Introduction

A notice of availability for the Gas Hills In-situ Recovery Uranium Project Draft EIS was published in the
Federal Register on November 16, 2012. A 45-day public comment period following the notice in the
Federal Register was scheduled to end on December 31, 2012; however, the BLM extended the
comment period to January 31, 2013, to allow the public additional time to submit comments. During the
public comment period the BLM held open-house style public meetings in Riverton and Lander, Wyoming,
on December 4 and 5, 2012, respectively.

As of the end of the comment period the BLM received comment letters on the draft EIS from a total of
21 parties. The comment letters received consist of two letters from Federal agencies, one letter from a
tribal agency, nine letters from State of Wyoming agencies, one letter from a local agency, one letter from
a non-governmental organization, and seven letters from private individuals or businesses. The letter
numbers and commenting parties are as follows:

Letter Number From

FO1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

F02 Suzanne Bohan — U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

TO1 Waste’ Win Young — Standing Rock Sioux Tribe

S01 Burl Gies — Riverton & Lander Workforce Centers

S02 Cody Beers — Wyoming Department of Transportation

S03 Ryan Lance — Wyoming Office of State Lands and Investments
S04 Jason Fearneyhough

S05 Lyle K. Lamb — Wyoming Department of Transportation

S06 John Emmerich — Wyoming Game and Fish Department

S07 Matthew Mead — Governor State of Wyoming

S08 Ken Rairigh — Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality , Air Quality Division
S09 John Wagner — Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
LO1 Jeri Trebelcock — Popo Agie Conservation District

NO1 Bruce Pendery — Wyoming Outdoor Council

PO1 Ginger Bennet

P02 Jim Gores

PO3 Jonathan Buscher

P04 Personal Information Withheld

P05 Ron Smith — Strathmore

P06 Jazmyn McDonald

P07 Jeanie Wolford — Cameco Resources




























































Sincerely,
STANDING ROCK SIQUX TRIBE

Waste' Win Young
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer



Dufresne, Doree

From: BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS <BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS@blm.gov>
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2012 8:59 AM

To: Dufresne, Doree

Subject: Gas Hills EIS

Doree: Tom and | will be checking this email address.

From: Burl Gies (DWS) [mailto:burl.gies@wyo.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 11:06 AM
To: BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS

Subject: EIS

Hello Project Manager:
| attended the EIS Public Comment meeting for Cameco's project at the Riverton Library yesterday and wanted
to comment on the project.

Having worked in the Gas Hills in the uranium industry in the late 1970's an early 1980's | know the many
benefits of having work in that area that produces useful goods and provides gainful employment for Wyoming
workers. In Fremont County we generally have one of the higher unemployment rates in the state and have a
significant number of workers that could benefit greatly from more good paying jobs in our area. In the past,
there have always been ways to balance the environmental issues with good mining practices to generate work
that is safe for the environment yet provides useful mineral products and good jobs for Wyoming people. Itis
my hope that the EIS for Cameco will move forward in a positive and productive manner that results in
approval of their work beginning soon. | believe this can be done in a way that allows for multiple use of the
lands to benefit Wyoming's people while protecting Wyoming's lands in a sensible way.

Please place me on your mailing list concerning this project.
Thank you,
Burl Gies

Bur/ Gies, Manager

Riverton & Lander Workforce Centers
422 East Fremont

Riverton, WY 82501

307-856-9231

burl.gies@wyo.qov

Mission: To bridge human and economic development for Wyoming's Future.

E-Mail to and from me, in connection with the transaction
of public business, is subject to the Wyoming Public Records
Act and may be disclosed to third parties.

























































Graber, Steve

From: Dufresne, Doree

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 8:35 AM

To: Graber, Steve

Cc: Gregory, Dan

Subject: FW: Gas Hllls EIS

Attachments: Gas Hills PDEIS comment form_1_30_13 DEQ.xIsx
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Should be really easy to bracket ©

From: tsunderl@blm.gov [mailto:tsunderl@blm.gov] On Behalf Of Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS, BLM_WY
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2013 7:55 AM

To: Gregory, Dan; Dufresne, Doree

Subject: Fwd: Gas Hllls EIS

Attached are comments from the WDEQ- Air Quality Division

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Ken Rairigh <ken.rairigh@wyo.gov>

Date: Thu, Jan 31, 2013 at 3:16 PM

Subject: Gas HIlIs EIS

To: gas_hills_uranium_eis_ wy@blm.gov

Cc: Brian Hall <brian.hall@wyo.gov>, Brian Lovett <brian.lovett@wyo.gov>

Hi Kristin,

The State of Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality - Air Quality Division appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the Gas
Hills Uranium Project Draft EIS. Attached are the WDEQ-AQD's comments regarding air quality related content within the document. Feel free to
contact myself or Brian Hall with any questions.

File = Gas Hills PDEIS comment form_1 30 13 DEQ.xIsx

Ken Rairigh, P.E.



Air Quality Engineer

Phone: (307) 777-6188

FAX: (307) 777-5616

email: Ken.Rairigh@wyo.gov Please note new e-mail effective May 2, 2011

Wyoming DEQ-Air Quality Division
122 West 25th Street
Herschler Bldg 2-East

Cheyenne, WY 82002

E-Mail to and from me, in connection with the transaction

of public business, is subject to the Wyoming Public Records
Act and may be disclosed to third parties.



Review Date:

1/30/2013

Please limit each comment to one issue

Comment form for Cameco Gas Hills Uranium Project Draft EIS

Organization:

Please provide all comments electronically, using the format on this Excel worksheet.
Comments not provided before the end of the requested period (January 31, 2013) may not be incorporated due to schedule.
Comments should be returned to Stacey Thompson (BLM) and Doree DuFresne (AECOM) at slthompson@blm.gov and doree.dufresne@aecom.com

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality - Air Quality Division

Person Chapter |Page |Line |Existing Text in PDEIS, Table Number, or Figure Number Comment
The 1-hour NO2 and 1-hour SO2 Wyoming Ambient Air Quality
Standards (WAAQS) have been adopted by the State of Wyoming.
Additionally, the State of Wyoming has removed the WAAQS for annual
and 24-hour sulfur dioxide (60 pg/m3 and 260 ug/m3, respectively) from
the list of regulated pollutant standards; the current WAAQS can be
found at the following link:
Page http://deq.state.wy.us/aqd/stnd/Chapter%202_draft%204-6-
WDEQ-AQD 3 3.1-4 Table 3.1-4 12_CLEAN%20FINAL.pdf
Table 2-1 contains the current WAAQS. Table 2-1 references the
wording "NAAQS" in the column header, and the table is labeled
"Applicable Federal and State AAQS". It is recommended that
separate columns be used to list out the WAAQS and the NAAQS, and
Appendix [Page avoid combining the terms (WAAQS and NAAQS) into a single
WDEQ-AQD E 2-2 Table 2-1 definition (AAQS) to avoid confusion.
There is a typographical error in this sentence which discusses the
distance from the Gas Hills project site to the nearest Class | Area
Page (Bridger Wilderness Area). The distance is listed as being 128
1-2 Last paragraph: "The nearest Class | area is the Bridger Wilderness kilometers and 95 kilometers. The distance of "about 80 miles" is
and located about 80 miles (128 km) west of the project area. The Q/D testis |correct and the 128 kilometer reference should be used throughout this
Appendix [Page calculated based on 144.3 tpy total emissions divided by 95 km resulting |sentence. This comment also applies to the 95 kilometer reference on
WDEQ-AQD E 4-4 in aratioof 1.1..." Page 1-2.










Popo Agie Conservation District

221 South 2nd, Lander, WY 82520
Phone: 307-332-3114 FAX: 307-332-3855

January 22, 2013

Ms. Kristin Yannone

Project Manager

Bureau of Land Management
1335 Main Street

Lander, WY 82520

Dear Ms. Yannone:

On behalf of the Popo Agie Conservation District Board of Supervisors below are comments
pertaining to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Gas Hills In-Situ
Recovery (ISR) Uranium Project by the Lander Field Office of the Bureau of Land Management.

PACD is governed by five locally elected officials whom are charged specifically, pursuant to 88
11-16-101 et seq., to the conservation and enhancement of our natural resources, to promote
ranching and farming operations and protect the tax base.

PACD offers the following comments on the DEIS:

2.3.9 Applicant-committed Environmental Protection Measures, p. 2-36, 2™ bullet

“In those areas where there were few or no noxious weeds prior to being affected by the ISR
operations, Cameco would control and minimize the introduction of noxious weeds into the
revegetated areas for at least 5 years after the initial seeding had taken place.”

PACD recommends Cameco and the BLM control and minimize the introduction of noxious
weeds in all of the areas affected by ISR operations, not just in those areas that had few noxious
weeds to begin with.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Jenc Tnebeleock

Jeri Trebelcock
Executive Director

Cc: PACD Board of Supervisors









Graber, Steve

From: Gregory, Dan

Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2012 9:33 AM
To: Graber, Steve

Subject: FW: Gas Hllls EIS

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dan Gregory
970.530.3519

From: BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS [mailto:BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS@blm.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 2:48 PM

To: Ginger Bennett

Cc: Dufresne, Doree; Gregory, Dan

Subject: RE: Gas Hllls EIS

This is to acknowledge that your comment has been received. Thank you for your interest. Comments to the DEIS will
be addressed in the final EIS.

From: Ginger Bennett [mailto:ginger@goresengineers.com]
Sent: Friday, December 14, 2012 1:47 PM

To: BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS

Subject: Gas Hllls EIS

Please allow this project to move forward quickly. According to your document, Fremont County had a 7.0%
unemployment rate in 2011 (table 3.10-4) Historically, Fremont County has had a higher unemployment rate than much
of the nation. Allowing this project to move forward would provide much needed jobs for Fremont County. It will also
provide an increase in the average household income for Fremont County, as some of those unemployed workers will be
able to have income and decrease the percent of the population in poverty by providing jobs.

CGinger SBennett
Riverton, CW yoming
(307) 8S6- 2444

(307) 836:0171 (stiw)



Dufresne, Doree

From: BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS <BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS@blm.gov>
Sent: Friday, November 30, 2012 10:20 AM

To: Jim Gores

Cc: Dufresne, Doree

Subject: RE: Cameco Resources Gas Hills In-Situ Recovery Uranium Project.

This email confirms that your comment has been received.

From: Jim Gores [mailto:gores@wyoming.com]

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2012 4:45 PM

To: BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS

Subject: Cameco Resources Gas Hills In-Situ Recovery Uranium Project.

Gentlemen,

| would offer that | find no know adverse environmental impacts associated with Cameco Resource’s proposed Gas Hills
in-situ uranium project. The proposed technology is well proven and has, to my knowledge, allowed the extraction of a
valuable energy resource with no documented degradation of groundwater resources. The proposed project area has
experienced significant disturbance as a result of past open pit uranium mining operations and subsequent abandoned
mine land reclamation.

The safeguards proposed by Cameco are, in my opinion, adequate to safeguard the area’s environmental resources. The
company’s use of the existing Carol Shop as a processing plant will reduce impacts that would otherwise certainly occur
in building a new building at some alternate location. It makes use of a facility that might otherwise degrade into an
abandoned building and a visual blight. In all, the project will provide improvement of the natural environment while
providing significant socioeconomic benefits to the human environment through the energy resources obtained and the
employment provided.

| encourage your approval of this worthy project.

Sincerely,
Jim Gores

505 Northridge
Riverton, WY 82501
Phone: 856-6479



Comments Concerning the Gas Hills In-Situ Uranium Recovery Project
December 12, 2012

Contact: Jonathan Buscher
8035 S Kalispell Way
Englewood, Colorado 80112

Telephone: 303-386-5838
Email: jbuscher@msudenver.edu



I am a senior at Metropolitan State University of Denver. Though I have no real
experience in the field extracting uranium from the ground I have taken a course where we talked
about issues in conservation biology as well as having experience working for a nonprofit
organization dealing in conservation type work the last three years. My work ranged from fire
mitigation and forest thinning in the around the state of Colorado, attempting to restore the South
Platte River Watershed, to working with the US Fish and Wildlife at the Rocky Mountain
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge as well as the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge where I
learned a lot about radiation and what has been done to reclaim the areas. From the knowledge
obtained from my class and my work in the conservation field, I can make a competent comment
in regards to the uranium mining in the Gas Hills.

Within the state of Wyoming, mining is a huge part of many people’s everyday lives.
Over time, Mined goods such as oil, gas, coal, trona, soda ash, and uranium have contributed to
the state’s economy for many years. The market is what allows for the continuation of mining.
During the 1950s through the 1980s there was a steady market for uranium thanks to the United
States government. As the demand for uranium dropped, so did the price. With a declined market
plants were shut down. Since oil prices are so high right now it makes sense to explore
alternatives and uranium could be that choice. The use of uranium would benefit the economy
because it would provide the country to become more self reliant rather than relying on foreign
oil. Uranium is abundant in the Gas Hills and one pound of uranium is equivalent to 5.9 billion
barrels of fuel oil or 1.9 billion tons of coal (Detweiler & Yu 2001). The provided EIS gives
Cameco’s proposed action, an alternative plan, and a no action plan. Reopening a uranium mine
facility in the Gas Hills of Wyoming would be a good thing for the economy and if proper safety
restrictions are set in place the surrounding environment could also flourish.

If the ‘No Action Alternative Plan’ is to take effect, then the current environment
would improve. The company Cameco would be responsible for the demolition and removal of
the Carol Shop Facility as well as a portion of the roads within the Gas Hills area. With the
removal of the infrastructure, forty acres and topsoil will be reclaimed to those once disturbed
areas. Even though five acres of the land each year would be unreclaimed due to exploration-
related activities, they will eventually be reclaimed within that calendar year. With the
reclamation of the land in the Gas Hills district, native species will be able to return to their
original habitat and thrive off the land without risk of radiation due to plant operations.

