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BACKGROUND | NFORVATI ON

Australian Conservation Foundation and Friends of the Earth
(Fitzroy) have contracted with Paul Robinson, Research Director
Sout hwest Research and Information Center to prepared brief
comments on sel ected aspects of the Heathgate Resources Pty Ltd
(HRPL) Beverley Uranium M ne EIS - Main Report, June 1998 (the
ElIS). These conments are prepared to assist those organi zations
in their review of the proposal at this stage and in their
efforts to provide informati on about the proposal to the public,
including traditional owners or users of the proposed mne in
South Australia. These conments are limted to the brief review
provided in the consulting agreenent with the Australian Non-
Governnental Organi zati ons (NGOs) .

The preparer of these comments, Paul Robinson is an environnental
anal yst with twenty years of experience assessing the environnent
i mpacts of mning and their prevention at Sout hwest Research and
Information Center on behalf of a wide variety of NGO and
corporate clients. Hi s professional papers have been have been
published in Canada, GCermany and the USA, as well as under
contract to the European Commi ssion. A substantial portion of his
wor k has focussed on uranium m ning, and includes analysis of in
situ mning in the states of New Mexico, Texas and Nebraska as
well as projects in Gernmany and the Czech Republic. H s
prof essional project for his Master of Community and Regi onal
Planning (MCRP) Degree on "Planning for Reclamation of the
Uranium Waste Sites in the Fornmer East Germany” included a review
of conditions and renedial options at the Koenigstein uranium
mne, a large sulfuric acid-leach ISL m ne.

These comments address the foll ow ng areas:

l. "ADVANCES" IN INSITU LEACH URANNUM M NING AND THEIR
RELATI ONSHI P TO THE BEVERLEY PROPOSAL
. A AQU FER RESTORATI ON

. B MONI TORI NG EFFECTS OF | SL ON GROUNDWATER

| .C SURFACE DI STURBANCE AND RESTORATI ON

1. THE EI'S PROVI DES NO DEMONSTRATED NEED FOR BEVERLEY URANI UM
I'11. LACK OF | DENTI FI CATI ON OF FI NANCI AL CAPABI LI TI ES,

RESPONSI BI LI TI ES, OR CPERATI ONAL EXPERI ENCE OF BEVERLEY SI TE
PROPONENTS



COMMVENTS ON BEVERLEY | SL PRQIECT EI' S

l. “"ADVANCES" IN INSITU LEACH URANIUM M NING AND THEIR
RELATI ONSHI P TO THE BEVERLEY PROPOSAL

P. 2-2 at Sec. 2.1.3. indicates that, HRPL "acquired the
[ Beverl ey] property in 1990 and initiated new investigations into
m ning the deposit, taking advantage of advances in situ |each
technol ogy and extended USA operating experience. In the
i ntervening 15 years between the SAUC proposals and the present,
in situ mning for wuranium has noved from a relatively new
technique to one wdely used and accepted in the USA and
el sewhere. "

The HRPL EI'S does such a poor job of identifying any specific
"advances" or other developnments in |ISL technology since the
Beverley deposit was first explored other than to say it is
"wi dely used and accepted”, so as to | eave an inpression that the
| SL process is sonehow "perfected" and not subject to intensive
review and analysis each and every tinme it is proposed. In
actually, each of the USA mnes where |ISL has been accepted
requires its own uni que design for a unique site with extensive
site specific nodifications and |icense approval conditions.
There are no ISL mne permts which were sinply "its ISL so its
an easy OK'-type decisions. The EIS fails to identify what it
means by "advances", specific techniques which have been
devel oped, or problens those techni ques have devel oped, to an
effective degree.

HRPL's provides an overly general view of the asserted "advances"
and offers no information on either: 1) the performance of
facilities simlar to Beverley, 2) the regulatory franmework
wi thin which the "advances" have occurred, or 3) any performance
history fromany ISL mnes in the USA or other countries. As a
review of the environnental performance of the USAISL facilities
which are licensed by the Nucl ear Regul atory Conm ssion or state
authorities is not available for HRPL or other EIS reviewers to
base its assertion of "advances" on such, general assunptions
about the ease or sinplicity of the operation of an ISL m ne
shoul d bear sone scrutiny.

