for easier administration,
they were included in the Permit Area.
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LOD (11/09) - Response not acceptable. Comment stands as written. (MM)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - WDEQ-LQD referenced a statute and regulation in April 2009 as the
basis for this comment (W.S. § 35-11-406(b)(v) and WDEQ-LQD Rules and Regulations
Chapter 2, Sec. 1(c)). However, both the statute and regulation relate to map contents; neither
relate to restriction of the size of a permit area. For a similar comment (Comment V5, OP#7,
WDEQ-LQD referenced W.S. §§ 35-11-406(a)(vi)(C) and 103(e)(xvi) and LQD Permit-to-
Mine Form 1. The first citation states the number of acres, including “affected acres”, needs
to be identified in the permit application, and the second citation is the number of affected
acres. However, neither indicate a restriction in the size of the permit area. A size
restriction was also not found on Form 1-UIC.

LCI ISR, LLC selected the size of the Lost Creek Permit Area for the reasons stated in the
October 2009 response. Additional information related to those reasons is provided below. As
also outlined below, WDEQ-LQD did not object to the size of the Permit Area before January
2009. LCI ISR, LLC believes that the current size of the Lost Creek Permit Area is reasonable
for the proposed operations. LCI ISR, LLC also believes that the ratio of the affected area to
the proposed permit area for the Lost Creek Project is comparable to, or even less than, the ratio
for most large mines in the State of Wyoming.

Meetings with WDEQ. LCI ISR, LLC personnel met with WDEQ-LQD staff on numerous
occasions at the beginning of the permitting process (starting in 2006) and showed maps
depicting the proposed Lost Creek Permit Area. A significant amount of effort and cost has
been put into completing baseline characterization of the entire Permit Area as presented to
WDEQ-LQD at the beginning of the process. It would seem that the appropriate time for
WDEQ-LQD to limit the size of the Permit Area would have been at the beginning of the
process. For example, there was no concern noted about the size of the Permit Area relative to
the mine units in the Completeness Comments of April 2008. Further to this point, WDEQ-
LQD stated in an August 26, 2008 WDEQ-LQD memorandum from Amy Boyle to Melissa
Bautz, which was subsequently sent to LC ISR, LLC states that “...additional groundwater
monitoring wells will need to be installed to better define the permit area, and the potentially
impacted aquifers.” In response to this comment, LCI ISR, LLC installed the additional wells
and collected baseline water quality data. It is disconcerting that WDEQ-LQD is now stating
that the areas of these baseline wells should be removed from the Permit Area because they will
not be affected by operations.

UIC Class I Wells. Sections 16 and 25 were included within the Permit Boundary, in part,
because of the technical requirement to spread out UIC Class [ wells so the pressure wave
generated by each well does not interfere with the operation of adjacent wells. By spreading
the wells out sufficiently, they will operate more efficiently. Also, regulations require that each
UIC Class I well have at least a Y4-mile area of review. The Permit Area allows for spacing of
the wells and keeping the Y4-mile area of review within the Permit Area.
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Extent of Mineralization. LCI ISR, LLC wishes to reiterate that mineralization within the
HJ Horizon is widespread throughout the Permit Area and in fact is present in all complete
sections. LCI ISR, LLC believes future exploration work will demonstrate that additional
portions of the mineralization will be economic. However, this geologic data is confidential
and is still being evaluated and will therefore not be presented in a public document. LCI
ISR, LLC is willing to discuss these areas with WDEQ-LQD on a confidential basis. As
noted in the October 2009 response, the current Permit Area reduces the ‘piecemeal’
collection of baseline data. However, LC ISR, LLC realizes that approval of the existing
permit application is not a priori approval of mine units other than those already proposed.
Should additional exploration work indicate economic mineralization, WDEQ-LQD review
and approval of a permit revision would be required before mining could occur.
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APPENDIX D-5 (GEOLOGY)

AUGUST 2008 LQD COMMENTS

4)

LOD (8/08) - Plates D5-1 a - D5-1 e. These plates provide one generalized and several
detailed geologic cross sections down the centerline of the ore body, and across the
centerline ofthe ore body. In addition, Figure D5-2a provides a very generalized geologic
cross section across the northern portion of the permit area. LQD Non-Coal Rules, Chapter
11, Section 3(a)(viii) requires cross sections that show geologic features within the entire
pennit area, and how they relate to the production zone. Extending cross sections F, G, and
H to the boundaries of the permit area with any available drill hole data, will help to
provide this information.

LC ISR, LLC (4/09) - The cross sections have been updated with the information from new
borings and wells completed in 2008. As noted on the Index Sheet for the changes to
Appendix D-5, Plates D5-1b through D5-1e have been replaced, and two new plates (Plates
D5-1f and D5-1g) have been added. The references in the text to these plates have also been
updated.

a) LOD (6/09) - The northern (left) edge of cross section F-F', presented on Plate D5-1e
appears to have 880 feet of extrapolation. What boring provides data for the northern
extent of this cross section?

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - An explanation of the projection and extrapolation of the geologic
data from the borings to north-south and east-west planes has been added to Section D5.2
(Site Geology).

(LOD 12/09) - Given the variability of stratigraphy and faulting in the area, the
projection of the cross section an additional 880 feet to the northern permit
boundary could be misrepresentative. Although we have requested that cross
sections represent the entire permit area, if there is no data available there can not
be any confidence in the information presented. Please revise Plate D5-1 e to
eliminate this extrapolation, and revise Section D5.2 to drop the statement that
"endpoints of each cross section are projected to the permit boundaries".

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Extrapolation of the stratigraphy on the cross sections to the
property boundaries is based on data from historic exploration drill holes located just
outside of the permit boundary. These holes have not been identified on drill hole maps
or cross sections as they are outside of the permit boundary. The extrapoloation was
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removed from Plate D5-1e. Pursuant to discussions in the January 11, 2010 meeting of
WDEQ-LQD and LC 1SR, LLC personnel, the information on the drill holes used for the
extrapolations for the plates has been added to the text at the beginning of Section D5.2.

b) LQD (6/09) - The piezometric surfaces are indicated for the DE, LFG, HJ and UKM
aquifers, though it is not clear if there are any monitoring wells on the cross sections from
which the water tables were derived. Please designate any monitoring wells on the cross
section, and indicate their screened intervals and water levels with date.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - A reference to the cross-sections and an explanation of how the
potentiometric surfaces were projected onto the cross-sections has been added to D6.5.2.2
(Potentiometric Surface, Groundwater Flow Direction and Hydraulic Gradient).