The area already consists of 1,300 acres of disturbed land due to mining for uranium
during the 1950 through the 1980s. Since then vegetation has seen been seen on 900 of those
acres. Standing infrastructure disturbs approximately 131 acres of land and the plan would be to
reuse the already existing Carol Shop Facility along with other standing infrastructure. In using
existing power lines and roads, only improvements will need to be done in order to maintain
safety for workers and the environment. Improved power lines would allow minimizing potential
electrocution of raptors. Since this area is a pre-existing facility less land will have to be
disturbed in order to get things on way towards working order. As stated in the draft evaporation
ponds would be built with high safety precautions to ensure livestock and wildlife cannot access
the area. The collected topsoil from the ponds would be stored accordingly to get rid of any
threat of contamination. In some way water will be used throughout the uranium extraction and
in getting that water the mines will establish wells within the area. These wells would use the
water table below the ground in everyday operations. As of late there have been many issues
with the water table in neighboring states where there is not enough water for farmers and
ranchers to use as much as has been used in previous years. With the mine accessing this water it



will provide less water for those ranchers and farmers. Within the proposed mining area there are
a total of five mines. Under the proposed plan all five mines would be improved and worked on
for the first fifteen years of the project. The total project lifetime is expected to be about twenty-
five years, after which the infrastructure will be decommissioned and the land would be
reclaimed. Total there is construction disturbance measuring at 1,315 acres and surface
disturbance measuring at about 633 acres.

The proposed alternative plan would be the best plan for the mining of uranium in the
Gas Hills. Though this method does follow the proposed action plan there are many different
alternatives which make this more appealing and better for the environment. The plant would
still operate in the same number of years but not all the mines would start operations at the same
time. Mines would operate two at a time with Unit 1 and Unit 2 open. As soon as Unit 1 was
reclaimed then Unit 3 construction would begin. Not only would the mud pits be eliminated but
they would be replaced by closed loop drilling, minimizing greenhouse gasses and surface
disturbances. The use of closed loop drilling systems will allow for control and containment of
hazardous chemicals and drill cuttings without being disposed of in a mud pit (Pendery 2010).
When it comes to the mining of uranium other hazards could come to life such as radon. Radon
is found in uranium and can pose disastrous affects to the surrounding environment. One of the
higher uranium emissions is radon which accounts for approximately 80% of the collective
effective dose equivalent which can negatively affect the biological diversity in the area as well
as pose a threat of exposure to people living in the area (Xie et al. 2012). With the addition of a
closed loop potential radiation levels emitted from uranium can be diminished. Reduction in
evaporation ponds is another change within the alternative plan. Instead of having evaporation
ponds as primary means for disposing wastewater they would be replaced by deep disposal wells
and instead be used more as backup to the wells. Yet another advantage to this plan is the change
in how the uranium is transported. The method to be used in the alternative plan would be to
transport yellowcake slurry which has a higher concentration of uranium than the ion-exchange
method, resulting in fewer truckloads of material.

In the long run, reopening the Gas Hills facility for Uranium mining would be a good
thing. The state of Wyoming has one of the largest uranium ore deposits in the country and much
of that is in the Gas Hills area. The opening of the plant would benefit the state economy and
provide jobs for many people for many years. The EIS describes the three outlined plans and the
methods to harvest the uranium as well as possible concerns for the environment. Out of all three
methods the alternative plan is the best choice because of its outlined plan in obtaining the
uranium.
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Comment Date: December 14, 2012

Gas Hills Uranium Project Draft EIS

Name [
City:-

State: CO

Zip: 80002

Country: USA

cmor S

Privacy Preference: Please withhold personal identifying information from public review

Thank you for allowing me to make comments in response to the Gas Hills Uranium

project. [
_ Having studied coursework in general biology, zoology (both invertebrate

and vertebrate), genetics, botany, organic chemistry, animal behavior, and conservation
biology, | am familiar with concepts of how land developments can negatively impact wildlife
populations, habitat, and biodiversity as a whole. | propose moving forward with this project
under action of the Resource Protection Alternative discussed. | understand that the “No
Action Alternative” would have no future, additional impacts on the environment within the
Gas Hills development area; however, | believe that the BLM has a duty to uphold its mission to

promote multi-use of the land, including recreational, agricultural, and mining activities.

To begin, the Proposed Action plan addresses the needs of Cameco’s request for
approval to extract uranium through operations, which suggest a potential of having
significantly greater impacts to existing natural resources, compared to the alternate specifics
mentioned in the Resource Protection Alternative, which afford better protection of resources
and potentially limit impacts to a certain degree. The Proposed Action plan proposes higher
levels of noise and surface disturbance, the use of above-ground power lines, more retention

ponds which can become toxic, and longer reclamation turnaround times.



The Resource Protection Alternative decreases surface disturbance by more than 50%,
and as a result, decreases noise disturbance, public road access, and destruction of habitat.
Having less noise disturbance creates a natural buffer zone between development areas and
areas utilized by certain wildlife species, such as active nest sites for raptors, or winter range for
pronghorn and deer. Limiting public road access reduces opportunities for poaching activity as
well as noise disturbance. Less surface development also means a reduction of habitat loss
(increased food resources) and a less likely chance of destroying burrowing species such as
prairie dogs, rabbits, and mice, all of which play a role in sustaining populations of predators
such as raptors, coyotes, foxes, and bobcats. Another benefit of limiting development is
shortening the amount of time it takes to reclaim areas back to their natural setting. Short-
term reclamation times mean bringing back vegetation and habitat, which in turn, brings back

species who utilize that particular resource faster.

Burying power lines underground will also be beneficial to protecting birds from
perching on wires and being electrocuted, especially in areas where raptors and species of
special concern can be found. With this alternative, the company eliminates the risk of having

to mitigate for species killed by above —ground power lines- - a win-win for all parties involved.

One of the negative aspects of this project, which both action plans share, is the need
for having “evaporation ponds,” which can hold toxic waste water and have the potential of
causing death to any wildlife using the water. Both propose fencing around the ponds in an
effort to keep species out of harm’s way, however, this is difficult to do when trying to prevent
burrowing species and birds from getting past the fence. It is inevitable that such species will
be negatively impacted by this, however, the Resource Protection Alternative permits fewer of
these ponds in the project, thus decreasing the statistical probability of having as many or more

deaths caused by consuming the toxic water.

The last benefit to operating under the Resource Protection Alternative is constructing a
“closed loop drilling system.” This is opposed to drilling traditional well-like pits in the ground
which can turn into mud and provide an excellent habitat for mosquitoes. Having more of

these “mud pits” and more evaporation ponds allows for a higher risk of transmission of the



West Nile virus (WNv) from mosquitoes to birds. This type of closed drilling system does not
require development of such pits, nor does it require as many evaporation ponds; this
ultimately benefits the wildlife in the area by decreasing their chances of consuming toxic waste

water and becoming infected with WNv.

In order to reduce the overall environmental impacts this project is facing, | strongly
suggest implementing the Resource Protection Alternative because it takes into account the
intrinsic value natural resources hold and recognizes that we have a duty to develop in a

responsible, sustainable way. Thank you again for taking time to review this comment.



From: BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS

To: Dufresne. Doree; Gregory, Dan

Subject: FW: Cameco DEIS air gaul comment

Date: Thursday, December 20, 2012 10:05:32 AM
Attachments: Suagested Comments on Gas Hills Draft EIS.docx

Here is the attachment from Strathmore’s comments.

From: Tom Ochsner [mailto:tom.ochsner@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 18, 2012 9:09 AM

To: BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS

Cc: Ronn Smith

Subject: Cameco DEIS air gaul comment

Dear Kristin Yannone,

Ronn Smith with IML/Sheridan has been retained by Strathmore (STM) to perform air
gaulity modeling for our Gas Hills mine and uranium recovery facility. In
preparation for the STM air quality modeling effort, Ronn recently reviewed the
Cameco DEIS document available from the BLM’s website. Ronn has asked if |
could facilitate forwarding his comment concerning the air quality model found in
the aforementioned document.

Please find Ronn Smith comment concerning Cameco DEIS/air quality model
attached herein. Thank you for your time and attention to this matter, and let me
know if | can be of further assistance.

Thomas Ochsner

Sr. Mine Engineer

Strathmore Resources (US) Ltd.
2420 Watt Court

Riverton, Wy 82501

Office: (307) 856-8080

Fax: -8084

Cell:  (307) 851-6428


mailto:BLM_WY_Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS@blm.gov
mailto:Doree.Dufresne@aecom.com
mailto:Dan.Gregory@aecom.com

Suggested Comments on Gas Hills Draft EIS, Air Quality Sections



The following comments are confined to estimates of fugitive dust emissions from general construction activities, which appear to be significantly understated in the Draft EIS.



1. Appendix E of the Draft EIS cites the method for estimating non-traffic-related fugitive dust. Section 4.1 of Appendix E states, “A generally accepted method of estimating fugitive dust emissions is to use a typical construction project. The average daily fugitive dust emissions for a typical construction project are estimated to be 1.2 tons PM10 per acre per month for construction activities (USEPA 1985).” Several issues are raised by this statement.



· First, the citation is incorrect; this method comes from a 1995 EPA document incorporated into AP-42, Section 13.2.3.3. 

· Second and more importantly, had this method been applied correctly, the maximum annual PM10 emissions would be far greater than 9.0 tons per year (tpy) as listed in Appendix E, Table 3-2. To illustrate, the project schedule in Figure 2-3, Section 2 of the Draft EIS, and the acreages listed in Table 2-1, Section 2 of the Draft EIS imply that total construction disturbance in the summer of year 3 is 521 acres. If construction only occurred during June and July, total PM10 emissions would be 521 acres X 2 months X 1.2 tons/acre/month = 1,250 tons for the  year – far from the 9.0 tpy represented in the document.



2. [bookmark: _GoBack]Appendix E, Table 3-1 shows a PM10 emission rate of 1.82E-11 g/sec/m2. Even if the 9.0 tpy of PM10 emissions in Table 3-2 were correct, this equates to a much higher emission rate intensity. For example, spreading 9.0 tpy uniformly over 521 acres would yield an average emission rate of 1.23E-07 g/sec/m2 – nearly four orders of magnitude higher. Since this emission rate is input to the SCREEN3 model to predict impacts, those impacts would be artificially low. This may explain the predicted, highest 24-hour impact (0.8 µg/m3 in Table 4-2 of Appendix E). This error further compounds the understatement of emissions from general construction activities. An experienced modeler would expect predicted 24-hour PM10 impacts from construction activities to be much higher than 0.8 µg/m3 at model receptors placed along the project boundary.



3. A footnote to Table 4-3 in Appendix E states, “Emission estimates do not include commuter vehicle emissions.” In most ISR projects, commuter traffic constitutes the single largest source of fugitive dust from unpaved roads. This component should be included in the analysis to make the results more representative.



4. Appendix E appears to be internally inconsistent. Table 4-5 of Appendix E summarizes total project emissions for all criteria pollutants. It shows estimated annual PM emissions of 9.0 tpy. This is the same figure presented for PM10 in Table 3-2 of Appendix E, which does not include engine combustion or road dust contributions. Appendix E, Table 3-5 shows total engine PM emissions of 15 tpy. Road dust emission totals are not listed; the document only shows the formulas used to obtain these totals and their modeled impacts on ambient PM10 concentrations. Logically, however, the total PM10 emissions can be no less than 24 tpy.



The suggested solution to these problems is to present sufficient detail to enable the reader to verify the calculation of emission rates from the project schedule, equipment activity levels, and disturbed acreage. Even when properly applied, EPA frowns upon using the cited method for calculating fugitive dust emissions from construction related activity for specific projects. Section 13.2.3.3 of AP-42 states, “It is strongly recommended that when emissions are to be estimated for a particular construction site, the construction process be broken down into component operations.” Had this procedure been followed, the calculation errors might have been avoided. 



The mistakes in the Draft EIS could establish a false reference that might jeopardize the ability of future projects in the region to obtain regulatory approval. If the fugitive dust emissions of those future projects are calculated correctly, they may appear large by comparison to the proposed Gas Hills project. ISR projects in other regions of Wyoming have estimated much higher annual fugitive PM10 emissions than the Gas Hills Draft EIS (for example, 136 tons/year at the Nichols Ranch ISR Project and 203 tpy at the Ross ISR Project).


Suggested Comments on Gas Hills Draft EIS, Air Quality Sections

The following comments are confined to estimates of fugitive dust emissions from general construction
activities, which appear to be significantly understated in the Draft EIS.

1. Appendix E of the Draft EIS cites the method for estimating non-traffic-related fugitive dust. Section
4.1 of Appendix E states, “A generally accepted method of estimating fugitive dust emissions is to
use a typical construction project. The average daily fugitive dust emissions for a typical construction
project are estimated to be 1.2 tons PM,q per acre per month for construction activities (USEPA
1985).” Several issues are raised by this statement.

0 First, the citation is incorrect; this method comes from a 1995 EPA document incorporated into
AP-42, Section 13.2.3.3.

0 Second and more importantly, had this method been applied correctly, the maximum annual
PM,, emissions would be far greater than 9.0 tons per year (tpy) as listed in Appendix E, Table 3-
2. To illustrate, the project schedule in Figure 2-3, Section 2 of the Draft EIS, and the acreages
listed in Table 2-1, Section 2 of the Draft EIS imply that total construction disturbance in the
summer of year 3 is 521 acres. If construction only occurred during June and July, total PM,g
emissions would be 521 acres X 2 months X 1.2 tons/acre/month = 1,250 tons for the year —far
from the 9.0 tpy represented in the document.

2. Appendix E, Table 3-1 shows a PM;, emission rate of 1.82E-11 g/sec/m?. Even if the 9.0 tpy of PM;
emissions in Table 3-2 were correct, this equates to a much higher emission rate intensity. For
example, spreading 9.0 tpy uniformly over 521 acres would yield an average emission rate of 1.23E-
07 g/sec/m? — nearly four orders of magnitude higher. Since this emission rate is input to the
SCREEN3 model to predict impacts, those impacts would be artificially low. This may explain the
predicted, highest 24-hour impact (0.8 pg/m? in Table 4-2 of Appendix E). This error further
compounds the understatement of emissions from general construction activities. An experienced
modeler would expect predicted 24-hour PMy, impacts from construction activities to be much
higher than 0.8 pg/m? at model receptors placed along the project boundary.

3. Afootnote to Table 4-3 in Appendix E states, “Emission estimates do not include commuter vehicle
emissions.” In most ISR projects, commuter traffic constitutes the single largest source of fugitive
dust from unpaved roads. This component should be included in the analysis to make the results
more representative.

4. Appendix E appears to be internally inconsistent. Table 4-5 of Appendix E summarizes total project
emissions for all criteria pollutants. It shows estimated annual PM emissions of 9.0 tpy. This is the
same figure presented for PM,q in Table 3-2 of Appendix E, which does not include engine
combustion or road dust contributions. Appendix E, Table 3-5 shows total engine PM emissions of
15 tpy. Road dust emission totals are not listed; the document only shows the formulas used to
obtain these totals and their modeled impacts on ambient PMy, concentrations. Logically, however,
the total PMy, emissions can be no less than 24 tpy.