To provide a current specific case as an exanpl es rat her general
assertions of "advances" and "acceptance" is it appropriate to
review a proposed an ISL facility in the USA. A good exanple for
identifying specific conditions or "advances" in the USA urani um
| SL industry as they may apply to the Beverley Proposal is
provi ded by the Hydro Resources, Inc. (HRI) Crownpoint uranium
| SL proposal. The plans for this facility are summarized an
Envi ronnmental |npact Statenent issued by the USNRC in February
1997, NRC docunent nunber NUREG 1508 (HRI EIS).



. A AQU FER RESTORATI ON

This HRI EIS denponstrates a range of basic requirenents for an
operation which are not apparent in the Beverley plan, the nost
striking of which is the |ack of an aquifer restoration plan. The
HRI EIS denonstrates that in the USA aquifer restoration is a
fundanental part any uranium ISL project due to the federal
requi rement to "return water quality to maxi num concentrations
limts specified in EPA Regulations in 40CFR141 and 143.3"
Beyond this federal requirenent, arid states such as New Mexico
have mai ntai ned regul ations with standards to protect and abate
damage to groundwaters with 10,000 ng/l or less for nore than
decades. The HRI EIS, at p. 2-20, states quite clearly:
"Consistent with current |ISL practice, HRI proposes... that
restoration criteria be established on a paraneter by paraneter
basis, and the primary goal of restoration be to return all
paraneters to average pre-mning baseline conditions."”

HRI's proposal includes 11 najor constituents, 18 trace el enents
including heavy netals, wuranium and radium and physica
par anet ers.

In alarmng contrast, HRPL has not fully characterized the
groundwaters it will be degrading (only TDS, uranium and radi um
val ues are presented) and offers no aquifer restoration plan.
The Beverley EI'S does not nention aquifer restoration from a
wat er quality perspective in Sec. 9 - "Environnental |npacts and
Amelioration”. Not only is the normal - for the USA - aquifer
restoration plan not presented, HRPL attributes no future use
val ue of any kind to the water supply it will degrade, asserting,
at P. 6-68 that:

"The Beverley mneralisation is hosted in an aquifer which
is not only nore saline that other water supplies, but also
heavily contam nated with naturally occurring radi umand urani um
and as such, is totally unsuitable for use as potable water or
for stock watering purposes.”

The degree to which HRPL plans on leaving the waters it will be
affecting severely degrading is denonstrated in Sec. 9 -
"Envi ronnental |npacts and Anelioration-Hydrol ogi cal |npacts” at
p. 9-4 - 9-7 which instead of aquifer restoration, indicated that
HRPL plans, at p.9-7, to:

"Allow... for sonme remmants of mning water remaining in
m ned-out areas the resultant pH is expected to be |ower than
that of native water...a prelimnary ...around 4.5 pH units.

HRPL plans on | eaving the affected water nmuch worse that its pre-
m ni ng condi tion, even though HRPL its has denonstrated that the
water is: 1) higher quality than applicable standards; 2)
conparable to water used in the area east of M. Painter; and
3) usable for high quality purposes including potable water with
off the shelf treatnent.



1) higher quality than applicable standards - The EIS
di scussion at P. 6-65 - Sec. Goundwater Quality at Beverley Site
Aqui fers - shows that the water in significant portions of the
site, even in the mneralized portions of the Nanba Formati on,
is wthin the range of water sources used in the very arid region
of South Australia where the project is located. HRPL'S
concl usi on of “totally wunsuitable" is not support by a
conparison of water data on site to the applicabl e standards.

The limted data presented in Fig. 6.18 "Site G oundwater
Radi onucl i des and Total D ssolved Solids" shows TDS | evels in the
sanmpl es ranging from 3, 300- 13,200 ng/l. Based on water quality
criteria listed in the HRPL EIS at p. 6-65, the follow ng
concl usions are clear:

* 15 of the 23 of the borings are better than 10,000 ng/|

TDS 'dry' cattle guideline and 3 were better that t he
5, 000-6,000 ng/l TDS lactating cow and cal f gui del i ne.
* 60% - 3 of 5 - of the wells in the North mneralized
zone had water |less that the 5,000-6, 000 ng/l gui del i ne.
* 100%f the north zone wells, and nore than 90%- 12 of 13
- of the central zone wells had water better t han t he

10, 000 ng/l standard for 'dry' cattle in the data cited on the
El S.

* only the south mneralised zone has no water quality
sanpl es which exceed applicabl e standards.