(LOQD 12/09) - As stated previously, the cross section should indicate where specific
groundwater elevation data is available from monitoring wells, and ifthe data points
are close enough it can be extrapolated, otherwise projecting a potentiometric
surface across an entire cross section could be misrepresentative. For example, on
Plate D5-1e, cross section F-F', there are two clusters of monitoring wells that fall on
the cross section yet are not indicated. Wells MB-01, MB-02, MB-03A, and MB04
lay in a cluster approximately 312 feet south of the North Fault. There is no
groundwater data north of the fault yet the cross section assumes that the water
level across the fault is consistent. Similarly, there is a well cluster (LC21M,
LC22M, LC23M, and LC30M approximately 250 feet south of the Lost Creek Fault
(Subsidiary) yet these wells are also not indicated on the cross section. The
potentiometric surface is projected on the cross section, an additional 1.5+ miles to
the south, with no data available. Granted, the surfaces appear as dashed lines or
implied, however, please add the known groundwater elevations on the cross section
for each available monitoring well, and indicate the screened interval and the date
for the water elevation. Extrapolation should be limited to those areas on the cross
sections where there is enough data available. Please also revise Section D5.2 by
deleting the statement that ""Depiction ofthese (potentiometric) surfaces on the cross
sections were generated by tracking the intersection of the plane of the cross section
profile with potentiometric contours plotted for the given horizons ... "'.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - The original focus of the cross sections was to provide information
on the stratigraphy in the Permit Area, so no monitor wells were included on the cross-
sections. Illustration of water levels on the cross sections was requested by NRC (see LC
ISR, LLC’s December 2008 Response to NRC’s November 2008 Comment #2 on
Section 2.7.2 of the Technical Report) and subsequently included in documents submitted
to WDEQ-LQD for consistency. The location of monitor wells with relation to cross
sections is shown on Plate D5-3, ‘General Location Map — Geology’. The data requested
to be illustrated from adjacent monitor wells [water elevations, screened intervals,
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measurement dates] is available in tables, appendices and Completion Logs elsewhere in
the application therefore LC ISR, LLC does not believe that adding this specific
information onto the cross sections is necessary.

Additionally, as with the potentiometric surface contour maps (Figures D6-11e through
11h), the potentiometric surfaces which are illustrated on the cross sections are generated
from raw data collected from the monitor wells. The method of projecting this data onto
the cross sections is explained in the statement: “ Depiction of these (potentiometric)
surfaces on the cross sections were generated by tracking the intersection of the plane of
the cross section profile with the potentiometric contours plotted for the given
horizons...” Where monitor wells are in close proximity to the plane of a cross section,
this projection can be considered reasonably accurate. In regions of sparse data, the
projection of the potentiometric surface can be considered more interpretive. In either
case, the potentiometric surfaces illustrated on the cross sections can be considered as
valid and accurate as those depicted on the potentiometic surface contour maps.

The DEQ comment stating that “There is no groundwater data north of the northern fault,
yet the cross section [F-F’] assumes that the water level is consistent.” makes a valid
point. Therefore, Cross-Section F-F’ has been revised by removing the potentiometric
surfaces as shown north of the fault.

LQD (6/09) - Additional faults are indicated on the north/south trending cross sections.
Please add these faults to the map key, as well as within the discussion of Section DS.2.2
the permit document. In addition, these faults should be indicated on all maps where the
Lost Creek Fault is included, if they fall within the scale of the map.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - The text in Section D5.2.2 (Structure) has been replaced to
discuss the newly identified faults, and the location of all the faults are illustrated on a
new map as Plate D5-3 (General Location Map - Geology).

(LOD 12/09) - Plate DS-3 has been added and indicates the location of the other
known faults in the permit area. The text states that the southern fault's
downthrown block is on the north side, yet Plate D5-3 indicates that the
downthrown block is to the south. Please correct this deficiency. As requested
previously, any map (e.g. Plates D5-2a through D5-2d) which showed the location of
the Lost Creek Fault needs to be revised to indicate the updated version of the
multiple fault locations within those maps. The permit area template within the map
legends will also need to be revised to include the additional fault locations.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Plate D5-3 has been revised to show that the downthrown block is
on the north side of the “South Fault™.
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Pursuant to discussions in the February 3, 2010 phone call between Melissa Bautz
(WDEQ-LQD) and John Cash (LC ISR, LLC), only Plates D5-2a through D5-2d have
been revised to include the multiple fault locations.

e) LOD (6/09) - No cross section has been provided for Section 16, which represents
approximately 1/6 of the permit area. What is known about this section? Do the
stratigraphic units extend to this part of the permit area? Are there any faults? Is there any
potential mineral reserve? If not, why is this section included within the permit area? An
additional cross section, which includes Section 16 should be added.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - As noted in the October 2009 Response to Comment V1, #1, the
selection of the permit boundary is dependent on factors (e.g., claim block boundaries) in
addition to mineral location. LC ISR, LLC’s current knowledge of the mineral trend
indicates that it extends into Section 16; but there are only a few, widely-spaced drill
holes in this section (approximately 20 in total) which are not sufficient to allow for
detailed evaluation. Because of the limited data and because no mine units are currently
planned in Section 16, cross-sections were not prepared for this section.

(LOD 12/09) - No cross section was provided yet the response indicates that there
are 20 widely spaced drill holes in this section. The 20 exploration holes from
Section 16 should be sufficient to provide some geologic information for this part of
the permit area. Please provide a baseline cross section for Section 16.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Pursuant to discussions in the January 11, 2010 meeting of
WDEQ-LQD and LC ISR, LLC personnel, paragraphs have been added at the end of
Sections D5.2.1 (Stratigraphy) and 5.2.2 (Stucture) to provide information on the geology
of Section 16. A cross section of section 16 was not provided because of the paucity of
drill data in that section and because because no mining of that section is currently
planned.