The suggested solution to these problems is to present sufficient detail to enable the reader to verify the
calculation of emission rates from the project schedule, equipment activity levels, and disturbed
acreage. Even when properly applied, EPA frowns upon using the cited method for calculating fugitive
dust emissions from construction related activity for specific projects. Section 13.2.3.3 of AP-42 states,



“It is strongly recommended that when emissions are to be estimated for a particular construction site,
the construction process be broken down into component operations.” Had this procedure been
followed, the calculation errors might have been avoided.

The mistakes in the Draft EIS could establish a false reference that might jeopardize the ability of future
projects in the region to obtain regulatory approval. If the fugitive dust emissions of those future
projects are calculated correctly, they may appear large by comparison to the proposed Gas Hills
project. ISR projects in other regions of Wyoming have estimated much higher annual fugitive PMy,
emissions than the Gas Hills Draft EIS (for example, 136 tons/year at the Nichols Ranch ISR Project and
203 tpy at the Ross ISR Project).



From: tsunderl@blm.gov on behalf of Gas_Hills_Uranium_EIS, BLM_WY

To: Gregory, Dan; Dufresne, Doree; Kristin Yannone
Subject: Fwd: Gas Hills ISR Project Comments
Date: Thursday, January 31, 2013 7:10:15 AM

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Jazmyn McDonald <jzmc oming.com>
Date: Wed, Jan 30, 2013 at 7:34 PM

Subject: Gas Hills ISR Project Comments

To: gas_hills_uranium_eis_wy@blm.gov

Bureau of Land Management
Attn: Kristin Yannone

1335 Main Street

Lander, WY 82520-0589

ATTN: KRISTIN YANNONE,

I am taking advantage of this opportunity to make a few last minute comments on
the proposed CAMECO project in the Gas Hills.

For the last four years, | have conducted an annual Breeding Bird Survey for the
USGS that takes a census starting from the junction of Posion Spider road with N Dry
Creek Rd (Natrona County 321); so | have camped and counted within two miles of
the GHPA numerous times.

Therefore I'd like to urge BLM to choose the RESOURCE PROTECTION ALTERNATIVE
for these reasons:

1) as Table 2-5 points out on pg 2-50 under Population, Employment and Income:
the largest number of jobs (166) would be created under that option.

2) and again with reference to Table 2-5, page 2-53, under the RPA approximately
733 acres of habitat would be disturbed; and as posited on page 2-29 under Noise,
there would be less noise disturbance due to fewer heavy truck trips across the area.
Having spent time in this spot, | can assure you that the visual and auditory impact
of even one vehicle carries for several miles. Given that it is an increasingly
established fact that these kinds of disturbances do interfere not only with the
feeding and general security of the local bird and wildlife populations, but also with
their ability to communicate (by snort or song or alarm thump), it seems that the
RPA would be a win / win for both the operators and the wildlife.

3) And finally, I'd just like to say that | have observed eleven of the 17 Migratory
Bird Species listed in Appendix D as birds 'potentially’ occurring in the area; so at
least that many Species of Conservation Concern (most particularly the Great Sage
Grouse) actually do occur in the GHPA.


mailto:tsunderl@blm.gov
mailto:blm_wy_gas_hills_uranium_eis@blm.gov
mailto:Dan.Gregory@aecom.com
mailto:Doree.Dufresne@aecom.com
mailto:kyannone@blm.gov
mailto:jzmc@wyoming.com
mailto:gas_hills_uranium_eis_wy@blm.gov

Recognizing that you and your team have put a lot of hard work into this,
thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Jazmyn McDonald

PO Box 1808
Lander WY 82520
307.332.3455
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Project Development

550 N. Poplar Street

Kristen Yannone Suite 100

Bureau of Land Management Casper, WY
Lander Field Office 82601 USA

1335 Main Street

Lander, WY 82520 Tel: (307) 237 - 2128

Fax: (307) 237 - 2142

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Gas Hills wiw.cameco.com

In-Situ Recovery Uranium Project

Dear Mrs. Yannone:

Cameco Resources (Cameco) is writing to provide you with its comments on the Gas Hills Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Cameco appreciates the hard work that the BLM has
put into the preparation of the DEIS. There are, however, a number of issues that Cameco
believes should be clarified, altered or amended in the preparation of the Final EIS (FEIS). This
comment letter will discuss several of those issues. Where appropriate, Cameco has suggested
changes to some of the language in the DEIS, with an explanation of why it believes those
changes are necessary. Cameco views this letter as the first step in a process of developing an
FIES that will fully satisfy both the BLM’s legal responsibilities and Cameco’s commercial
objectives.

Introduction and Overview

As the BLM is aware, the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) has already reviewed
Cameco’s proposed Gas Hills In-situ Recovery (ISR) Uranium Project (the Project) in
connection with Cameco’s request for a Source Materials License and Radioactive By-Products
Material License. The BLM served as a cooperating agency in the preparation of NRC’s
Environmental Assessment (EA). In addition to receiving licenses from NRC, the Project is
subject to regulatory review and approval by several Wyoming state agencies, including the
Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ), the Game and Fish Department (WGFD) and
the Department of Transportation (WYDOT). Cameco has been diligently navigating this
regulatory landscape for more than a decade.

The DEIS explains that the BLM is responding to Cameco’s request for approval of its Plan of
Operations (PoO) for the Project. DEIS at 1-3. Under applicable laws, “the BLM has the
obligation to allow and encourage claim holders” like Cameco “to develop their claims, subject
to restrictions to ensure this development will not cause undue or unnecessary degradation of
public lands.” 1d. (emphasis added). The DEIS suggests two strategies for fulfilling this legal
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obligation while avoiding undue or unnecessary degradation of public lands—a “Resource
Protection Alternative” (RPA) and a series of mitigation measures. Cameco supports efforts to
prevent unnecessary environmental harm similar to many of the proposals advanced in the DEIS.
Unfortunately, several aspects of both the RPA and the DEIS’s mitigation measures are severely
flawed.

To begin with, a number of the proposals in the RPA, and several of the proposed mitigation
measures, would impose unwieldy administrative burdens on Cameco without corresponding
environmental benefits. Cameco is already obligated to make numerous submissions to state
agencies, including an annual report required by the Wyoming Environmental Quality Act W.S.
35-11-411. The additional paperwork suggested in several parts of the RPA and in several
mitigation measures would be redundant of these submissions. More problematic, such new and
unnecessary reporting requirements would threaten project timing by adding layers of
bureaucracy. Because the timing of the Project is essential to its economic viability, Cameco
cannot support the inclusion of extra administrative hurdles as part of the DEIS.

In addition, several proposals in the RPA and several proposed mitigation measures would add
significant costs to Cameco. In some cases, these costs would be enough to threaten the
Project’s economic viability. If degradation cannot be prevented without threatening the overall
Project, then that degradation does not qualify as “undue or unnecessary” under applicable
regulations. Put differently, the alternative ultimately approved by the BLM should not be so
costly that Cameco must reconsider its Project, because that would contravene the BLM’s
obligation to “allow and encourage” the development of mining claims.

More broadly, the DEIS does not always clearly identify the environmental harms that the RPA
and mitigation measures are designed to protect against, much less explain how the RPA and
mitigation measures would prevent those harms. The DEIS rightly observes that is the Project
“located in an area of historic uranium mining development.” DEIS at 1-1. This past
development, which has occurred in cycles since the 1950s, has permanently altered the
landscape in the Gas Hills area. The BLM’s responsibility to prevent undue or unnecessary
degradation of the current landscape does not extend to requirements designed to improve
existing (pre-Project) environmental conditions. Unless Cameco’s Project will cause a specific
and identifiable environmental effect, there is no need for an RPA provision or a mitigation
measure.

All of these concerns are set forth more specifically below. Cameco wants to work with the
BLM as it prepares an FEIS for the Project that will protect the environment while ensuring that
the Project remains economically viable and technically feasible.

Purpose and Need

The first chapter of the DEIS includes a brief description of “the purpose and need for the BLM
action related to the Project.” Specifically, the DEIS states that “[t]he purpose of the BLM
action related to the Gas Hills Project is to respond to Cameco’s request for approval of the PoO
to extract uranium from valid existing mining claims . .. .” DEIS at 1-3. The DEIS goes on to
explain that the need for this BLM action “is established by the BLM’s responsibility under the
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laws and regulations regarding the availability of locatable minerals on federal lands, including
uranium....” Id.

Although the DEIS acknowledges that “the BLM has the obligation to allow and encourage
claim holders to develop their claims” (id.), it does not include any discussion of Cameco’s
purposes or needs. Such a discussion is fully appropriate as a complement to the agency’s
statement of its own purpose and need. Indeed, the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals has recently
noted that “where a private party’s proposal triggers a project, the agency may give substantial
weight to the goals and objectives of that private actor.” BioDiversity Conservation Alliance v.
Bureau of Land Mgm’t, 608 F.3d 709, 715 (10th Cir. 2010).

Cameco believes that a brief discussion of its “goals and objectives” in developing the Project
would provide invaluable context for the reader of the DEIS, and would better frame the agency
decisions discussed in section 1.3. Accordingly, Cameco proposes adding the following
language after the last paragraph in Section 1.2:

In conducting its NEPA review of the PoO, the BLM also gives substantial weight
to Cameco’s goals and objectives. As noted above, Cameco intends to develop
the uranium deposits in the Gas Hills Project Area using an ISR process.
Cameco’s PoO envisions five different mine units, constructed and operated in
phases over the course of approximately twenty-five years (including time for
final project reclamation and decommissioning). Cameco’s PoO is intended to
ensure the Project’'s economic viability in light of applicable reclamation

requirements.

Resource Protection Alternative

The DEIS includes detailed discussion of a “Resource Protection Alternative” (RPA), which the
BLM states “was developed to respond to public and agency input collected during the scoping
process.” DEIS at 2-36.

Although the DEIS indicates that the RPA “would utilize the same processes and take place over
the same time period” as Cameco’s proposed action (id.), Cameco has identified several aspects
of the RPA that would threaten the proposed timing of the project. Furthermore, while the
DEIS’s discussion indicates that the RPA is intended to reduce the Project’s environmental
effects, many of the provisions of the RPA are either already included in Cameco’s plans, or
already required by law.

Cameco supports project-appropriate, economically and technically feasible changes to its PoO
that will reduce the Project’s environmental effects. Unfortunately, as discussed in more detail
below, Cameco believes that many of the changes proposed as part of the RPA are unnecessary,
impractical, infeasible, or not appropriately tailored to the Project. Cameco therefore
recommends that the BLM either revise the RPA to address the concerns described below, or
reject the RPA as inconsistent with the Project’s purpose and need. A summary of these
recommendations can be found in Appendix 1.1 at the end of this letter.
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1. Annual Development Planning

Section 2.4.1 of the DEIS proposes that Cameco prepare an annual development plan prior to
initiating surface disturbance. As described in the RPA, this annual development plan would
include a topsoil management plan intended to limit surface disturbance.

As an initial matter, Cameco believes that submission of a topsoil management plan would not
result in any substantially different environmental consequences than the Proposed Action
Alternative. By meeting the requirements of the PoO, the Wyoming Department of
Environmental Quality Land Quality Division (WDEQ-LQD) permit, and the Surface Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), by training its employees and contractors, and by
participating in the LQD and BLM inspections of the project area, Cameco will protect important
topsoil resources will and minimize erosion. Moreover, Cameco is already required to submit an
annual report to the WDEQ Land Quality Division on or before August 7 of each year pursuant
to Wyoming Environmental Quality Act W.S. 35-11-411. The BLM will receive a copy of this
annual report.

The following are requirements under this reporting format:
G. New Disturbance during the Reporting Period Past Year

1. List the depth and volume of topsoil and subsoil salvaged and stockpiled. Show all
stockpiles both short term and long term on a map. Include the topsoil pile
identification number, and protection measures employed and show the location on
a map.

2. List the volume of overburden removed and stockpiled. Include the location,
overburden stockpile identification number, and protection measures employed.

Describe new buildings constructed, location, purpose, and square footage.

4. Describe new ponds constructed including location, purpose, size, capacity, and
disturbance acreage.

5. List new drill holes including the total number, location, depth of each hole, Hole
ID #, method of abandonment and status of abandonment.

6. New roads and utilities such as pipelines and power lines shown on a map and total
acres disturbed indicated.

7. Other.

The additional requirement in the RPA that, prior to any surface disturbing activity, Cameco flag
and survey all areas of disturbance, including 2-track access routes, and that it further require
mechanized equipment to remain within the flagged areas is impractical, and still would not
result in substantially different consequences than the Proposed Action Alternative. Flags posted
around 2-track access routes would be impractical because the flags would be subject to harsh
weather and wind, which would leave them prone to being blown and scattered around the
mining areas. Cameco proposes instead to mark the entrance to well fields with signs advising
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traffic to stay on established 2-tract access routes. In addition, Cameco employees are trained to
follow the mine site transportation policy of “one way in, one way out” to minimize disturbance.

Finally, the DEIS proposes that Cameco designate reclamation coordinators to observe surface
disturbing activities and ensure proper topsoil protection measures are being taken. This
modification, like the other changes required by the annual development plan, would not result in
environmental consequences substantially different than the Proposed Action Alternative.
Cameco has already agreed that all mine unit construction and operations personnel, including
contractors, will be instructed on the importance of topsoil and vegetation resource conservation
and management prior to starting work at their respective jobs. Acceptable work practices that
will conserve and protect these resources will be outlined in a Standard Operating Procedure.
The designation of separate reclamation coordinators is thus an expense that is not needed to
ensure protection of topsoil.

For all of these reasons, Cameco disagrees with the DEIS’s estimate that annual planning would
reduce surface disturbance by 50 percent, and cross-country travel effects by 30 percent. (The
DEIS does not explain how these quantitative conclusions were reached, beyond reference to “an
analysis” of Figures 2-6, 2-7 and A-1. If Figures 2-6, 2-7 and A-1 need to be adjusted to reflect
the discussion above, Cameco would be happy to provide such updated figures.)

Beyond the fact that an annual development plan would not offer significant environmental
benefits, the requirement proposed in the RPA would place additional, unreasonable
administrative burdens and expenses on Cameco. The Project already requires Cameco to
interact with numerous regulators on a consistent basis. Adding another annual requirement
would almost certainly require a longer administrative process, which would upset the timing of
the Project as a whole. Since the Project’s economic viability depends on its ability to remain on
schedule, this additional, redundant planning process is completely impracticable. Thus, if the
Annual Development Planning requirements are not dropped from the RPA, that alternative will
fail to meet Cameco’s objectives for the Project.