2) Conparable to water used in the area east of M. Painter -
Many of the water quality sanples fromthe Beverley site wells
used in the area denonstrate water quality within the range of
wat er supplies shown on Table 6-19 "Stock Wells and Springs" or
Fig. 6-28 "Groundwater Salinity Distribution - Baseline Study
Area".

Certainly the north zone wells with TDS in the 3000 ng/l are well
within the range listed in the HRPL EIS sources. |f the highest
TDS used wells in EIS are considered - North Poontana Bore -
listed at 6,661 and 8,700 ng/l; South Poontana - |isted at 8,080
and 8,086 ng/l; or Ram Bore - listed at 6,504 and 6,300 ng/l
exceed the three better north zone wells and six of the centra
wells listed. Wth rareness of the wells and springs -
denonstrated by their spacing 3-5 kiloneters apart - and arid
climate so directly apparent, the water supplies identified as
avai l abl e on the | ease certainly provide a potentially val uable
wat er supply to supplenment the few w despread and fair-poor
quality sources now used in the area.

Radi onucl i de and heavy netal renoval are readily acconplished on
a routine basis using reverse osnosis and i on exchange treat nent
technol ogy, at a scale available commercially for home and ranch
applications in the USA and on the Interned, as HRPL has
denonstrated at the Canp Bore.



3) usable for high quality purposes including potable water with
of the shelf treatnent - HRPL own water supply at the Canp Bore,
whi ch produces water with simlar TDS and Radi onucli de content
probl ens denonstrates that water on of the quality found on site
is readily wusable for high quality purposes, when conmmonly
avai l abl e treatnent systens are used. This use is described in
the EIS at p. 6-68 which states:

"Canp Bore is below guideline values in both uranium and
radium..H storic values exceed the |imt for radi umbut current
sanples fall below the Iimt. Canp Bore water is used as canp
wat er supply at the Beverley site after treatnent in a reverse
osnosis plant."

While the HRPL EIS fails to identify the degree of radium and
ot her contam nants renoved fromthe Canp Bore, a potable water
supply assertion mnmust include successful denonstration of nore
than TDS, uranium radiumor radon |evels.

This successful treatnment and use of the Canp Bore water shows,
that waters with qualities simlar to the Nanba Formation -
particularly the better north zone wells - is readily usable with
conventional treatnent and not "totally unsuitable" as HRPL
states. Wile the Canp Bore is not in the Nanba Formation it
presents simlar treatnment challenges, with respect to TDS and
Radi onucl i des, as the water found in that formation in the | ease
ar ea.

Since HRPL chose to show only the data for the Nanba Formation
water within the mneralized zones on Table 6.18, p. 6-50, the
potential for a valuable water supplies with |ower radionuclide
Il evel s and salinity on the | ease or in unmneralized portions of
t he pal eochannel s remai ns unaddressed. In an arid setting such
as the Beverley site, the consistent and treatabl e water supplies
in the | ease and around the Beverley site should appropriately
be considered an asset for conservation and use after m ning,
rather than "totally unsuitable" as proposed by HRPL.

For the USA licensing setting for HRI, the HRPL proposal which
would the affected aquifer degraded by a pH drop of 2.0 to pH
4.5 and unrestored would not be likely to pass either the EPA or
New Mexico regulatory criteria identified above. The proponent
woul d be required to:

* jdentify baseline conditions for a full suite of
constituents for the | ease and near downgr adi ent ar eas;

*identify specific baseline standards for specific portions
of the affected areas;

*develop a full-scale aquifer restoration plan for its
proposal to restore the water to specific pre-mning
condi ti ons;

*denonstrate the effectiveness of the restoration at the
Field Leach Test prior to effectiveness of a conmer ci al
urani um production |icense; and



*provide financial assurance to guarantee that the
restoration work will be effectively done.

