Natural Resour ces Defense Council * Physiciansfor Social Responsibility
Prairie Hills Audubon Society * Amigos Bravos* Sierra Club
Western Resour ce Advocates

November 7, 2008
Via Electronic and First Class Mail

Chief, Rulemaking, Directives and Editing Branch
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission

Mail Stop T6-D59

Washington, D.C.20555-0001

Electronic Mail:NRCREP.Resource@nrc.gov

RE: Comments on Uranium Recovery GEIS
Dear Sir/Madam:

On behalf of a combined membership of almost twiianimembers, the Natural
Resources Defense Council (NRDC), Physicians faigb&esponsibility, Prairie Hills
Audubon Society, Amigos Bravos, Sierra Club, ancsWie Resources Advocates write
today to briefly comment on the Nuclear RegulatBommission’s (NRC) Draft Generic
Environmental Impact Statement for In-Situ Leaclhyum Milling Facilities
(hereinafter “Draft GEIS")See 73 Fed. Reg. 43795 (July 28, 2008) for Notice of
Availability of Draft GEIS. The undersigned resgally urge the NRC to withdraw the
Draft GEIS as the agency’s actions fail to meetrdrgiirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 42 U.S.C. § 4321set. Please note that several other
environmental groups, including NRDC, will be subimg more extensive comments in
addition to this letter.

The proposed Draft GEIS fails the NRC’s basic daiiigns under NEPA to take

a “hard look” at the significant and complex enwintental impacts associated with In-
Situ Leach (ISL) uranium recovery. The NRC'’s raspbility to take a thorough,
searching look at the impacts and at the altereatavailable to avoid or mitigate those
impacts rests at the heart of a federal agencyRRANdties.

NRC and historical environmental records providébasis for concluding that this Draft
GEIS will be legally sufficient in identifying antharacterizing the prospectively
harmful impacts on public health and the environhpaised by uranium recovery
operations at specific sites. This Draft GEIS alseglects to consider all reasonable
alternatives for avoiding, preventing, minimiziragyd mitigating these harms.

The NRC has failed to define, or even prospectiwdyntify, the specific licensing
actions or sequence of connected licensing acti@misvould constitute a “major federal
action” triggering the need for NEPA review. Simplysiting that a number of license
applications potentially will be filed, and theneahpting in advance to streamline an



environmental review process (by means of a defegiocess supported by inadequate
analysis) to speed processing of these anticipggiptications, does not constitute a
legitimate proposal for major federal action unN&PA. Streamlining the environmental
review process before alternatives have been pexseninappropriate, and even more
so when the environmental review that does takeeplthis Draft GEIS-- is deficient.

We suggest the agency return to the drawing baadccammence work on:

(a) A full analysis of the purpose and need foraeging domestic uranium recovery
operations;

(b) An environmental cost-economic benefit framewior assessing whether increased
ISL mining of low-quality uranium deposits can maksignificant contribution to
meeting forecast U.S. uranium fuel requirementsout imposing an unacceptable
environmental burden;

(c) An inter-agency assessment, with the otherrt@@gencies that have related statutory
responsibilities, of all reasonable alternativeth®expansion of domestic uranium
recovery operations, including reliance on uraniomports primarily sourced from

friendly nations such as Canada and Australia,canthe dilution of surplus DOE highly
enriched uranium from nuclear arms reductions;

(d) Addressing and identifying the extensive enwinental damage from past uranium
mining and milling practices;

(e) Identifying scenic and protected areas andystess that should be categorically
protected from both the siting and off-site impaaftsiranium recovery operations, based
on their inherent values for outdoor recreatioridwands conservation, wildlife habitat,
agricultural uses, and human habitation;

(e) Identifying current and applicable regulatorgnslards as they relate to management
of the specific and serious environmental impaamffuture uranium mining activities
and as such;

(f) Identifying any gaps or lack of coverage intstary or regulatory authority to address
and mitigate the environmental impacts of uraniecovery.

The Draft GEIS currently includes none of this.

As we stated at the outset of these comments, specully urge the NRC to withdraw
this Draft GEIS as the document fails to meet g#wuirements of NEPA, 42 U.S.C. §
4321 et seq. The harms inflicted by the uraniunustiy on communities and on the
environment over the previous half-century areificant, and this initial analysis of a
new age of uranium recovery would take the coudémyn a similarly expensive and
environmentally damaging road. We appreciate thmdpnity to comment and if you
have any questions, please do not hesitate to acamsa

Sincerely,

Is] Is/
Christopher E. Paine Michele Boyd




Director, Nuclear Program

Natural Resources Defense Council
1200 New York Ave., NW Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20005-6166
(202) 289-6868

cpaine@nrdc.org

/sl
Nancy Hilding
President
Prairie Hills Audubon Society
PO Box 788
Black Hawk, SD 57718
(605) 787-6779
phas.wsd@rapidnet.com

/sl
Joanne Spalding
Senior Staff Attorney
Sierra Club
85 Second Street, Second Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 977-5725
joanne.spalding@sierraclub.org

/s/
Wilma Tope
Vice President

Ranchers & Neighbors Protecting Our Water

Aladdin, WY
wilto@live.com

Director, Safe EndPgggram

PhysicianSéaial Responsibility

1875 Connectikue NW
Suite 1012
Washington, DC 20009
(202) 587-5242
mboyd@psr.org

Is/
Michael Jensen
Amigos Bravos
PO Box 238
Taos, NM 87571
(505) 758-3874
mjensen@amigosbravos.org

Is/
Dan Heilig
Staff Attorney
Western Resource Advocates
262 Lincoln Street
Lander, WY 82520
(307) 332-3614
dan@westernresources.org