2. Construction Timing Constraints

Section 2.4.2 of the DEIS proposes “construction timing constraints” that would not allow
construction of Mine Unit 3 until interim reclamation on Mine Unit 1 “has been shown to make
significant progress toward meeting reclamation success criteria.” Similar constraints would be
imposed on construction of Mine Unit 4, which would not begin until Mine Unit 2 interim
reclamation is successful, and Mine Unit 5, the construction of which would be postponed until
Mine Unit 3 interim reclamation has been demonstrated to be successful.

As an initial matter, the meaning and intent of the construction timing requirements in Section
2.4.2 are ambiguous, and at a minimum need to be clarified before they can be included in the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The description of the constraints initially states
that “the BLM would not allow construction of Mine Unit 3 until interim reclamation on Mine
Unit 1 has been shown to make significant progress toward meeting reclamation success
criteria”; a subsequent sentence, however, states that “construction of Mine Unit 4 would not
begin until Mine Unit 2 interim reclamation is successful.” DEIS at 2-39 (emphases added).
Adding to the uncertainty, the DEIS states, without further explanation, that “[r]eclamation
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success would be based on a quantitative demonstration that vegetation establishment on
reclaimed areas was trending toward criteria set forth in Appendix E.” 1d. Assuming that these
phrases are all intended to refer to the same benchmarks, the description in the DEIS leaves it
completely uncertain what “quantitative” level of “progress” would allow construction on a new
mine unit, and makes no effort to precisely define what would qualify “interim reclamation”
efforts as “successful.” That degree of uncertainty makes it impossible for Cameco to
reasonably plan its investments in the Project.

From a technical standpoint, BLM’s proposal in the EIS is unrealistic and unsupported in that it
is based on an artificially established vegetation density (80% Ground Cover) and diversity (65%
of the total plant species must be from major grasses, forbs and shrubs and no invasive species
present. Currently Gas Hill’s reclamation practices have established the use of Comparison
Areas (COMA) which address species (density/diversity and invasive species) based on what is
actually out there. Upon DEQ Permit update approval, Cameco will likely be subject to
something similar for vegetation bond release. Interim reclamation will be adequate ground
cover and erosion stabilization. It is unrealistic to establish a criterion that is more stringent than
what site conditions dictate i.e. what is naturally present under baseline.

However, in reality the proposed Cameco mine units range from badlands (significantly less than
80% cover), high prairie, already disturbed lands (with invasive species) and lands that have
been reclaimed by past mining practices and/or the Wyoming AML. This latter zone has
existing reclaimed disturbances which clearly do not meet the BLM requirements of successful
interim reclamation. Not only did previous operators and AML not use the same seed mix as
BLM requires- hence existing ground may not have 65% of the total plant species from major
grasses, forbs and shrubs, but more importantly invasive weeds are present. Cameco has
committed to a weed control program, but given the unlimited source of invasive weed seeds,
cannot guarantee the annual success of this program. Furthermore, interim reclamation should be
to establish groundcover and stabilize erosion, It would be unreasonable to establish a criterion
for reclamation that does not consider the baseline conditions.

Successful revegetation in the Gas Hills is not only dependent on Cameco’s revegetation
practices which are carefully addressed in the DEQ/LQD permit and the BLM Plan of
Operations, but more importantly site conditions like soil depth, soil quality, microclimate
conditions (aspect, elevation and protection from wind) and timing. The availability of moisture
varies not only annually but even locally. Whereas a convection cell may drop % inch or rain in
the West Gas Hills, there may be no moisture in the East Gas Hills. Storm intensity will affect
the success of revegetation within a mine unit. Should a major event destroy a revegetation
effort, Cameco has committed to reseed and revegetate the disturbed area at the next available
seeding window. This need to reseed will adversely affect the timing of revegetation success
and the BLM EIS RPA proposal does not adequately address these site conditions beyond
Cameco’s control.

Setting aside the uncertainty it creates, the provision’s imposition of new construction timing
constraints of any kind is both unnecessary and infeasible. Under its Wyoming Department of
Environmental Quality’s Land Quality Division permit and its PoO, Cameco has already
committed to timely interim reclamation, which will occur as soon as each mine unit is
developed. Moreover, requiring Cameco to cease construction of a new mine unit could lead to a
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temporary shut-down of the mining facilities, resulting in significant economic hardship and an
unplanned extension of the Project schedule. This sort of threat to the Project’s viability would
be completely inconsistent with Cameco’s objectives for the Project, with the DEIS’s assertion
that the RPA would not change the Project’s timing or processes, and with the BLM’s obligation
to encourage the development of mining claims.

For all of these reasons, either the discussion of Construction Timing Constraints should be
removed from the RPA, or the RPA should be rejected as inconsistent with Cameco’s purpose
and need for the Project.

3. Closed Loop Drilling System

Section 2.4.3 of the DEIS proposes to require the use of closed loop drilling mud systems instead
of excavated mud pits for the management of drilling fluids and cuttings. Under this aspect of
the RPA, the mud pit and associated topsoil and subsoil piles in the Proposed Action Alternative
would be eliminated and replaced with aboveground tanks and interconnected hoses that would
contain all drilling fluids and cuttings.

A closed loop drilling system is both unnecessary and technically and economically infeasible
for the Project.

To begin with, although closed loop drilling systems have proven beneficial for much larger oil
and gas drilling operations, its use for ISR drilling would not be as useful for a number of
reasons. The DEIS provides no evidence that use of a closed loop drilling system in the Project
would result in significantly different environmental consequences than the Proposed Action
Alternative beyond a reduction in surface disturbance.

In fact, the vegetation disturbance impacts associated with the portable mud pits included in the
Proposed Action Alternative would be no greater than the impacts associated with a centrally
located closed loop pit. Additionally, the need for longer hoses from a centrally located closed
loop pit to well locations increases the risk of spills and leaks and increases surface disturbance
as the hoses are moved between wells. The disposal of drilling mud and cuttings at a centralized
closed loop pit could require more than one trip per day from each well, thereby increasing on
site traffic and associated impacts, including increased potential for accidents. In light of these
considerations, Cameco does not believe that a closed loop system would reduce surface
disturbance.

The DEIS further asserts that use of closed loop drilling systems could increase drilling rates,
thereby reducing the time required to drill a well, reducing water use during drilling, enabling the
recycling of water and drilling mud between wells, and facilitating improved reclamation by
eliminating excavation of subsoils. Again, the DEIS does not provide evidence to support its
conclusion that closed loop drilling systems are faster than the proposed drilling method; nor
does the DEIS take into consideration the additional time necessary to transport or dispose of
waste water under the closed loop proposal. For these reasons, Cameco does not believe that a
closed loop system would increase drilling rates.
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It is also vital to recognize that use of a closed loop drilling system would significantly increase
costs. Specialized equipment would be required for the system, and, during cold weather
conditions, keeping fluids in the additional above ground equipment such as tanks and hoses
from freezing would increase drilling time and fuel costs. Given the lack of environmental
benefits discussed above, an alternative that required such a significant expenditure would be
inconsistent with the Project’s purpose and need. Therefore, the closed loop drilling system
should either be eliminated from the RPA, or the RPA should be rejected in its entirety.

4. Disturbance Offset for Additional Satellite Facility

Section 2.4.4 of the DEIS proposes to require the reclamation of existing unreclaimed or poorly
reclaimed surface disturbance in the Gas Hills Project Area to offset surface disturbance
associated with construction and operation of an additional satellite facility."

Cameco is already required to reclaim the surface that is disturbed as a result of the Project,
including any additional satellite facilities. The requirements of Section 2.4.4 seem to require
additional reclamation of locations that would not be affected by the Project. This sort of
“double reclamation” greatly increases the burdens on Cameco, especially given the open-ended
language in the DEIS.

Requiring Cameco to reclaim areas that it is not responsible for disturbing creates significant cost
and schedule uncertainty for the Project. It is impossible to know how much time and effort
would be required to implement the type of “offset” reclamation contemplated in the DEIS.
Because maintaining the Project’s timing and cost are both essential to maintaining the Project’s
overall viability, Cameco cannot accept the proposal in Section 2.4.4. Accordingly, the
disturbance offsets for possible additional satellite facilities contained in that section should be
eliminated from the RPA. If the requirements of Section 2.4.4 were not eliminated, the entire
RPA would have to be rejected as inconsistent with the Project’s purpose and need.

5. Reduced Number of Evaporation Ponds

Section 2.4.5 of the DEIS provides that the number of evaporation ponds would be reduced
during operations and that the primary method of wastewater disposal would be injection into
deep disposal wells.

While Cameco agrees that use of deep disposal wells is the preferred solution for wastewater
disposal at the Project, the technical feasibility of such wells is dependent on specific geologic
conditions at the site. The evaluation and permitting of potential deep disposal well sites

! Note that under Section 2.3.1.1 of the DEIS, the proposed satellite facilities would be centrally located buildings
containing equipment for preparing ISR solutions, as well as the ion-exchange equipment for “capturing” uranium
and other materials from water used in the ISR process. Cameco proposes to use the existing Carol Shop facility for
the first satellite facility to be developed for the Project. The existing building would be upgraded to house the
central water treatment facility, ion-exchange columns, associated equipment and piping, offices, and maintenance
facilities. One additional satellite facility would be constructed to house additional ion-exchange, resin loading and
unloading, and future reverse osmosis (RO) capacity located at either of 2 possible satellite locations, as shown in
Figure 2-4. While Cameco may decide not to build the additional satellite facility, the BLM has assumed Cameco
would construct 1 additional facility at 1 of the 2 possible locations.
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requires an analysis of the geologic conditions to ascertain if the receiver formation not only
meets the stringent regulatory requirements but is also able to accept a significant amount of
water. Currently, the permitting with the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality,
Water Quality Division of the two test wells is an ongoing project. Even the successful
permitting of the disposal wells does not guarantee that the capacity of the geologic formations
will be sufficient to meet the disposal needs for the Project.

Cameco currently does not have the data required to evaluate the quality of the receiver
formation to conclude that enough disposal capacity exists to limit the project to two evaporation
ponds. The evaluation of data on the quality of test wells will allow Cameco to understand the
expected capacity of the wells and factor that capacity into the overall production and restoration
plans. Only then will Cameco be able to commit to a diminished pond capacity at the operation.

In light of these factors, Cameco recommends that the first paragraph of Section 2.4.5 be stated
as follows:

........ Two test wells have been drilled and perforated as of January 2012, and results
have been incorporated to the Class | Permit Application for the Gas Hills wells #1 and
#2. This Class | Permit Application will be submitted to the WDEQ for their evaluation
during the first quarter of 2013 and is expected to be approved before year end. If deep
disposal wells meet all requlatory requirements and are determined to be technically
feasible, disposal wells would be completed and equipped at 2 of the 3 test well
locations to receive wastewater for disposal. This would enable the construction of a
reduced number of evaporation ponds which would be installed as back-up to the deep
disposal wells. With this clarification, Section 2.4.5 is acceptable to Cameco.

6. Additional On-site Processing

Section 2.4.6 of the DEIS proposes additional on-site processing, which would produce
yellowcake slurry. According to the DEIS, the resulting slurry from the precipitation circuit
would be transferred to a storage vessel, allowing the uranium to settle and consolidate by
gravity. The precipitated and thickened yellowcake slurry would then be sent to a filter press for
washing to remove soluble contaminates and then de-watered prior to transport to the Smith
Ranch-Highland facility. The dewatered yellowcake slurry would be placed into USDOT
approved containers and transported in exclusive-use USDOT authorized transport vehicles.

Cameco Resources is unique concerning existing facilities. It has drying and packaging facilities
fully capable of receiving resin from its mines and toll milling customers throughout the region.
Cameco has developed their planning based on shipping loaded resins from some of Cameco’s
remote sites to its central processing facilities at Smith Ranch and Highland Ranch. The facilities
consist of a resin receiving stations, elution, precipitation, and drying circuits. Satellite facilities
typically are limited in capacity to loading and transferring resins to a main plant for additional
processing.

Ultimately, the decision whether to expand a satellite to process uranium into a slurry form is
most appropriately left to Cameco based on its evaluation of economic and technical feasibility.
Transportation costs, the projected life of mine, the pounds of uranium available to mining, and
the market value of the finished product would all have to be evaluated as part of a determination
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regarding the practicability of adding slurry capabilities to the Project. Cameco accordingly
recommends that the FEIS acknowledge the possibility that Cameco may conduct additional on-
site processing in the future, if conditions warrant.

For these reasons, Cameco recommends the following changes to the first paragraph of Section
2.4.6:

In this alternative, Cameco would have the option to conduct further processing
of the ion-exchange resin at the Gas Hills facility to produce yellowcake slurry,
which would then be transported to the Smith Ranch-Highland facility. Because
the uranium concentration in yellowcake slurry is higher than in ion-exchange
resin, the advantage of this alternative would be the transportation of fewer loads
of material to the Smith Ranch-Highland facility. Bue-to-this-advantage-the BLM

7. Enhanced Reclamation Goals and Timing

Section 2.4.7 of the DEIS proposes to “require prompt reclamation of disturbed areas and the use
of reclamation goals appropriate to the site’s ecological potential,” including post-mining
landscape closer to historic conditions, rather than re-establishment of current conditions, which
may have been degraded by historic mining and grazing activities.

Inclusion of this modification is unnecessary, as Cameco has already committed to
contemporaneous reclamation through its Operation Plan and Reclamation Plan, as approved by
the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality and through its PoO, which provides that
“[flollowing the completion of any construction activity (six months to one year), the disturbed
areas surrounding the facility, individual wells, pipelines, and roads will be reclaimed. This
process is referred to as ‘contemporaneous reclamation,” meaning that large disturbed areas will
be reclaimed before new areas are disturbed”.

Because Cameco’s existing plans and commitments are consistent with the proposed
requirements of the RPA in Section 2.4.7, Cameco recommends against including this Section in
the FEIS. The redundant requirements would not reduce environmental effects, but they could
add to administrative burdens.

8. Burial of New Power Lines

Section 2.4.8 of the DEIS proposes to require that new power lines constructed to supply Project
components with electricity be buried within road right-of-ways rather than being constructed
overhead. The DEIS concludes that this modification would reduce potential electrocution and
collision impacts to migrating and foraging migratory bird species, and would eliminate new
perches for raptor and corvid species, thus reducing the potential for predatation on greater sage-
grouse.