12) LOD (8/08) - Plate D5-2a, and D5-2¢ Isopach Maps ofthe Lost Creek Shale and Sagebrush
Shale(respectively). For areas where the isopachs indicate the unit thickness is less than ten
feet thick, please indicate at specific drill hole sites, what the thickness is at that location, so
thereviewer knows how much less than ten feet in thickness the aquitard is at a given
location.

LC ISR, LLC (4/09) - Isopach maps have been updated with the information from new
borings and wells completed in 2008, and the actual unit thicknesses have been added where
the thicknesses are less than 10 feet.
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LQD (6/09) - There are a number of borings within the <10 ft. zone where no data is
provided, in addition, the footage and the drill hole location overlap in many places on Plate
D5-2¢ making them un-readable. Also, a statement should be added to Section D5.2.1
Stratigraphy, regarding the minimum known thickness of each of these aquitards. Please
revise accordingly.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - Plate D5-2¢ has been revised to be more legible. The thicknesses of
the Lost Creek and Sage Brush Shales are discussed in Section D5.2.1 as revised in response
to the previous comment.

(LOD 12/09) - Plate D5-2¢ was revised to address the overlap issue, and additional
thickness data was added to the map. Section D5.2.1 Stratigraphy now states that ""the
thinnest observed occurrences of these units are approximately five feet thick." The
lowest number on the map is 'S', yet the statement leads the reader to question ifthere
are areas where the aquitard is less than five feet, and perhaps were rounded up to §
feet. Please provide the smallest known thickness of the aquitard in tenths of a foot
(e.g. 4.7 ft.) in the statement in Section D5.2.1.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - The reported thickness of all lithologies, including the aquitard in
question, is based on the Geologists’ interpretation of the down-hole geophysical logs (SP
and resistivity and. to a lesser extent. gamma). The logs allow the Geologists to pick
intervals to within 6 inches; plus or minus 6 inches. It is impossible to interpret the
thickness of a lithologic unit to within one tenth of a foot as suggested in the WDEQ-LQD
comment simply because some zones are transitional in nature and because the sensors in
the logging tool have limitations. The thinnest area of the aquitard could be as thin as 4.5
feet or as thick as 5.5 feet. The text at the end of the 4™ paragraph in Section D5.2.1 has
been revised by adding a statement discussing the accuracy of the measurements.

13) LOD (8/08) - Section D5.2.4 Historic Uranium Exploration Activities, and Plate AD5-2a-c
Location Map of Historical Drill Holes. It is stated that there are at least 560 exploration
holes in the area, and Attachment D5-2 lists the holes northing and easting, year drilled and
ID. Please also include depth of hole and discuss further the efforts made to locate the old
drill holes, and whether or not it was confirmed that the hole had been properly abandoned.
Uthe hole was abandoned through recent efforts, the plugging procedure and date should be
indicated as well. The map should be updated to indicate the status of each drill hole
location. Once operations commence, it is important that these historic drill holes do not
provide a pathway for production fluids to migrate to underlying or overlying aquifers.

LC ISR, LLC (4/09) - Section D5.2.4 has been renamed (Subsurface Exploration Activities)
because more than just historic uranium exploration is discussed in the section. It has also
been divided into two subsections, the first of which describes uranium exploration and the
second of which summarizes other exploration. The discussion in the first subsection has
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also been expanded to include: the results of efforts to obtain information about the known
historic holes, including hole depths; descriptions of re-abandonment efforts that have been
needed to date; and steps that will be taken to identify any improperly abandoned drill holes
in the mine units. Table D5-2 (Abandonment Information for Historic Exploration Holes)
and Attachment D5-3 (Communication with WDEQ LQD related to Drill Hole
Abandonment) have been also been added.

LOD (6/09) - Attachment D5-3 and the updating of Table DS-2 are welcome additions to the
permit document.

However, essential to LQD's review is an understanding of the location of historic drill holes
and their status as related to the location of proposed mine units. For this reason, Plates

ADS-2a, ADS-2b, and ADS5-2¢ (in Attachment DS5-2) must include the location of the
proposed mine units, a topographic layer, and the status of each known hole via a legend.

The efforts made by Tg in the early 80's were extensive, yet many holes were unlocatable,
many holes had caps which had fallen downhole, and were therefore not probed, and the
majority of holes probed had standing water. Yet, only those holes found with 200 ft or
more of water above the mud seal, were re-sealed.

The information in Attachment D5-3 presented for the Tg NOV illustrates the significance
of the problem created by historic drill holes. Due to the site conditions the majority of the
drill holes were not sealed to the surface, and were also not sealed to a point above the first
aquifer.

Texasgulf drill hole summary in response to LQD NOV

No.of | No.of No.ofholes | No. | Holes | No.ofholes | Holes with cap
holes holes w/ standing | of dry | resealed | unable 10 slipped down
inspected | recapped water holes locate hole, unable 10
probe
1982 79 79 78
3 2 111 21 10 noied but not 7

1953 69 s

1984 427 371 213 72 27 36 (i3% 86 (20%

TOTAL 713 361 (72%)

» 775 Towl holes exceads wiat Te holes reporeed in Table D3 2. possibiy due 1o holes ouside Gre Lost Creek: proposed penmit arez.

Drx holes could indicate thay hole was properly sbandoned above uppermost aquifer. or bole had caved or brideed

As previously stated, the Division will require that these holes be located and sealed to the
surface, as per ASTM D-5299-99 standards, in order to ensure that these historic holes do
not compromise the confinement of the production zone during mining.
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In order to clarify which historic holes are located in or near which mine units, a column
should be added to Table D5-2 that indicates which proposed mine unit (if any) each historic
drill hole is located in. This approach would eliminate confusion and provide clarity to the
efforts LC has made in addressing historic drill holes at the site. Attachment D5-2 Plates
ADS5-2a, 2b, and 2c¢ should be cross referenced to the Table, and need to include topography,
the mine unit boundaries, and the proposed permit boundary.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - Each mine unit data package will contain a map showing the
location of all historic drill holes located within the respective mine unit patterns.
Additional discussion of abandoned drill holes was included in LC ISR, LLC’s October
2009 Response to Comment V5, OP #84.

Plates ADS5-2a, 2b, and 2c in Attachment D5-2 have been revised to show topography,
conceptual mine unit boundaries and the permit boundary.