There are two distinct applications for high voltage power lines, which include power
‘distribution’ and power ‘transmission’. The application for power transmission is to move large
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amounts of energy over considerable distances while minimizing losses. Consideration is given
to the transmission from one location to another without interruption or dissemination to other
places. The application of power distribution is used primarily to lower the voltage to something
useable by the end user and suitable to disseminate where required for its safe use.

Transmission of power is accomplished by boosting voltages and lowering the current which
aides in reducing the losses due to resistance to power flow in a conductor. Power lines with
voltages equal to or greater than 69,000 volts are referred to as “transmission” voltages, while
power lines with voltages less than 69,000 volts are referred to as “distribution” voltages. For
application at the Gas Hill facility, it is the intent to utilize the existing overhead power
transmission (69,000 kV) line and reduce it to a nominal distribution voltage of 24,900 volts.

Distribution of power will occur over several miles and at several undetermined locations (at the
time of application) for which the system voltage will be reduced to something useable. An
underground power distribution system requires that the power lines be terminated at a
predetermined location, whereas an overhead distribution line does not. A splice can be added to
continue the overhead power run. A predetermined location may not be the best location(s)
suitable for future distribution to various header house applications among several distances.

The overhead power distribution line is capable of being ‘hot-tapped’ without interruption of
power to the line at virtually any place among the distribution line. This allows the mine unit
design to be maximized without knowledge of the location of the source of power. In this
application, power will need to be distributed to a variety of “header houses’. These header
houses will be placed strategically throughout a mine unit to maximize the recovery of the ore
deposit. The location of the header houses has not been determined and should be considered a
‘work in progress’ at the time of this application.

Safety should be a consideration of power distribution. The first safety precaution when
performing maintenance activities is that the line should be visually grounded prior to
commencement of any work activity. This practice has lent itself well to the safety of qualified
electrical workers. Visual grounding of a direct buried power distribution system is not easily
achieved. Along with the electrical safety of working a high voltage power system, there should
be other considerations such as physical limitations. For a buried or underground electrical
system, there exist confined spaces as well as oxygen deprived environments to consider which
potentially expose workers to these hazards.

In cases where distribution line burial is not an option, overhead lines would be constructed to
current standards using publications such as those from the (rural utility specification — RUS-
1782F-803 & Avian Protection Plan). This would include cross-arm and transformer design. This
design would minimize potential mortality due to electrocution.

This proposed requirement of the RPA is technically and economically infeasible. Installation
cost estimations differ widely among industry experts, but the installation cost in several
published documents offer anywhere from 5-to-10 times greater than (Entergy, 1998-2012) the
cost of an overhead power distribution system. Additional protective relaying would have to be
employed to protect direct burial cable from ground faults. To emphasize the cost difference, a
$500,000 overhead, high voltage distribution system could cost $5 million for underground
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distribution. This alone could seriously jeopardize the economic viability of the Gas Hills
Project Area development, and thus contravene the purpose and need for the Project.

Cameco proposes instead to limit overhead lines to the high voltage portion of the total system,
including the line from the power company terminus to the main substation at the Carol Shop,
and from the main transformer to each pole mount and pad mound transformer for individual
service areas. All of the distribution of power in the wellfields (tertiary power), such as to a
production well (extraction well), is proposed to be buried. This is done to minimize
obstructions to wellfield service activities. This is relatively low voltage applications, at or
below 440 Volt, 3 phase power as compared to plus 20,000 volts for the primary and secondary
power distribution.

The proposed distribution lines would be placed in or adjacent to the access road right-of-way to
help minimize habitat impacts where possible. To prevent the electrocution of raptors, the
primary and secondary distribution lines and power poles would be built to the latest approved
methods. Tertiary distribution lines would be buried where practical in order to minimize risks to
raptors and large birds. In addition, to discourage roosting by raptors and corvids (and, in turn,
increased predation of Greater sage-grouse), appropriate anti-perching and anti-roosting devices
would be placed on power poles and crossarms where conductor separation cannot be achieved
and covering or reframing is impractical, perch guards (triangles) with optional perches may be
used for large perching bird protection. To implement this proposal, Cameco recommends the
following changes to Section 2.4.8:

Approximately 21 miles of new power lines are anticipated to be constructed to
supply Project components with electricity. Under this alternative, all of the

distribution power in the well fields would be buried rew-powerlines-would-be
b&Hed—Wl-t—NH—FGad—R—QWS rather than be constructed overhead Hewever—beHan

d+steﬁeanee—but—weeldTo reduce potentlal eIectrocutlon and coII|S|on |mpacts to
migrating and foraging migratory bird species, and weuld-to eliminate new
perches for raptor and corvid species, thus reducing the potential for predation
on greater sage-grouse, overhead power lines would employ anti-perching and
anti-roosting devices.

9. Conclusions

Cameco does not object to the concept of a resource protection alternative, in
principle. As explained above, there are several aspects of the RPA described in
the DEIS that are technically or economically infeasible. Where appropriate,
Cameco has suggested changes that would make the RPA acceptable, including
the elimination of Sections 2.4.1, 2.4.2, 2.4.3 and 2.4.7. If the BLM decides not
to make these changes, Cameco believes that the RPA should be rejected as
inconsistent with Cameco’s goals and objectives.

Mitigation

The discussion of mitigation measures in Chapter 4 of the DEIS includes a number of provisions
that require comment based on their technical or economic feasibility, or their perceived
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environmental benefits. Outlined below are Cameco’s proposed changes to the proposed
mitigation measures identified in the DEIS. A summary of these changes can be found in
Appendix 1.2 at the end of this letter.

1. Cultural Resources and Native American Concerns

As the DEIS recognizes, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
“requires that federal agencies consider the potential effect of an undertaking on historic
properties and provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation with an opportunity to
comment.” DEIS at 4.2-2. The DEIS further notes that the relevant parties have developed a
Programmatic Agreement (PA) to satisfy Section 106. Id. at 4.2-3. Cameco’s position is that all
present and future concerns about the Project’s potential effects on cultural resources should be
resolved through the Section 106 process and, more specifically, through the processes set forth
in the PA. The DEIS does not suggest otherwise. Cameco anticipates, however, that it will be
necessary to continue working with the BLM in connection with the PA while the NEPA process
is separately brought to a conclusion.

The DEIS contains two proposed mitigation measures directed at protection of cultural
resources, including training and consultation requirements.

As noted, Cameco is already party to a PA among the Wyoming State Historic Preservation
Officer, U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land
Management regarding the Gas Hills Uranium Recovery Project (the PA). Under the PA, if
avoidance is not feasible, the historic properties would be treated in accordance with a historic
properties treatment plan.

Moreover, in Cameco’s experience, mandatory training for all contractors and construction
personnel is not necessary to prevent unauthorized collecting of archaeological materials. Rather
than providing mandatory trainings, Cameco proposes to educate all relevant employees
regarding the significance of cultural resources and the federal regulations that protect them.
Contractors, consultants, and others would be notified of the federal regulations.

Given the provisions of the PA and Cameco’s experience in this area, it recommends the
following changes to mitigation measures CR-1 and CR-2:

CR-1: To minimize unauthorized collecting of archaeological material or
vandalism to known archaeological sites, Cameco will educate all applicable
employees of the significance of cultural resources and the federal regulations
|ntended to protect them Others |ncIud|nq contractors would be notlfled ofane

and—beuedueated—en—the—&gmﬁeane&ef—eultarakrese&ree&and the reIevant

federal regulations intended to protect them.

CR-2: Consistent with the PA, if any sites of religious or cultural significance to
Native American tribes cannot be avoided by the recommended distance,
mitigation measures would be developed in consultation with interested tribes
and mcorporated |nto a hlstorlc propertles treatment plan NatweAmenean—sﬂes
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2. Geology

Section 4.2 proposes one mitigation measure intended to address the engineering of slopes
steeper than a 25% grade.

Cameco has no intention of employing major construction on grades greater than 25%. It is
possible, however, that well installation could occur within slopes of this magnitude. Cameco
does not think that the additional measure of engineered design is a necessary component for
wellfield installation. By understanding the historical aspects of landslides within the area, and
educating the construction crews and Cameco’s employees of the potential hazard, Cameco can
avoid the potential for a landslide.

Cameco is committed to the following recommendations as defined by the United States
Geological Survey (USGS): “The hazard from landslides would be reduced by avoiding
construction on steep slopes and existing landslides, or by stabilizing the slopes. Stability
increases when ground water is prevented from rising in the landslide mass by (1) covering the
landslide with an impermeable membrane, (2) directing surface water away from the landslide,
(3) draining ground water away from the landslide, and (4) minimizing surface irrigation. Slope
stability is also increased when a retaining structure and/ or the weight of a soil/rock berm are
placed at the toe of the landslide or when mass is removed from the top of the slope”. (USGS,
2004). A Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) will be put in place to meet this requirement.

Cameco recommends the following changes to mitigation measure GEO-1.:

on slopes greater than 25%: however, well installation could occur in areas

where there are slopes at this grade. The hazard from landslides would be
reduced by avoiding construction on steep slopes and existing landslides, or by
stabilizing the slopes. Stability increases when ground water is prevented from
rising in the landslide mass by (1) covering the landslide with an impermeable
membrane, (2) directing surface water away from the landslide, (3) draining
ground water away from the landslide, and (4) minimizing surface irrigation.
Slope stability is also increased when a retaining structure and/ or the weight of a
soil/rock berm are placed at the toe of the landslide or when mass is removed
from the top of the slope. A Standard Operating Procedure will be adopted to
meet this requirement.

3. Livestock Grazing
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4. Section 4.5 proposes three mitigation measures to mitigate Project-related impacts to
livestock grazing resources. Cameco proposes that these mitigation measures be
modified, as outlined below to further clarify the livestock grazing mitigation measures in
Section 4.3. Cameco acknowledges the proposed mitigation measures in GRA-3 and
agrees that the proposed language is reasonable in light of the proposed changes to GRA-
1 and GRA-2.

5. GRA-1: Cameco would coordinate annually or more often when necessary with
affected livestock operators to discuss: 1) problems, if any, encountered during
the past grazing season; 2) agreed-upon corrective actions, if applicable; and 3)
planned development and operations during the next grazing season. This
meeting would need to occur on a date early enough to allow grazing permittees
sufficient time to make decisions and allocate their resources for the upcoming
grazing season.

6. GRA-2: Prior to construction of each mine unit, surveys would be conducted to
identify active existing range improvements. Based on the results of these
surveys, surface facilities would be located, to the extent practical, 200-meters-a
reasonable distance from existing range improvements, as agreed to by the
grazing permittee or landowner, as appropriate. If avoidance is not feasible,
range improvements would be relocated to an alternate location per the BLM
guidance. Alternate locations would be approved by the grazing permittee for
public lands or the landowner for private lands.

7. GRA-3: Damage to livestock and range improvements identified during surveys
would be reported as quickly as possible to the BLM and affected livestock
operators and corrective action would be taken.

8. Paleontological Resources

Section 4.5 of the DEIS contains several mitigation measures designed to address
paleontological resources in the Project area. Each of these is discussed in turn below.

a. PAL-1

Cameco does not feel it is necessary to train all personnel about the types of fossils they could
encounter. Rather, Cameco would propose to train the onsite geologists and project managers on
the types of fossils that could be encountered within the Gas Hills Permit boundary during mine
facility construction. A Standard Operating Procedure would be put into place to cover the
specific handling and requirements of paleontological resources. Cameco employs a number of
geologists who would best be utilized for identifying any such resources.

Cameco does not feel it is necessary to train all personnel about the types of fossils they could
encounter. Rather, Cameco would propose to train the on-site geologists and project managers
on the types of fossils that could be encountered within the Gas Hills Permit boundary during
mine facility construction. A Standard Operating Procedure would be put into place to cover the
specific handling and requirements of paleontological resources. Cameco employs a number of
geologists who would best be utilized for identifying any such resources.
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PAL-1: Construction-and-drillingpersonnel Cameco’s onsite geologists and

project managers would be instructed about the types of fossils they could
encounter and the steps to follow if fossils were uncovered during mine facility
construction. Instructions would stress the nonrenewable nature of
paleontological resources and that collection or excavation of fossil materials
from federal land without a federal permit is illegal.

b. PAL-2

Cameco completed a Paleontological Resource Survey through contract with Arcadis U.S., Inc.
for the Gas Hills Uranium Project. Paleontological surveys were conducted from July 11, 2011
through August 4, 2011. The investigation was carried out in accordance with policies and
regulations implemented by the Paleontological Resources Preservation Act, the National
Environmental Policy Act, and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. The resource
survey was completed to locate, identify, document, and mitigate potential impacts to
paleontological resources that could be affected through construction and development activities.

During the survey 25 new fossil locations were discovered and three locations were identified as
previously recorded. Of these 28 identified locations, very few would be adversely affected by
the Project. Based on the findings of the Survey, Cameco believes that each location should be
addressed on a case-by-case basis.

Cameco is committed to stopping work immediately if fossils are uncovered during construction
or mud pit excavation. (This is a standard practice at all of Cameco’s mining sites.) The
findings would be assessed by the onsite geologist. If the findings are determined to be
significant, mitigation methods would be commenced. Mitigation could include consultation
with a certified paleontologist, additional field surveys and possible salvage of any
paleontological resources. A Standard Operating Procedure would be put into place to cover the
specific handling and requirements of paleontological resources.

For the reasons outlined above, Cameco recommends the following changes to mitigation
measure PAL-2:

PAL-2: If suspected fossil materials were uncovered during construction or mud
pit excavation, work would stop immediately and the findings would be evaluated
by an onsite geologist to determine their significance. If the findings were
determined to be significant, to-allew-the-AO-to-assess-the-situation-and
determine-if-additional mitigation measures would be undertaken-befere-further
construction-or-operations-could-continue. Mitigation could include consultation
with a certified paleontologist, additional field surveys and possible salvage of
any paleontological resources. A standard operating procedure would be put into
place to cover the specific handling and requirements of paleontological
resources.

c. PAL-3

In areas identified in the Paleontological Resource Survey, Cameco would commit to mitigation
methods if avoidance is not possible. Mitigation could include consultation with a certified

16|Page



Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Gas Hills In-Situ Recovery Uranium Project
January 30, 2013

paleontologist, monitoring during ground disturbing operations, and salvage of any
paleontological resources. Cameco will work directly with BLM to create a monitoring plan for
identified areas. A notice will be given to BLM at least 30 days prior to beginning activity within
these known areas so that Cameco and BLM can work together to mitigate possible disturbance.

In areas that have not been identified in the Paleontological Resource Survey, Cameco staff will
be advised to spot check excavated material for bedrock disturbance. Cameco has a standard
policy that if any cultural resources, fossils or remains are found during the excavation process
that work would immediately cease at that location and the proper personnel would be notified.
This language will be added to a Standard Operating Procedure for inclusion. If the findings are
determined to be significant, mitigation methods would be commenced. Mitigation could include
consultation with a certified paleontologist, additional field surveys and possible salvage of any
paleontological resources.

Accordingly, Cameco proposes the following changes to mitigation measure PAL-3:

PAL-3: During construction and installation of wellfields and related facilities in
areas that have not been identified in the Paleontological Resource Survey, spot
checks of spoil piles would be conducted by a-qualified-paleontological-resources
monitor Cameco employees. Spot check inspection would involve visually
examining any excavated material for bedrock disturbed during excavation.
Where bedrock was identified, it would be visually inspected for fossils of any
kind. Where no bedrock was identified, no additional inspection would be
recommended. If spot checking indicated the presence of important fossils,
mitigation methods would be commenced. Mitigation could include consultation
with a certified paleontologist, additional field surveys and possible salvage of

anv paleontoloqmal resources. a%m%amtﬂmsamp#eeﬁheseies&%wemd-be

d. PAL-4

Cameco agrees that removal of any specimens would not occur without the permission of the
landowner, where applicable. According to the Guidelines for Assessment and Mitigation of
Potential Impacts to Paleontological Resources (United States Department of the Interior, 2008),
Cameco has already assessed the possible effects to significant paleontological resources for
direct and indirect effects. Under the guidelines, Cameco has completed field surveys and
potential fossil yield classification (PFYC) as requested. Cameco is aware of the potential for
finding fossil remains during excavation of certain areas within the Gas Hills Project Area, and
agrees to monitor those locations if avoidance is not possible. As already noted, Cameco has a
standard policy that if any cultural resources, fossils or remains are found during the excavation
process, that work would immediately cease at that location and the proper personnel would be
notified. This language will be added to a Standard Operating Procedure for inclusion. If the
findings are determined to be significant, mitigation methods would be commenced. Mitigation
could include consultation with a certified paleontologist, additional field surveys and possible
salvage of any paleontological resources.
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If salvage is determined to be necessary it is Cameco’s understanding according to the
Guidelines presented by the BLM that Cameco’s responsibility ends after salvage is completed:

By regulation, after a 3809 plan of operations is approved or where there is no
plan, the BLM is responsible for the cost of any investigation and recovery of
fossil materials. (United States Department of the Interior, 2008)

Cameco agrees to salvage of any finds that may be recovered during Cameco’s disturbance if
avoidance is not possible. After removal of the find it would be handed over to the BLM, or a
museum of their choice to be curated. Cameco will not be responsible for specimens to be
prepared to the point of identification, identified, and catalogued into the permanent collections
of an established institution.

Based on the above, Cameco proposes the following changes to mitigation measure PAL-4:

PAL4: Fossil specimens recovered on BLM lands during monitoring or spot
inspections considered of scientific value would be curated into the collections of
a museum repository acceptable to the BLM. Cameco agrees to salvage finds
that may be recovered during Cameco’s disturbance if avoidance is not possible.
After removal of the find it would be handed over to the BLM, or a museum of
their choice to be curated. Cameco will not be responsible for specimens to be
prepared to the point of identification, identified, and catalogued into the
permanent CoIIectlons of an establlshed mstltutlon Specimens-would-be

permanenfeeeueehenseﬁanestablﬁhed—msmuﬁee Spemmens would not be

taken from prlvate properties except upon perm|SS|on of the Iandowner Adinal

Cameco does not propose any changes to mitigation measure PAL-5.
9. Public Health and Safety

Cameco does not propose any changes to mitigation measure HAZ-1.
10. Soils (Construction)

As stated in GEO-1 Cameco has no plans to implement any major construction on slopes greater
than 25%, although it is possible that well installation could occur in areas where there are slopes
at this grade. Cameco is diligent in their reclamation practices which have been shown in the Gas
Hills Project Area and our other operating sites. Further, as stated in Cameco’s operation plan,
Section 3.1.1, Topsoil Management, Cameco has committed to the following for surface
reclamation at a slope greater than 25%:

Areas with slopes greater than 25% will be mulched with straw mulch crimped at
a rate of 2 tons per acre or planted with a temporary cover crop as soon as
possible to assist in preventing erosion. Geotextile “mulched matting” and select
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erosion control products will be utilized on areas where erosion control and
vegetation establishment is particularly difficult. Best Management Practices will
be utilized to control sediment loss from stripped and or recently topsoiled and
seeded areas.

Cameco accordingly proposes the following changes to mitigation measure SOL-1:

SOL-1: As indicated in mitigation measure GEO-1, Cameco has no plans to
implement any major construction on slopes greater than 25%; however, well
installation could occur in areas where there are slopes at this grade. Areas with
slopes greater than 25% will be mulched with straw mulch crimped at a rate of 2
tons per acre or planted with a temporary cover crop as soon as possible to
assist in preventing erosion. Geotextile “mulched matting” and select erosion
control products will be utilized on areas where erosion control and vegetation
establishment is particularly difficult. Best Management Practices will be utilized
to control sediment loss from stripped and or recently topsoiled and seeded

11. Soils (Operation)

The monitoring and maintenance of two-track roads used for Project activities will be consistent
with Section 3.7 in the Operations Plan of the WDEQ-LQD permit. An example of a
maintenance activity for a two-track road in the Operations Plan is as follows: “Mud holes and
washouts that may develop in any road, including non-constructed two-track well field roads,
will be repaired in a timely manner to prevent topsoil resource damage resulting from vehicles
being driven around these damage features onto adjacent land surfaces.”

The operations plan indicates all surface disturbances will be reclaimed in accordance with the
WDEQ-LQD approved Reclamation Plan (Section 3.5.1). Cameco recommends modifying
mitigation measure SOL-3 to include the processes of scarifying and disking, in order to increase
the flexibility when dealing with compacted soil. The increased amount of available options will
aid in achieving successful reclamation.

The specific changes that Cameco recommends appear below:

SOL-2: The monitoring and maintenance of two-track roads used for Project
activities will be consistent with Section 3.7 in the Operations Plan of the
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality permit. Mud holes and washouts
that may develop in any road, including non-constructed two-track well field
roads, will be repaired in a timely manner to prevent topsoil resource damage
resulting from vehicles being driven around these damage features onto adjacent
land surfaces. In the event of inclement weather conditions which would cause
poor road conditions, unnecessary travel on the two-tracks will be prevented in
order to avoid any potential negative impacts to soils. Fwe-trackroads-used-for
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SOL-3: During interim and final reclamation, compacted areas (typically any area
that received repeated traffic or 3 or more passes by heavy equipment) would be
decompacted, to the depth of compaction, by subsoiling (method for deep
decompaction of soils, using a subsoiler, that does not result in soil mixing), er
ripping to the depth of compaction, scarifying, or disking. This would help prepare
the seed bed, encourage infiltration and help to prevent accelerated runoff and
erosion. Scarification would only be used on shallow soils. This mitigation
measure also would apply to decommissioning activities.

12. Soils (Decommissioning)

As stated in multiple responses throughout these comments, Cameco has already committed to
monitoring soils, vegetation, and weeds. Cameco submits an annual report as required by
Wyoming Environmental Quality Act, W.S. 35-11-411. This report is submitted to the
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality Land Quality Division on or before August 7 of
each year. Under the requirements of the Wyoming Environmental Quality Act, Cameco’s
annual report discusses all activity that has occurred throughout the year and all anticipated
activity. This report is copied to BLM as a courtesy.

Allowing Cameco to meet its obligations to BLM through the existing reporting obligations will
increase efficiency, eliminate unnecessary duplication, and is consistent with Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU), No. WY 19 between BLM and the Wyoming Department of
Environmental Quality Land Quality Division for the management of Surface Mining and
Exploration for Locatable Minerals. MOU No. WY 19 provides that the purpose of the MOU is
to:

1. Foster Federal-State coordination of procedures for the prevention of
unnecessary or undue degradation as defined in 43 CFR (Code of Federal
Regulations) 3809.5 with respect to locatable mineral operations on Public
lands and to foster responsible land use with respect to mineral operations on
Public lands under existing laws and regulations;

2. Prevent unnecessary administrative delay pursuant to 43 CFR 3809.200;

3. Prevent, to the degree allowed by law, duplication of administration and
enforcement of reclamation regulations governing the exploration for, or
mining of, minerals locatable under the Federal mining laws described in 43
CFR 3809; and

4. Minimize impacts to and ensure proper reclamation of those lands affected by
exploration and/or mining.

20|Page



Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Gas Hills In-Situ Recovery Uranium Project
January 30, 2013

Requiring Cameco to submit a separate report to BLM, rather than using the existing state-
mandated report would be inconsistent with these goals and would result in an unnecessary
duplication of efforts and potential for delays.

Therefore, Cameco recommends the following changes to mitigation measure SOL-4:

SOL-4: Cameco would submit its annual report as required by the Wyoming

Environmental Quality Act, which covers momtorlnq of soils, vegetation, and
weeds to BLM each year. : .

0 Mulchina/fertilizati | tural cos.
13. Vegetation

Cameco agrees with proposed mitigation measures VEG-1 and VEG-2, so long as the seed mix
goes through the proper channels of approval as an alternative to the currently approved seed
mix.

14. Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species

Section 3.1.9 of Cameco’s Operations Plan states that “during operations and following surface
reclamation, noxious weeds will be controlled by annual spraying, on an as needed basis. This
procedure will continue until final bond release is obtained Noxious Weed Control will be
performed only by individuals that have appropriate state and BLM pesticide certifications.” As
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stated in Section 2.3.8 of the DEIS, Cameco has committed to several post-operational
vegetation monitoring steps and will be assessed by the State of Wyoming in concurrence with
BLM prior to bond release.

According to the vegetation studies that were completed as a requirement for Cameco’s Permit to
Mine application, very few noxious weeds were identified in the Gas Hills Project Area.

Cameco has committed to controlling and minimizing the introduction of noxious weeds into the
re-vegetated areas for at least five years after the initial seeding has occurred. By continuous
monitoring of the reclamation efforts, Cameco would be able to control any possibility of
noxious weed occurrence. If noxious weeds are identified, Cameco would notify the proper
individuals to perform noxious weed control. Cameco believes that prevention, early detection,
and rapid response are crucial in dealing with the spread of invasive species.

Cameco does not believe that it is reasonable to require the washing of all vehicles that enter or
leave the Gas Hills Project Area. According to an article Cooperative Prevention Systems to
Protect Rangelands from the Spread of Invasive Plants written by Kim Goodwin and others, a
study to understand the importance of private vehicles as vectors of weed dispersal found that
while an average of three seeds per vehicle were carried, “most seeds that dislodge will fail to
establish.” Moreover, the study concluded that “cleaning vehicles by normal car washing
procedures—or at portable wash stations that can be economically expensive—might not entirely
remove all the mud, debris, and seeds.” (Kim Goodwin, 2012)

Cameco is committed to controlling and minimizing the introduction of noxious weeds including
cheatgrass from invading the Gas Hills Project Area. Control measures for monitoring invasive
species have been incorporated into Cameco’s Operating Plan and Plan of Operations as required
by the State of Wyoming and BLM.

For the reasons articulated above, Cameco recommends the following changes to mitigation
measure NOX-1, and the complete deletion of mitigation measure NOX-2:

for noxious weeds. During operations and following surface reclamation, noxious

weeds will be controlled by annual spraying, on an as needed basis. This
procedure will continue until final bond release is obtained Noxious Weed Control
will be performed only by individuals that have appropriate state and BLM
pesticide certifications.
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15. Special Status Plant Species

In 2010, surveys were conducted for persistent sepal yellowcress by Hayden-Wing Associates
(HWA). No populations of persistent sepal yellow cress were found in the permit area and
according to the Wyoming Natural Diversity Database, there is no known population of
persistent sepal yellowcress within 40 miles of the Gas Hills Project Area. Based on the 2010
survey and the fact that the permit area does not contain suitable habitat, additional surveys are
not warranted for persistent sepal yellowcress.

In 2010 HWA performed surveys for Rocky Mountain twinpod within the gas Hills permit area.
No populations were found within the permit area, although portions on the Beaver Rim’s north
slope does contain adequate habitat due to its elevation, clay and gravelly soils, and relatively
sparsely vegetated slopes. Positive habitat indicators include open silt-clay soils on or near
outcrops or ridges with 25-50 degree slopes. Due to the rough terrain and location of potential
habitat, Cameco believes that additional surveys are not warranted because Cameco will not be
disturbing these areas, which occur on the steep slopes of the Beaver Rim.

Cedar Rim Thistle surveys will be conducted 1 year prior to development of each mine unit and
associated access roads within the modeled habitat boundary.

Accordingly, Cameco proposes the following minor changes to mitigation measure SSP-1:

SSP-1: Perform pre constructlon surveys for pepssteni—sepal—yeuewepese Cedar
Rim thistle

year prior to development of each mine unit and assomated access roads W|th|n
the modeled habltat boundary Locatlons of any populations or |nd|V|duaIs of

|dent|f|ed during pre constructlon surveys wouId temporarlly be flagged during
construction. Surface disturbance would not occur within 100 feet of any
identified individuals or populations.

16. Visual Resources
Cameco does not propose any changes to mitigation measure VRM-1.
17. Surface Water Resources

The currently approved Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the WDEQ-LQD fluid spill
detection practice includes a catchment basin with a conductivity probe or level transducer for
each injection and production well connected to a header house Project Logic Control (PLC).

All injection and production wells will be equipped with a fiberglass, or other comparable
material, basin over which the insulated well head cover is placed. The basin will contain spilled
or leaked fluids that are detected by a fluid level transducer, or equivalent, located approximately
2” off the bottom of the basin and secured to the well head. The indicator line will be installed in
the same trench as the 2-3” fluid pipeline and electrical cable connecting the injection or
production wells to the appropriate header house. In the event fluids are detected in the basin a
trip alarm would be activate in a header house and documented in the PLC with the well
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number(s) of concern. A colored beacon would be activated on the roof of the header house
indicating a problem for Well Field Operator to investigate. The source of the alarm would be
shut-in and investigated for corrective actions prior to re-start.

All header houses would be similarly equipped with leak detection located in the basement sump
and alarms fed to the PLC. The sump pump would activate at a pre-determined fluid level and
evacuate fluids to the appropriate satellite. A colored beacon would be activated on the roof of
the header house indicating a problem for Well Field Operator to investigate.