(LOD 12/09) - Plates ADS-2a, 2b and 2c¢ were revised and now include the topography
and mine permit boundary. Please also include the conceptual mine unit boundaries
and include the permit boundary and mine unit boundary on the map's legends. The
individual mine unit data packages must include the historie drill holes information
relative to that mine unit.

I.C ISR, LLC (2/10) - Plates AD5-2a, 2b and 2¢ have been revised to include the permit
boundary and conceptual mine units as requested.

NEW INFORMATION

A) Corrections have been made to the legend and the fault displacement on Plate D5-1e.
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APPENDIX D-6 (HYDROLOGY)

AUGUST 2008 LQD COMMENTS

14) LOD (8/08) - Section D-6. Detailed stratigraphic and well completion logs should be
provided within the permit document for all monitoring wells. It is preferable if this
information can be compiled on one log form. Notation of each horizon within the
stratigraphic column would also be helpful. LOD Guideline 8, Appendix 5 describes the
information to be included for each well.

LC ISR, LLC (4/09) - A new attachment has been added with the well completion logs for
the permit area monitoring wells. The existing Attachment D6-3 (Groundwater Quality
Laboratory Results) has been renumbered to Attachment D6-4, and the title page and CD
changed. Attachment D6-3 is now titled Well Completion Logs. A list of the wells for
which logs are included in the attachment is at the beginning of the attachment.

Cross references to the new attachment have been added at the end of Section D6.2.2 and in
Attachment D6-2a (Comment #44). Because of the size of the new Attachment D6-3 (Well
Completion Logs), Volume 3 of the application has been separated into Volume 3a, which
contains all of Appendix D6 through Attachment D6-2b, and Volume 3b, which contains
Attachments D6-3 and D6-4.

LQOD (6/09) - The following comments have been generated from a review of the well logs:

b) LOD (6/09) - Figure D6-9, Lost Creek Monitoring Wells, should include all monitoring
well locations. There are 85 monitoring wells included in Attachment D6-3, and listed on
Table D6-5, Monitoring Well Data, yet Figure D6-9 only has 46 monitoring wells shown.
All 85 monitoring wells should be shown. Figure D6-9 should also be at a scale so that all
well locations are clearly defined.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - The new Plate D5-3 shows the locations of all 85 monitoring
wells, and the last paragraph in Section D6.2.2 has been revised to include a cross-
reference to Plate D5-3. The M-25-92 series of wells are not included on that plate. Due
to the proximity of some of the wells, the locations had to be shown on a plate rather than
a figure for legibility. Rather than remove Figure D6-9, the last paragraph in Section
D6.2.2 has also been updated to indicate that Figure D6-9 shows the locations of historic
M-25-92 wells, i.e., the Conoco (or Texasgulf) wells mentioned in Section D6.4.2.1, and
the existing monitor wells that were used for collection of the baseline groundwater
quality data and in the LC16M and LC19M aquifer tests. Figure D6-9 has been updated
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to show five additional wells (HIMP-113, HIMP-114, UKMO-101, UKMO-102, and
UKMO-103) which were used in the LC16M and LC19M pump tests.

(LOD 12/09) - There still needs to be additional clarity. Plate DS-3 is titled 'General
Location Map - Geology' yet indicates the locations of all existing monitoring wells.
It also shows exploration drill holes yet from the legend, it is not clear which
exploration holes are being represented. Please note on the legend, "Exploration
drill holes (pre YYYY)" Figure D6-9 is titled ''Location Map, Lost Creek Monitor
Wells", yet includes historic Tg monitor wells which are not designated as
abandoned. It also does not include the additional wells installed in 2008. Figure D6-
9 should be retitled, since the current monitoring wells are on Plate D5-3, and there
should be some indication in the legend that the Tg wells no longer exist.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - The legend on Plate D5-3, which shows geologic features such as
mineralization and structure, has been revised to clarify the age of the exploration holes.
The monitor wells were left on the map simply as reference points for reviewers and
because they, like exploration holes, served as data points to characterize the geology.

Figure D6-9 was revised to satisfy the comment during the last round of responses but
failed to make it into the document. The legend has been revised to: indicate which wells
were the Conoco (TexasGulf) wells, which have been abandoned; clarify which Lost
Creek wells are on the map; and include a cross-reference to Plate D5-3, which shows the
Lost Creek Project wells. The title of the figure has been changed to ‘Early Lost Creek
Monitor Wells.

LQD (6/09) - Figure D6-9 includes 1982 monitoring wells with the designation M-25-92-
1818S. These wells were abandoned by Tg in 1985, and should not be included in a Figure
titled 'Lost Creek Monitoring Wells'. (LQD 12/09) If the Tg wells are to be included on
Figure D6-9 then the legend should indicate that they are historic well locations and no
longer viable monitoring points. If someone was currently reviewing the Figure title Lost
Creek Monitoring Wells, they would be led to assume that all of these wells indicated are
existing wells.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - Please see response to the above comment.

(LOD 12/09) - If the Tg wells are to be included on Figure D6-9 then the legend
should indicate that they are historic well locations and no longer viable monitoring
points. If someone was currently reviewing the Figure title Lost Creek Monitoring
Wells, they would be led to assume that all of these wells indicated are existing wells.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Please see response to the above comment.
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e) LQD (6/09) - A number of wells indicate no well development efforts, yet there is water
in the hole. (e.g. LC29M, LC31M, LC21M, LC25M, LC27M... ) Chapter 11, Section
6(f) requires that the wells be developed and LQD Guideline 8, Appendix 5 discusses
efficiency testing during well development. Development of these wells should be
documented and submitted as part of the application.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - All monitor wells are airlifted with the drill rig after placement of
the screen. Before sampling, each monitor well is swabbed to provide further
development. Finally, wells are purged of at least three casing volume prior to collecting

a baseline sample. This information has been added to the notes at the beginning of
Attachment D6-3.

(LOD 12/09) - LC indicates that all wells were airlifted after placement of the
screen, swabbed prior to sampling, and three casing volumes removed prior to
sampling. If this is the case, why do some of the well logs indicate that there was no
development done on the well? Well development needs to be documented for all
monitoring wells.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - The wells in question were drilled in 2006 when field records were
limited. Completion Logs in which the “WELL STIMULATION” method is shown as
“N/A” represent cases where no well-specific information (e.g., the amount of water
produced) was available at the time the Completion Logs were created. A subsequent
search has uncovered field notes with some additional information, which has been
included in the “Notes on the Well Completion Logs in Attachment D6-3". The
Completion Logs for those wells for which additional information has been found (Wells
LC25M, LC29M and LC31M) have also been updated.