In both of the above cases the source of the leak would be determined and corrected prior to re-
starting of the well or header house. The evolution of the leak detection equipment has occurred
over the past four years and is expected to continue with technological/materials advancements.

Consequently, Cameco recommends the following changes to mitigation measure SWR-1:

SWR-1: Cameco will continue to work with the Nuclear Regulatory Commission
and Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality to apply spill leak/detector
monitoring devices that are acceptable to both agencies. The present accepted
NRC and WDEQ-LQD fluid spill detection practice includes a catchment basin
with a conductivity probe or level transducer for each injection and production

WeII connected to a header house PLC Weeld—sebmﬂ—deta#&ef—theprepesed

18. Groundwater Resources

Cameco believes that BLM has no authority to request mitigation measure GWR-1 because
groundwater is managed through the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality Land
Quality Division. The Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality Land Quality Division
administers the EPA underground injection control program and regulates the mining activities
of the Gas Hills Project Area. A cumulative impacts study was required by the Wyoming
Department of Environmental Quality and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission during the
permitting process and the license renewal for the Gas Hills Mine. Additionally, the State
Engineers Office is in charge of the appropriation of groundwater in the State of Wyoming and is
in charge of determining an encroachment on water rights.

Mitigation measure GWR-1 should therefore be removed from the EIS.
19. Wild Horses

Cameco does not object to mitigation measure WHS-1, but believes that a posted sign addressing
wildlife and livestock would be more comprehensive:

WHS-1: Signage would be posted in the GHPA to notify Project personnel that
wildlife and livestock wild-herses may be encountered along the road.
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20. Special Status Wildlife Species

The DEIS contains multiple mitigation measures directed at the protection of special status
wildlife species, each of which is addressed in turn below.

20.8 WEM-1

The Gas Hills Project Area is located primarily outside of sage-grouse core area. Approximately
40 acres of the permit area does fall within core area. There is no planned activity within the
portion of the permit area that falls within core area. Cameco will follow and abide by the Sage-
grouse Executive Order (SGEQ) and address each instance on a case -by -case basis as the
project area is located outside of core area. Cameco will work with the WGFD as the lead agency
when dealing with sage-grouse issues, as they have the management authority over greater sage-
grouse (SGEO 2011-5). Cameco will also work collaboratively with USFWS and BLM to ensure
a uniform and consistent application of the SGEO is followed.

Cameco does not feel that the protection measures for breeding migratory birds are warranted.
Most of the disturbance would begin before the migratory bird breeding time frame. With the
ongoing activity continuing into the breeding bird timeframe, species whose habitat would be
affected would relocate to adjacent, undisturbed areas and likely return to their previously
occupied habitats after construction ended and suitable habitats were re-established. Birds are
mobile and would likely disperse into adjacent areas with an abundance of similar habitat. In
general, because only a small percentage of the total Permit Area would be disturbed, migratory
bird species are expected to disperse as construction activities continue and approach,
minimizing the occurrence of direct mortality. Direct mortality is not expected to have a
population-level effect.

Cameco’s proposed changes to mitigation measure WFM-2 appear below:

WFM-1: Cameco will follow and abide by the Sage-grouse Executive Order
(SGEO). Cameco will work with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department as the
lead agency when dealing with sage-grouse issues, as they have the
management authority over greater sage-grouse. Cameco will also work
collaboratively with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and BLM to ensure a uniform

and ConS|stent appllcatlon of the SGEO is foIIowed Ie—p#eteet—b#eedmg

209 WEM-2

Cameco commits to conducting annual surveys in suitable habitat to identify active raptor
nesting sites prior to construction and to avoid beginning construction in active raptor nest sites

25|Page



Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Gas Hills In-Situ Recovery Uranium Project
January 30, 2013

by implementing seasonal protection buffers zones. It is requested that Cameco be allowed to
follow the species specific buffer zones already recommended by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
for raptor nests, as they are the lead contact and regulator of raptor protection. It has been
discussed with BLM that depending on the species, mitigation for the nest might be possible by
limiting site activity to certain times of day, limiting daily activity duration, limiting noise levels,
working in areas not visible from the nest, etc. and will be decided on a case-by case basis
alongside BLM.

WFM-2: To protect breeding raptor species, Cameco commits to conducting
annual surveys in suitable habitat to identify active raptor nesting sites prior to
construction and to avoid beginning construction in active raptor nest sites by

|mplement|nq seasonal protectlon buffers zones. Gameem#e&l@a@d—a#eﬁsmg

a number of variables (e.g., nest location, species' sensitivity, breeding,
phenology, topographical shielding) would determine the level of impact to a
breeding pair, appropriate protection measures, such as seasonal constraints
and establishment of buffer areas, would be implemented at active nest sites on
a species-specific and site-specific basis, in coordination with the jurisdictional
agencies (e.g., BLM or USFWS).

20.10 WEM-3

Section 3.5.9 of Cameco’s Operating Plan (Lidstone and Associates, Inc., 2009-2011) discusses
the estimated quality of the evaporation pond water in detail. The Storage Ponds would contain
produced groundwater and process waters with a near neutral pH and no petroleum-based
products would be sent to the Storage Ponds. It is anticipated that the ponds will not attract long
term residence of water fowl because they will not contain any food source or shoreline
vegetation for hiding or nesting. The amount of freeboard, and water depth maintained for the
Storage Ponds should make it difficult for land birds (such as Greater sage-grouse), passerine
birds, and wading birds (such as herons) to drink from the Storage Ponds. The location of the
Storage Ponds, and associated human activity (including daily checks of the Storage Ponds), is
anticipated to reduce the attractiveness of the Storage Ponds to wildlife. Due to implementation
of fencing, deterrents, and the control of algae and plankton, the water quality in the Storage
Ponds is not expected to pose a risk to birds. There are more attractive water bodies in the area
that can provide food and hiding/nesting vegetation; these include small stock ponds and
reclaimed open pit mines.

If significant use of the ponds by bird species is noticed, Cameco will consult with the Wyoming
Department of Environmental Quality, BLM, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in developing mitigation action plans for the ponds. Such actions
may include propane cannons, brightly colored pennants and predator silhouettes/decoys. Due to
the size of ponds it would be infeasible and uneconomical to construct netting over the ponds.
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Any wildlife mortality would be reported immediately to BLM and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. However, if mortalities or frequent habitation of the Storage Ponds are noted, Cameco
will work with the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality Land Quality Division, the
BLM, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife to develop additional protective measures to ensure the
protection of birds. The goal of such reporting would be to identify and resolve the problem as
quickly as possible.

For the reasons just discussed, Cameco proposes the following changes to mitigation measure
WFM-3:

WFM-3: To protect bat species and migratory bird species, including raptors and
waterfowl, Cameco will monitor storage ponds to ensure ponds are not used by
bird species. If significant use is observed, Cameco will consult with the
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality, BLM, the Wyoming Game and
Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in developing mitigation
action plans for the ponds. Such actions may include propane cannons, brightly
coIored pennants and predator sﬂhouettes/decovs weulrd—msta#b#d—exelesren

20.11 WEM-4

Cameco does not propose any changes to mitigation measure WFM-4.
20.12 SSS-1

Cameco does not propose any changes to mitigation measure SSS-1.
20.13 SSS-2

Cameco does not propose any changes to mitigation measure SSS-2.
20.14 SSS-3

Mountain plover occupancy surveys are being conducted as required under Cameco’s current
Gas Hills Wildlife Monitoring Plan in designated potential habitat. Cameco will follow the
requirements of the Gas Hills Wildlife Monitoring Plan which will be updated as needed.
Cameco proposed the following changes to SSS-3. Cameco accordingly proposed the following
changes to mitigation measure SSS-3:

SSS-3: Cameco will follow the requirements of the Gas Hills Wildlife Monitoring

Plan whlch WI|| be updated as needed Ie—p#eteet—nestmg—meuntam—ple\%,—nest

Additional Comments
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During review of the DEIS, Cameco identified several additional comments that Cameco would
like addressed.

1. Chapter 2 (2-29) - 2.3.8 Existing Monitoring Plans: The DEIS states that the “current
drinking water supply well for the Carol Shop facility would be plugged and abandoned due to
high radium concentrations. Cameco intends to drill a new supply well for the Carol Shop
facility under a separately permitted action, and as permitted by the Wyoming State Engineer’s
Office. Currently, Cameco anticipates the water would come from formations below the Wind
River Formation, either from the Nugget Sandstone formation, or from a formation within the
Chugwater group. Monitoring of the new well would follow the requirements of the permit and
the U.S. NRC license stated for the existing drinking water supply well.”

Cameco believes that the Carol Shop well was never used as a drinking water supply well but as
an industrial water supply well. It was mainly used to clean the Carol shop pad and trucks and
feed the commaodity. A chemical analysis of this well water does not show high radium
concentration (4.4 pico Curie/l max). If more commercial fresh water is needed during the life of
the project Cameco will drill a supply water well and will permit this new well with the adequate
State Agency. Cameco does not intend to drill any drinking water supply well. Potable water will
be brought in.

2. Table 3.3-1: the Cody shale is identified as being part of the stratigraphic column in the
GHPA.

The Cody shale does exist in the Wind River Basin, but there is no indication that it exists within
the GHPA. The two deep disposal wells that were drilled within the permit boundary did not
intersect the Cody shale.

3. Section 2.3.2.1: The second paragraph of this section has a sentence that says, “The drilling
mud pits would be fenced until the contained fluid has been removed or has evaporated and the
pits have been reclaimed.”

Please substitute “backfilled” for” reclaimed” in that sentence; because once the subsoil is
pushed back into the pit, the fence is removed. “Reclaimed” implies that the pit has been graded
and seeded, which will not be the case when the fence is taken down.

4. Section 2.3.2.2: The last paragraph talks about the approximate spacing of the monitor ring
wells. They are assuming a distance of 400 feet from the patterns and having a spacing of 400
feet.

Cameco believes that the language needs to be consistent with what is currently stated in the Ops
Plan: “The location and spacing of these wells will typically be determined by hydrologic
modeling and delineation drilling data.” Assumptions for distance cannot be made, because each
mine unit will have different hydrologic properties and potentially different values for the
spacing of monitor wells.
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5. Section 2.3.9: Similar to comments made for Section 2.3.2.1, the first bullet needs to be
modified to say that the pits will be “backfilled” and not “reclaimed” when the fencing will be
removed.

6. Section 4.1.5 Water Resources: Figure 4.15-3: This figure sources Cameco 2009, Figure
OP5-5. This is an incorrect representation of the figure which has been modified from the
original.

7. Page 2-40/Reduced Number of Evaporation Ponds: Cameco would like BLM to clarify
Section 2.4.5, second paragraph:

If Cameco is able to dispose of sufficient water without construction of any 1 of
the test wells or disposal wells, the amount of disturbance avoided (approximately
2.0 acres per well) would be credited to Cameco and available for other
disturbance . . . .

8. Table 5-1: The CISAs are of inconsistent scale and BLM fails to justify their selections. For
example, the soil resource is limited to the GHPA while the livestock and vegetation CISA are
significantly larger, i.e. approximately 14,000 acres. How is this justified? The soils CISA
should be increased to at least a similar scale or perhaps larger to reflect the regional character of
MLRA.

9. Section 5.11 Soils: The section recognizes that soils have been impacted regionally from
wildfire, recreation and grazing, among others, but fails to assess the proposed alternative and
RPA against a reasonably scaled CISA. Instead, the text artificially compares the proposed
project to the RPA without comparing each to the larger regional conditions.

10. Section 3.11 Soils: Understanding the character of the MRLA 34 in this region is critical to
the assessment. Overall soil types and the presence of disturbance on a regional scale must be
added to the assessment. Comparing alternatives to each other within the GHPA fails to assess
the GHPA in the context of regional conditions.

11. Section 3.13 Vegetation: The study area is artificially limited to the GHPA. The analysis
recognizes the livestock grazing as a principal land use but fails to assess its impacts on
vegetation on either a regional or GHPA-specific basis. Regional data are not provided.

12. Section 3.13.2: Similarly, the study area for noxious weeds is artificially limited. Data as to
the pervasiveness of noxious weeds is not provided for areas within the GHPA or on a regional
basis. These data are necessary to evaluate project impacts, compare the project to the RPA, and
to assess cumulative impacts.

13. Section 5.13: The section fails to assess the proposed alternative and RPA against a
reasonably scaled CISA. Instead, the text artificially compares the proposed project to the RPA
without comparing each to the larger regional conditions.
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14. Section 5.13.1: The Section fails to include NOX- 1, and fails to assess whether NOX-1 will
provide actual benefits in light of grazing as the principal regional land use. Further, no regional
data is presented to justify imposition of this costly and time consuming mitigation measure.

Air Quality Section Comments

The following points address comments on the DEIS regarding estimates of fugitive dust
emissions and associated impacts from general construction activities. Each comment is
reproduced below, followed by a related response.

1. Appendix E of the Draft EIS cites the method for estimating non-traffic-related fugitive dust.
Section 4.1 of Appendix E states, “A generally accepted method of estimating fugitive dust
emissions is to use a typical construction project. The average daily fugitive dust emissions
for a typical construction project are estimated to be 1.2 tons PM10 per acre per month for
construction activities (USEPA 1985).” Several issues are raised by this statement.

e First, the citation is incorrect; this method comes from a 1995 EPA document
incorporated into AP-42, Section 13.2.3.3.

e Second and more importantly, had this method been applied correctly, the maximum
annual PM10 emissions would be far greater than 9.0 tons per year (tpy) as listed in
Appendix E, Table 3-2. To illustrate, the project schedule in Figure 2-3, Section 2 of
the Draft EIS, and the acreages listed in Table 2-1, Section 2 of the Draft EIS imply
that total construction disturbance in the summer of year 3 is 521 acres. If
construction only occurred during June and July, total PM10 emissions would be 521
acres X 2 months X 1.2 tons/acre/month = 1,250 tons for the year — far from the 9.0
tpy represented in the document.