) LOD (6/09) - If airlifting produced poor yields, were any additional efforts made to
develop these wells?

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - Please see response to previous comment.

(LOD 12/09) - LC refers to the fact that all wells were airlifted. Yet, this response
does not answer the question of whether any additional efforts were made to
develop the wells in those cases where there was poor yield (HJT-106, MB-O1, MB-
07, MB-10, 1-1IJMO-109, HIMO-110, I-IJMO-ll, MB-03B, L.C23M. UKMP102,
UKMU-103).

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - The “Notes on the Well Completion Logs in Attachment D6-3" has
been edited with information as to why no additional well development efforts were
made for wells with poor yield.
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i) LQD (6/09) - There are many wells where there is additional footage between the base of

1)

the well screen and the bottom of the hole, yet it is not indicated on the well diagram (e.g.
LC29M, MBOI, MB07, MBIO, HIMO-I105, HIMO-106, HIMO-112, HIMO-113, MB-02,
MB-05, MB-08, HIMP-101, HIMP-102, HIMP-109, HJT-102, MB-06, MB-09, HIMU-
105, HIMU-113, HIMU-114, UKMP-102, UKMP-103, MB-04, UKMU-101, UKMU-103).
Please indicate on the schematic if the boring caved into this level, if there is a sump
below the screen, or if it is an open hole.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - Notes on the well completion logs have been added at the
beginning of Attachment D6-3.

(LOD 12/09) - LC added a page at the beginning of Attachment D6-3 to explain
some of the drill log discrepancies. The page is titled '"Notes on the Well Completion
Logs in Attachment D6-3".. In the first paragraph, please explain in further detail
the penetration into the EF shale at wells MB-1 and MB-7. Specifically, how far into
the shale did each drill hole penetrate, and what is the approximate thickness of the
shale at the location.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - The page titled “Notes on the Well Completion Logs in
Attachment D6-3" has been updated with the requested information.

LQD (6/09) - There are a number of holes where the bottom of the well screen (or under
reamed interval) is deeper than the total depth recorded for the drill hole. (e.g. HIMP-105,
UKMO-IOl, UKMO-103, HIMU-IOI, HIMU-104, HIMU107, UKMP-IOI). Please
correct the well logs accordingly. LQD (12/09) This discrepancy is explained in the new
page titled "Note on the Well Completion Logs in Attachment D6-3". In the second
paragraph, for those wells with a discrepancy with Total Depth, please provide details (a
Table) indicating the true Total Depth vs. the Total Depth indicated on their well log.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - Notes on the well completion logs have been added at the
beginning of Attachment D6-3.

LQD (12/09) - This discrepancy is explained in the new page titled '""Note on the
Well Completion Logs in Attachment D6-3". In the second paragraph, for those
wells with a discrepancy with Total Depth, please provide details (a Table)
indicating the true Total Depth vs. the Total Depth indicated on their well log.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - A table with the depth information has been added to the "Note on
the Well Completion Logs in Attachment D6-3".
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16) LOD (8/08) - Figure D6-27a, Piper Diagram - Average Water Quality at Individual
Monitoring Wells. The legend designates which well is represented by which symbol, and
the wells are grouped by color, yet it does not indicate which horizon the wells are
monitoring. Please add the horizon noted by each color. (The colors are not consistent with
which formation they represent, i.e. other Figures use green to indicate the DE horizon
wells, whereas the Piper diagrams use red).

LC ISR, LLC (4/09) - The figure has been revised to clearly indicate which horizon each
well is monitoring.

LOD (6/09) - There are 27 baseline monitoring wells, yet the two Piper Diagrams are only
based on data from 17 wells. Please add the additional baseline information to the diagram,
or provide an explanation as to why certain wells were not included.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - Data from the MB wells is still being collected so the Piper
Diagrams have not been updated. The first round of sampling results from the MB wells
have been received and inserted into Table D6-15a. Once all of the data is received the
Piper Diagrams will be updated. Please note that the order of the entries in Table D6-15a
has also been updated, which is intended to make review and reference easier. Before, the
table was grouped first by type of parameter (e.g., major cations and anions, radionuclides,
and so forth) and then by completion interval. The table is now grouped by completion
interval and then by type of parameter.

(LOD 12/09) - The diagrams will be updated once the data becomes available. This
comment will remain open until that time. In addition, Comments 35, 36, and 37 have
been dropped and are noted here. Table D6-15a and Section D6.4.2.2 will also need to
be updated when the 2009 groundwater monitoring data is finalized and incorporated
into the permit.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - The diagrams, tables, and text will be updated once the data is
available.

24) LOD (8/08) - Section D6.3, Table D6-12a. There are numerous Kennecott, Tg and BLMITg
groundwater permits within or adjacent to the permit area. The status is listed as
adjudicated, abandoned, or cancelled. Further discussion regarding the status of these
permits needs to be included in Section D6.3 and Table D6-12a. Were wells drilled under all
of the permits listed? Are there abandonment records for any of the wells? Has any effort
been made to locate these wells and verify their status? There needs to be assurances that
these wells will not act as a potential conduit for the movement of production fluids between
aquifers.
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LC ISR, LLC (4/09) - In response to this comment, Tables D6-12a and D6-12b (and the
associated Plates D6-1a and D6-1b) were modified for clarity, as outlined below. However,
the responses to Comments #13 and #30 address the concerns about efforts to locate drill
holes and wells and the potential for wells outside the Permit Area to act as conduits for
movement of production fluid, respectively.