The cited method for estimating fugitive dust emissions from a typical construction project
comes from Section 13.2.3.3 of EPA’s AP-42, Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors,
Volume I, Fifth Edition (January 1995). This section of AP-42 also states, “It is strongly
recommended that when emissions are to be estimated for a particular construction site, the
construction process be broken down into component operations.” This method, correctly
applied, would lead to unreasonably high emission totals for the proposed action,
notwithstanding the understatement of such emissions in the DEIS. Therefore, in accordance
with EPA’s recommendation, estimated fugitive PM10 emissions from construction activities for
the proposed action have been revised and summarized in Table 1 below. To arrive at total
fugitive dust emissions, Table 1 also summarizes fugitive dust emissions from wind erosion and
from transportation over the primary, on-site access road. Total fugitive PM10 emissions of 131
tons per year (tpy) are consistent with other ISR projects of similar scale (e.g. Uranerz, Nichols
Ranch ISR Project, 136 tpy).
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Tablel
PM,
Fugitive Source Type tpy
Construction Equipment 47.87
Wind Erosion 42.01
Mine Access Road Traffic 41.29
TOTAL FUGITIVE PMy, 131.18

Supporting detail for Table 1 is provided in the tables and accompanying citations at the end of
this section.

Table 2 below estimates fugitive PM10 emissions from significant construction equipment,
including mobile equipment, backhoes and drill rigs. Equipment fleet sizes and duty cycles are
taken from the DEIS. A control efficiency of 50% is assumed for traffic on primary and
secondary roads, consistent with the DEIS and standard practice for unpaved roads with periodic
water spray application. Non-travel-related emissions apply to near-stationary construction
activities (i.e. loading, dumping, drilling, etc.). In those cases where emission factors are
provided for total suspended particulates (TSP), PM10 was assumed to be 30% of TSP. This
conversion factor has been approved by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality for
surface mining applications. The result is nearly 48 tons of PM10 emissions in the worst-case
year.

Table 3 estimates fugitive PM10 emissions from heavy truck and passenger vehicle traffic
accessing the site during a peak year when both the construction and operation phases are
ongoing. The maximum number of vehicles is taken from the DEIS. A control efficiency of 50%
is assumed for traffic on primary and secondary roads, consistent with the DEIS and standard
practice for unpaved roads with periodic water spray application. This results in just over 41 tons
of PM10 emissions in the worst-case year.

Table 4 estimates fugitive PM10 emissions from wind erosion on disturbed areas. Since AP-42
provides the emission factor for wind erosion in terms of total suspended particulates (TSP),
PM10 was again assumed to be 30% of TSP. The total disturbed area from mine unit
construction was calculated based on the mine unit acreage provided in the DEIS and an
assumed average of 3 years to develop each mine unit. Table 2-1 of the DEIS shows a maximum
total disturbed area of 1,178 acres. Figure 2-3 of the DEIS shows construction activities
extending over approximately 15 years. Assuming a uniform rate of mine-unit advancement and
next-year surface reclamation (as discussed in the DEIS), this yields 78.53 acres disturbed in a
given year. Conservatively, all 290 acres of disturbance from infrastructure development (e.g.
roads, pipeline corridors, water diversion and containment structures, etc.) would also be
exposed to wind erosion. This leads to a total exposed area of nearly 370 acres, resulting in 42
tons of PM10 emissions in the worst-case year.

2. Appendix E, Table 3-1 shows a PM10 emission rate of 1.82E-11 g/sec/m2. Even if the 9.0
tpy of PM10 emissions in Table 3-2 were correct, this equates to a much higher emission rate
intensity. For example, spreading 9.0 tpy uniformly over 521 acres would yield an average
emission rate of 1.23E-07 g/sec/m2 — nearly four orders of magnitude higher. Since this
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emission rate is input to the SCREEN3 model to predict impacts, those impacts would be
artificially low. This may explain the predicted, highest 24-hour impact (0.8 ug/m3 in Table
4-2 of Appendix E). This error further compounds the understatement of emissions from
general construction activities. An experienced modeler would expect predicted 24-hour
PM10 impacts from construction activities to be much higher than 0.8 pg/m3 at model
receptors placed along the project boundary.

Table 3-1 of Appendix E is in error, as evidenced by the appearance of identical emission rates
for all four scenarios listed in the table. This number is a misprint and does not reflect the
emission rates used in modeling.

The comment also references a maximum 24-hour PM10 impact from construction-related
fugitive dust, of 0.8 pg/m3 (Table 4-2 of Appendix E). This number is in error, based on the
understatement of construction emissions addressed in the response to Comment #1 above. The
corrected emissions of 47.87 tpy (see Table 2 below) would logically lead to a higher
contribution from construction activities to the maximum 24-hour PM10 impact predicted by the
SCREEN3 model. Without re-running the model, the following procedure is used to infer this
level of increase and to revise the total 24-hour impact:

(1) Table 4.1-6 of the DEIS shows a maximum modeled 24-hour impact from roads, of
39.9 pg/ma3. Since this impact applies to all project phases, it can be said to result
from the 41.29 tpy of transportation-related fugitive PM10 emissions calculated in
Table 3 below.

(2) The revised, construction-related fugitive PM10 emissions of 47.87 tpy (Table 2
below) can be inferred to have an impact similar in proportion to the transportation
impact, resulting in a contribution of 39.9 X 47.87/41.29 = 46.3 pg/m3. This is
conservative since emissions from construction activities would tend to be more
dispersed than emissions from a single access road, and would therefore have less
impact on any given model receptor.

(3) The fugitive PM10 emissions from wind erosion of 42.01 tpy (Table 4 below) can
likewise be inferred to have a proportionate impact, resulting in a contribution of 39.9
X 42.01/41.29 = 40.6 pg/m3. This is extremely conservative since the transportation
emissions would be concentrated along roadways (and therefore near model
receptors), whereas wind erosion emissions would be distributed over a much larger
area and would therefore have less impact on any given model receptor.

(4) Adding impacts from transportation, construction and wind erosion to a background
of 10.2 pg/m3 results in a total of 39.9 + 46.3 + 40.6 + 10.2 = 137.0 ug/m3. This is
lower than the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) of 150 pg/m3.
Since the above method of inferring modeled outcomes is conservative, and since the
SCREEN3 model itself is conservative, the conclusion that the proposed action will
comply with the NAAQS appears reasonable.

3. Afootnote to Table 4-3 in Appendix E states, “Emission estimates do not include commuter
vehicle emissions.” In most ISR projects, commuter traffic constitutes the single largest
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source of fugitive dust from unpaved roads. This component should be included in the
analysis to make the results more representative.

Table 4-3 applies only to emissions from fuel combustion, not to fugitive dust emissions.
Particulate emissions from mobile engine exhaust typically constitute a small fraction of the
accompanying fugitive dust emissions. Moreover, gasoline-powered commuter vehicle engines
generate far less particulate emissions than larger diesel trucks (which are accounted for in Table
4-3). Therefore, the exclusion of commuter vehicles from this table is inconsequential to the
overall project impacts on air particulate concentrations.

4. Appendix E appears to be internally inconsistent. Table 4-5 of Appendix E summarizes total
project emissions for all criteria pollutants. It shows estimated annual PM emissions of 9.0
tpy. This is the same figure presented for PM10 in Table 3-2 of Appendix E, which does not
include engine combustion or road dust contributions. Appendix E, Table 3-5 shows total
engine PM emissions of 15 tpy. Road dust emission totals are not listed; the document only
shows the formulas used to obtain these totals and their modeled impacts on ambient PM10
concentrations. Logically, however, the total PM10 emissions can be no less than 24 tpy.

These inconsistencies are addressed in the response to Comment 1 above. The conflicting
information is resolved by the revised PM10 emission totals shown in Table 1 above and
supported in Tables 2, 3 and 4 below.
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Table 2 — Construction Equipment Fugitive PM;, Emissions Estimate

Travel | Non-
Travel Vehicle PM,, | Travel
Hours [Number Miles tons PMy,
Equipment Weight| Silt per of |Speed| per | Control | per [tons per Total PMg
Item (tons) | (%) |k|a| b | Year |Vehicles|(mph)| Year |Efficiency| year | year |peryear
Scraper 59 5.1 |1.5/0.9]0.45| 466 2 10 | 9,316 | 50% 6.18 2.03 8.21
Truck-Mounted
Drill Rig 20 5.1 |1.5/0.9/0.45| 8.69 14 5 608 0% 0.50 0.40 0.89
Water Truck 10 5.1 |1.5|0.9|0.45| 1000 4 10 (40,000 50% 11.94 0.00 11.94
Grader 18 5.1 |1.5/0.9/0.45| 520 1 10 | 5,200 50% 2.02 0.00 2.02
Light Duty
Trucks 2 5.1 |1.5|0.9/0.45| 400 8 20 |64,000| 50% 9.26 0.00 9.26
Heavy Trucks 20 5.1 |1.5/0.9/0.45] 250 6 15 |22,500| 50% 9.17 0.00 9.17
Pump Pulling
Vehicle 10 5.1 |1.5/0.9/0.45| 400 2 10 | 8,000 | 50% 2.39 0.00 2.39
Backhoe 3 0% 0.00 4.00 4.00
TOTAL
47.87
EMISSIONS ) )
Sources:
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Unpaved Road Emission Factors: AP-42 Table 13.2.2-2
Scraper Dump Emission Factor: AP-42 Table 11.9-4
Backhoe (excavation) Emission Factor: AP-42 Table 11.9-4
Drill Rig Emission Factor: AP-42 Table 11.9-4
Silt Content: DEIS Appendix E, Table 3-3



Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Gas Hills In-Situ Recovery Uranium Project
January 30, 2013

Table 3 — Transportation Equipment Fugitive PM;, Emissions Estimate

Round Vehicle PMy,
Trip Number | Days | Miles tons
Weight | Silt Distance of per per Control per
Vehicle (tons) | (%) | k a b (miles) | Vehicles | Year Year Efficiency | year
Heavy Trucks 24 5.1115|0.9|0.45 8 29 250 58,000 50% | 25.67
Pickups/Cars 2 5115|109 0.45 8 54 250 | 108,000 50% | 15.62
TOTAL EMISSIONS 41.29
Sources:
Unpaved Road Emission Factors: AP-42 Table 13.2.2-2
Silt Content: DEIS Appendix E, Table 3-3
Table 4 — Wind Erosion Fugitive PM;, Emissions Estimate
Acres Tons PM /TSP  Tons
Area Emission Source Exposed TSP/acre/year ratio PM,o/yr
Mine Unit Development 78.53 0.38 0.3 8.95
Infrastructure 290 0.38 0.3 33.06
TOTAL WIND EROSION 42.01
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Source:

Industrial Wind Erosion Emission Factor: AP-42 Table 11.9-4







Appendix 1.1—Recommended Changes to Resource Protection Alternative

Provision of Resource Protection Alternative

Recommendation

Section 2.4.1 Annual Development Planning

Remove from Resource Protection Alternative.

Section 2.4.2 Construction Timing Constraints

Remove from Resource Protection Alternative.

Section 2.4.3 Closed Loop Drilling Systems

Remove from Resource Protection Alternative.

Section 2.4.4 Disturbance Offset for Additional
Satellite Facility

Remove from Resource Protection Alternative

Section 2.4.5 Reduced Number of Evaporation
Ponds

Modify to make clear that deep disposal wells and
a corresponding reduction in the number of
evaporation ponds will only be implemented if
deep disposal wells are determined to be
technically feasible and they meet all applicable
regulatory requirements.

Section 2.4.6 Additional On-Site Processing

Modify to make clear that the decision whether to
conduct additional on-site processing is left to
Cameco, based on economic and technical
considerations and to clarify that additional on-site
processing will have associated impacts.

Section 2.4.7 Enhanced Reclamation Goals and
Timing

Remove from Resource Protection Alternative.

Section 2.4.8 Burial of New Power Lines

Modify to provide for the use of overhead power
lines in the high voltage portion of the system
coupled with use of anti-perching and anti-roosting
devices; distribution power lines in the well fields
would be buried.




Appendix 1.2—Recommended Changes to Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure

Recommendation

CR-1

Modify to recognize Cameco’s experience in educating its
personnel on cultural resource issues.

CR-2 Modify to ensure consistency with Programmatic Agreement.

GEO-1 Replace with recommendations as defined by the United States
Geological Survey.

GRA-1 Modify to clarify that coordination to resolve problems need
only occur when necessary.

GRA-2 Modify to provide additional flexibility for addressing range
improvements.

GRA-3 No changes recommended as long as the recommended
modifications to GRA-1 and GRA-2 are adopted.

PAL-1 Modify to specify Cameco personnel who would receive
training.

PAL-2 Modify to allow for evaluation of findings by onsite geologists
and implementation of appropriate mitigation measures.

PAL-3 Modify to allow spot checks by Cameco employees and
implementation of mitigation measures where spot checking
indicates the presence of important fossils.

PAL-4 Modify to clarify that Cameco’s responsibility for fossils ends
after fossils are removed and handed over to BLM or the
museum of its choice.

PAL-5 No changes recommended.

HAZ-1 No changes recommended.

SOL-1 Replace with mitigation measures for surface reclamation
identified in Cameco’s Operation Plan of the Wyoming
Department of Environmental Quality permit, Section 3.1.1,
Topsoil Management.

SOL-2 Replace with mitigation measures for monitoring and
maintenance of two-track roads in Cameco’s Operations Plan of
the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality permit.

SOL-3 Modify to increase the flexibility in dealing with compacted soil
by including the processes of scarifying and disking.

SOL-4 Replace with obligation for Cameco to submit to BLM its annual
report required by the Wyoming Environmental Quality Act.

VEG-1 No changes recommended.

VEG-2 No changes recommended as long as the seed mix goes through
the proper channels of approval as an alternative to the currently
approved seed mix.

NOX-1 Replace with obligation to comply with Operations Plan

requirements for noxious weeds.




Mitigation Measure

Recommendation

NOX-2

Remove from the final Environmental Impact Statement.

SSP-1 Modify to reflect Hayden-Wind Associates surveys concluding
that no populations of persistent sepal yellowcress or Rocky
Mountain twinpod exist within the Gas Hills Project Area.

VRM-1 No changes recommended.

SWR-1 Replace with obligation to comply with Nuclear Regulatory
Commission and Wyoming Department of Environmental
Quality fluid spill detection requirements.

GWR-1 Remove from the final Environmental Impact Statement.

WHS-1 Modify to address wildlife and livestock in signage.

WFM-1 Replace with obligation to comply with the Sage-grouse
Executive Order.

WFM-2 Replace with obligation that Cameco comply with species
specific buffer zones established by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

WFM-3 Replace with obligation to monitor storage ponds for birds and
to establish appropriate mitigation measures if necessary.

WFM-4 No changes recommended.

SSS-1 No changes recommended.

SSS-2 No changes recommended.

SSS-3 Modify to clarify use of mountain plover occupancy surveys to

identify designated potential habitat.
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