The formatting of Tables D6-12a and D6-12b was modified to distinguish between a well
and a point of use, and Plates D6-1a and D6-1b were modified accordingly. All of the wells
have at least one associated point of use. According to W.S. §41-3-930(a), “Any person who
intends to acquire the right to beneficial use of any underground water in the state of
Wyoming, shall,” . . . “file with the state engineer an application for a permit to make the
appropriation™ . . . “The application shall contain” . . . “the location by legal subdivision of
the proposed well or other means of obtaining the underground water” and “the location by
legal subdivision of the area or point of use”. Therefore, WSEO maintains records of
permitted wells with associated point(s) of use. The tables present wells and the points of
use associated with the wells, which may be difficult to observe with the previous
formatting. During this modification, it was notable that certain points of use were within
the area of interest but their associated wells were outside of that area. To accommodate any
questions that may arise, these wells not within the area of interest were included in the table
and highlighted to differentiate them from the wells within that area.

b) LQD (6/09) - Well ID 21 is shown on Plate D6-1a, but is not listed in Table D6-12a.

LC ISR, LLC (11/09) - The Well ID 20 was incorrectly labeled Well ID 21 on
Plate D6-1a, which has been corrected.

(LOD 12/09) - Well ID 20 was incorrectly labeled as Well ID 21. The correction was
made to the map. However, the map now reads as Well "'207'" Please correct the
map to read as Well 20.

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Rather than reprinting the entire plate, a sticker with the well
number ‘20 has been provided to put over the well number ‘207°, which is just to the
northwest of the Permit Area.

LOD (12/09) - Section DS.2.2 Structure, Paragraph 1. Please change the reference to the
Plates to also include Plates D5-If and D5-1g.

IS C( - The reference in the 1* paragraph of Section D5.2.2 has been updated
to indicate Plates D5-1a through D5-1g show the cross-sections.
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JANUARY 2009 LQD COMMENTS

8)

9)

LOD (1/09) - Please submit the station site information for the thirteen surface water
monitoring stations (LC1 through LC13) shown on Figure D6-5 in Appendix D-6. An Excel
spreadsheet template for surface water stations will soon be available on the LQD website,
http://deq.state.wy.us/lqd/Uranium_Data.htm. A copy of this file is also attached to this
memo. In particular, please provide the station type (stream station, reservoir, stockpond,
efc.), stream or waterbody name, and the location coordinates for each station. Also please
note that a separate spreadsheet (also attached and on the LQD website) can be used to
submit surface water flow data if this type of monitoring will occur. (MK)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - The requested surface water information is provided in digital form
(Microsoft Excel) on a CD attached to these responses.

LOD (11/09) - Response conditionally acceptable. The Cheyenne Office has not
received a copy of the Compact Disc from District I1. Once received and reviewed final
acceptability will be determined. (MK)

LC ISR, LI.C (2/10) - LC ISR, LLC sent a separate copy of the CD to Cheyenne under
separate cover on February 1, 2010. (This comment was originally Comment 1 from Mr.
Matthew Kunz in a memorandum dated August 8, 2008, which was incorporated by
reference in WDEQ-LQD Comments of 1/30/09.)

LOD (1/09) - Please submit the baseline lab water quality data that were collected on April
17, 2007 at seven of the surface water monitoring stations. The lab data are shown in the
permit application in Table D6-4 and Attachment D6-1 of Appendix D-6.

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - The requested surface water information is provided in digital form
(Microsoft Excel) on a CD attached to these responses.

LOD (11/09) - Response conditionally acceptable. The Cheyenne Office has not
received a copy of the Compact Disc from District II. Once received and reviewed final
acceptability will be determined. (MK)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - LC ISR, LLC sent a separate copy of the CD to Cheyenne under
separate cover on February 1, 2010. (This comment was originally Comment 2 of those
from Mr. Matthew Kunz in a memorandum dated August 8, 2008, which was incorporated
by reference in WDEQ-LQD Comments of 1/30/09.)
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APPENDIX D-7 (SOILS)

JANUARY 2009 LQD COMMENTS

3)

4)

6)

LOD (1/09) - The soils on lands to be affected must be mapped at an Order 1-2 level.(MM)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - Order 1 soil surveys were conducted in 2008 and 2009 for the Plant
site (2008), the deep injection well locations (2009), and Mine Unit One (2008). The results
of the surveys for the Plant site and the deep well locations are discussed briefly in Section
D7.4 and in more detail in Attachments OP-5a and OP-5b. The results of the survey of
Mine Unit One will be included with the mine unit package. As the areas for additional
mine units are delineated in more detail, Order 1 surveys will be conducted and the results
submitted with the respective mine unit packages.

LOD (11/09) - Response partially acceptable. The soils information for the deep well
locations has not yet been provided. Also it does not appear that the deep well location
in the SW Y of section 25 was surveyed. The survey for mine unit no. 1 has not yet
been submitted. (MM)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Please see Response to Comment V5, OP#23.

LOD (1/09) - A map must be presented to show topsoil suitability/stripping depths. (MM)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - Topsoil suitability/stripping depths are included in Section OP 2.5.

LOD (11/09) - Response not acceptable. The objective is to have a map that clearly
shows the depths of soils that will be salvaged from each site-specific area to be
affected. This information is currently not readily available in the permit document.
Comment stands as written. (MM)

LCISR, LLC (2/10) - Please see Response to Comment V5, OP#23.

LOD (1/09) - The volumes of soil to be salvaged and stockpiled from the various major
affected areas (plant site, ponds, roads, etc.) should be listed. (MM)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - Please see Section OP 2.5.

LOD (11/09) - Response not acceptable. The objective is to determine the amount of
soil that will be salvaged and stockpiled on a site-specific basis. The information
presented is very general in nature and does not accurately reflect site-specific soil
depths. (MM)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Please see Response to Comment V5, OP#23.
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APPENDIX D-11 - WETLANDS

JANUARY 2009 LQD COMMENTS

3)

LOD (1/09) - Section D11-4: From on-site inspections during exploration, etc., I would
agree that no wetlands exist within the proposed permit area, however the documentation
provided to render this decision is lacking as alluded to in the first three comments. Please
re-write this section to better support the supposition that no wetlands exist within the
proposed permit area. (BRW)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - As noted in the revised text, hydrology is apparently a limiting factor
at one of the three potential wetlands identified under the National Wetlands Inventory.
Battle Spring Well No. 4551 may have been the water source supporting another of the
potential wetlands, but the well had not been in use for some time prior to the April 2006
field work, so hydrology may have also been a limiting factor at this location. As noted
above, the text has been clarified, and photographs added, to provide more information
about all three of the potential wetlands.

LOD (11/09) - Response not acceptable. The reviewer would agree that the site in Section
24 is not a wetland. It is also agreed that the site in Section 21 is not a wetland as the
hydrology is artificially sustained through the well. However, specific to Crooked
Reservoir, based on the photos provided I would guess that the hydrology criteria is
met (reference the text in Comment D11-3) and most likely there is probably some
gleying or mottling in the soils, thus meeting soils requirement. Vegetation appears to
be the limiting factor in the wetland designation. The only clue to this is the statement
at the top of page D11-2 that states “Had wetlands been identified in the field using
indicator species...”. The reviewer would like some expansion in the text regarding the
vegetation present (e.g. a short list of the major species present) because it appears
there is more than just Sagebrush and an ocular estimate of the percentage of upland
species present to validate that the wetland vegetation criteria were not met. Please
revise the text accordingly. (BRW)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - The text has been further revised (and additional pictures have been
included) to support the interpretation that Crooked Well Reservoir is not a wetland under
the three 1987 ACOE criteria (hydrology, soils, and vegetation).
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6)

LOD (1/09) - Section OP 1.1, Site Facilities Layout: should include a detailed facilities site
plan map presented on a topographic base at a scale of 1 =100’ with a 2’ contour interval.
All facilities and structures should be shown, including lay-down yards, parking areas, site
drainage control features, ponds and topsoil stockpiles. (MM)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - Plate OP-2, which shows the locations of the facilities within the
Plant, has been added to the permit.

LOD (11/09) - Response partially acceptable. Plate OP-2, Plant and Shop Detail,

should be revised to address the following:

a. The plant, shop and ponds should be labeled.

b. The 6975’ contour line is mislabeled as 6970’ inside the plant building.

¢. The location of the plant water well should be shown.

d. Miscellaneous features, such as the two small squares located southeast of the
plant, should be labeled.

e. Drainage and diversion ditches, runoff control and containment structures should
be shown.

f. The location of the staging area illustrated on the in-set drawing should be shown
relative to the plant, or Plate OP-1 should be referenced.

g. The two parallel fence lines east of the ponds may pose a hazard to wildlife and
could probably be replaced by a single fence. (MM)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Plate OP-2 has been updated as requested.

LOD (1/09) - Section OP 1.0, Overview of Proposed Operation (Page OP-1) and Section
OP 2.3, Land Use (Page OP-7): These sections state that the operation will affect
approximately 285 acres. Form 1 also lists 285 acres. Does this figure include all affected
lands such as roads? On page OP-3 it is stated that each well field will cover about 50
acres. Six well fields @ 50 acres would total 300 acres. Table OP-2 only lists 58 acres to be
affected, which is inconsistent and unrealistic. Table OP-2 should be removed. Table OP-4
contains a better accounting of affected areas (285 acres). Well fields should be considered
to be affected and should be accounted as such (the monitor well ring is a reasonable
affected area boundary). An accurate estimate of affected lands for the life of the mine,
within the proposed permit boundary, is required. (MM)
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LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - Please see Response to Comment V5, OP Comment 3.

LOD (11/09) - Response partially acceptable. The estimate of affected area has been
revised upwards from 285 to 324 acres. This appears to be a reasonable estimate based
on the information included in Table OP-2, however the assumptions used to develop
the estimate should be clearly described. For example: it appears that for pipelines and
drilling outside of the wellfield pattern areas only the area of the excavation was
counted, not the associated area affected by topsoil and subsoil piles or the area
affected by backfilling and regrading operations. This should be clarified. As another
example: it is stated in the comments column on page 2 of the table that the estimates
did not account for pre-existing road disturbance even though new roads will follow
existing two-tracks where possible. Is this true of all roads? Please describe all
assumptions used in the acreage estimates. (MM)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Information on the assumptions used to construct Table OP-2 have
been added to the table footnotes.

7) _LOD (1/09) - Section OP 1.0, Overview of Proposed Operation: The text indicates that the
proposed permit area encompasses 4,220 acres and the disturbance area will encompass
approximately 285 acres. The application goes on to state that each well field will consist of
a reserve block of approximately 50 acres and there are six proposed well fields. This later
figure does not include the disturbance associated with the facilities area. None of the above
figures account for the access road. Needless to say, all of the above is contradictory. While
it is understood that there will be some need for ancillary areas, Lost Creek has not
demonstrated by the permit area must be 10 times greater than the proposed disturbance.
Please address the above. (BRW)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - The size of the Permit Area was based on a number of factors, in
particular: the necessary spacing for the deep disposal wells; potential development; and
practical land use considerations. With respect to the deep wells, five wells are currently
planned. To accommodate regulatory requirements and meet the necessary injection criteria,
the wells are widely spaced and located in Township 25 North, Range 93 West, Sections 13,
17, 18, 19, and 25. Plate OP1 has been updated to show the locations of the wells.

With respect to potential development, LC ISR, LLC is interested in potential exploration
and production targets in areas near (or vertical to) the proposed mine units. Rather than
‘piecemeal’ the baseline data for these areas, LC ISR, LLC considered it more effective to
cover a larger area at one time. In addition, this approach provides more data for these areas
than would be obtained for a Drilling Notification.
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With respect to practical land use considerations, the Permit Area boundaries are in some
cases designed to coincide with ‘claim block’ or lease boundaries. These boundaries may
extend outside areas of interest for exploration or production, but for easier administration,
they were included in the Permit Area.

LOD (11/09) - Response not acceptable. None of the maps indicate the potential
presence of ore in Sections 16 and 25, thus to include the entire section just for the sake
of one deep disposal well or for exploratory purposes does not hold merit. Baseline
information (e.g., soils, vegetation, and hydrology) can be collected outside the permit
area without inclusion of such lands. In addition, Figure OP-2A indicates that Well
Field 6 will abut the permit area boundary without sufficient permitted lands available
for monitoring well ring installation. Please provide further justification for the permit
area boundary as presented. (BRW)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - With respect to the size of the Permit Area, please see Response to
Comment V1, ADJ#1. With respect to the location of Mine Unit 6 relative to the permit
boundary, please see Comment V2, D5#6, which was resolved as of December 2009 (letter
of December 21, 2009 from A. Boyle (WDEQ-LQD) to J. Cash (LC ISR, LLC). As part of
that resolution, language indicating a mine unit boundary is conceptual until the respective
mine unit package is submitted to WDEQ-LQD was added to the last paragraph of Section
OP 1.1.

LOD (1/09) - Plate OP-1: The pond designs are unacceptable for several reasons
including, but not limited to the following:

» No location map was provided; Plate OP 1 is not considered a location map as it is of
unacceptable scale and is not tied to any coordinate system;

» No contour interval is provided on schematics;

» No description or detail as to what part of the pond is above and below existing grade;

» No details concerning the piping system for the supply of water to the ponds and transfer
of water between ponds;

» No specifications concerning seaming of the liner system and QA/QC procedures to be
employed to evaluate the seaming; and

» Pond sizing calculations to address evaporative loss, inflows, elc. under a variety of
conditions to demonstrate that adequate redundancy in disposal exists.

Please present a complete set of designs and specifications for the two proposed ponds.
(BRW)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - Plate OP-1 has been updated and revised to show the Plant and pond
locations relative to the Permit Area as a whole. Plate OP-2 has been added to show more
detail in the area of the ponds, including topographic contours. Design details for the ponds
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are included in Attachment OP-A6 to the Operations Plan. The two reports in the attachment
are “Design Report, Ponds 1 & 27, dated January 2009, and “Technical Specification”, dated
April 2008, both by Western States Mining Consultants. Appendix B of the Design Report
provides the results of the geotechnical investigation at the proposed pond location
(“Subsurface Exploration and Geotechnical Engineering Report™ by Inberg Miller Engineers
dated September 2008).

The storage ponds will be filled from the plant waste water tank(s) via a buried line except
where it is above grade to cross the storage pond embankment. The storage pond fluid will
be transferred between Ponds 1 and 2 by above grade transfer pumps and piping with
suctions in the storage pond fluid. Fluid will be transferred back to the waste water tank(s)
for disposal via the same methods.

The primary purpose of the storage ponds is to allow for maintenance of the disposal wells
not for evaporation of waste water. (The “Operations Plan, Sections OP 2.9.4 and OP 5.2.3.1
detail that purpose.) Therefore, evaporative loss is not included in the water balance
calculations, and any evaporative losses will simply enhance the disposal capacity of the
waste water system. See Figures OP-5a through OP-5f for water balance diagrams.

Pond sizing was based on a normal maintenance or testing schedule for the disposal wells,
or two weeks of 1% bleed from the production stream at maximum design capacity (6,000

gpm).

Single Pond Capacity = 1% x 6000 gpm x 1440 min/day x 14 days
= 1,209, 600 gallons / 7.48 gal/cu. ft.
=161,711 cubic feet

Pond Fluid Depth= 161711 cu. ft. / (160 ft. wide x 260 ft. long)
= 3.9 feet deep

The ponds are redundant in capacity allowing for maintenance of the ponds in the event of a
liner problem.

LOD (11/09) - Response not acceptable. The original comment stated that the pond
designs were not acceptable for several reasons, but not limited to several items
identified above. The proposed designs do not meet the criteria as outlined in 40 CFR
264, SubPart K (see attached). In addition, no details were provided concerning
QA/QC criteria that would be used to evaluate seam quality, only that a factory
representative would be on hand. Please make the appropriate revisions to the designs.
(BRW)
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LC ISR, LLC (2/10) It is unclear what WDEQ-LQD’s authority is to regulate pond design
under 40 CFR 264, Subpart K, especially since this portion of regulations applies only to the
storage of hazardous waste and not to 11e(2) byproduct material pursuant to the RCRA
Beville Amendment. Nor did the reviewer specify with what portion of the cited regulation
the pond design does not comport. Nonetheless, Attachment OP-7 has been revised to
include a new Pond Design Report, Technical Specifications, slope stability calculations,
and engineering drawings. The Technical Specifications address the ASTM Standards that
will be used for QA/QC of the liner installation.

11) _LOD (1/09) - Figure OP-2a Site Layout: A much more detailed Mine Plan map will need to
be included in the permit. It should indicate all roads, fencing, topsoil pile locations,
stormwaler diversion structures, chemical storage areas, lay down yards, easements,
utilities, pipelines, monitor well locations, air and weather monitoring stations, etc. There

should be one comprehensive map that indicates where any surface disturbance or feature is
planned. (AB)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - Plate OP-1 has been updated and revised to show the life-of-project
disturbance, and Plate OP-2 has been added to show more detail at the Plant. Plate OP-1 also
shows estimated locations of disturbance within the mine units, based on currently available
information. The specific locations of all the surface features in the mine units have not yet
been determined and will be based on the ore distribution within each mine unit. Therefore,
the Mine Unit packages will include the details requested above as they pertain to the
individual mine units.

LOD (11/09) - Response not acceptable. Culvert locations are shown on Plate OP-1 for
the main E/W road, but no culverts have been designated on the roads within the well
fields, although drainages are crossed. Please indicate whether the Monitor Well Ring
and its access road will be located inside or outside the fence for each wellfield. (AB)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - The MU-1 Application submitted on December 21, 2009 includes
detailed drawings of the MU-1 layout. Specifically, Figure MU1 1-3 details the locations of
planned roads, fences, and culvert installations.

12) LOD (1/09) - Section OP1.1 Site Facility Layout: The underground power lines should be
in conduit, as opposed to direct burial. This should be specified in the plan. (AB)

LC ISR, LLC (10/09) - All powerlines to the point of transform from 34,500 volts to 480
volts will be overhead lines built compliant to regional raptor specifications (see Response
to Comment V5, OP#34). After transform, lines will be installed per the NEC 2008
Handbook. Specifically, Table 300.5 details the depth of burial and Article 340, Section II,
340.10, (1) specifies the use of Type UF cable for direct burial.
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LCI ISR, LLC plans to use direct burial cable as allowed in the NEC 2008 Handbook to
deliver power to the header house and to the production wells as needed.

LOD (11/09) - Response not acceptable. LC’s response is acceptable, however, the
reviewer could not find where the basic information in the response was incorporated
into the text. Please make the appropriate updates to the text and/or direct the
reviewer to where the information is located. (BRW for AB)

LC ISR, LLC (2/10) - Section OP1.1 (Site Facility Layout) has been revised to include the
requested in