It is not reasonable or accurate to understand the "advances" USA
| SL technology acceptance as allowng for the permnent
degradation of affected waters, even water of a quality only
usable for stock watering wthout treatnent, nuch |ess water
whose treatnent and use can be denonstrate by uses on site.

|.B MONI TORI NG EFFECTS OF | SL ON GROUNDWATER

The nonitoring of the Beverley project operations are poorly
defi ned, and based on the dism ssal of valuable attributes for
the affected groundwater. The inappropriately brief reference to
"Ore Zone Aquifer Mnitoring" on p. 9-9 at Sec. 9.3.1. gives
little usable detail as to the design or likely effectiveness of
the nonitoring well system The EIS does not provide a
description of how the nonitoring wells will be constructed and
tested, as opposed to the injection and production wells which
are described. The EI'S does not provide a location map as to
where these nonitoring wells wll be |ocated to provide the
spacing indicated during the |ife of the operation. HRPL pl ans,
at p. 9-9 appear to call for nonitoring wells at 250 m spaci ng
al ong the "channel s edges” and "every 100 mat the northern and
sout hern boundaries of the mning area" . This concept is not
referenced to any work plan for the site. If this concept is
conpared to EIS Figure 6.4 at p. 6-7 Beverley Deposit
Stratigraphy, the channels to which HRPL appears to refer are
identifiable. Such channels are not identifiable on other water
well location mps, such as Fig. 6.35 "Water Wlls and
Pi ezoneters at the Beverley Site".

HRPL has not described a nonitoring well array in sufficient

detail to address the horizontal excursion problens to the |evel

identified in the literature on |ISL uranium m nes or addressed
in the designs for ISL uranium mnes in the USA Such a
denonstration should clearly include reference to the | ocations
where usable water is found, to assure that nonitoring wells are
| ocated between |SL operations and those points of potential

future use. The EIS shoul d delineate nonitoring well construction
met hods and | ocations, as well as devel opnent of appropriate
background data |levels to use for conparison with operational

period sanples. As with other aspects of the EIS, HRPL's plans
for nonitoring wells are too generally stated to provide a firm
or verifiable commtnent as a basis for approval or the
oper at i ons.



| . C SURFACE DI STURBANCE AND RESTORATI ON

1) surface disposal of drilling wastes at each drill site - The
HRPL EIS fails to assure than all contam nated material,
including drilling nmuds and drill cutting, are renoved fromthe

site nor does its specify a vegetation rehabilitation plan to
reestablish the pre-mning conditions at the site.

HRPL recognizes the significance of the drilling related
di sturbance associated with hundreds of well spaced 20-40 neters
apart. At p. 9-18, the EIS states:

"The density of drilling and the necessarily associated
movenent of vehicles and personnel are likely to largely
el i m nate herbaceous and grass cover frominstall and operating
line drives [of wells] for nost of the period of construction,
operation and cl eanup.”

In addition to the elimnation of the plant conmunity at the
site, HRPL plans to | eave nost of the drilling wastes on site,
as the EIS at p. 4-25 describes a plan which would | eave nost of
the waste cutting and drilling nuds generated at the drill sites
permanently in backfill nuds pits at each of the drill sites.
HRPL's plan relies on the mxing of radioactive cuttings to
"dilute" the cuttings to neet standards, the plan still relies
on permanent relocating the radioactive materials to unprotected
shal | ow | ocations without further treatnment or disposal efforts.

This "di spose-in-the-soil"™ plan fails to incorporate advances in
pol lution prevention for managenent of well field wastes. Mire
appropriate options to consider requiring at Beverley are a)
portabl e, reusable nud tanks haul ed by the trucks to be used at

each drill site and b) collection and engi neered disposal of
contam nated cutting is a permtted facility. The use of nud
t anks has becone a standard practice in drilling projects in the

sout hwest US to conserve nud and prevent evaporation, as well as
reduce nmud pit reclamation costs. Disposal of solid radioactive
waste such as drill cuttings should be treated simlarly to other
radi oactive solid wastes generated on site, along with the
materials described in p. 4-33 "Solid Wste Handling -
Radi oactive Solid Wastes".

It is very unclear fromthe HRPL EIS if a acceptabl e radioactive
waste landfill will be available either on site or in the region
at the tinme radioactive wastes from the Beverley project begin
to be generated. Denonstrated availability of such a site should
be a prerequisite for future site activities, to prevent
unprot ected shal | ow di sposal of radioactive wastes, such as the
"dunp-at -t he- hol e-and-di | ute" approach to drill cutting
managenent of fered by HRPL



The HRPL EIS identifies dispersion nechanisns which will be
capable of redistributing these shallow wastes. The EIS
di scussion at Page 7-3 - Paragraph 4 of Sec. 7.3 "Aboriginal
Archaeol ogy" identifies how rapid changes at the surface can be
at the site. P. 7-3 indicates that, one process, wnd erosion -
called "sand nobilization" in this context, has denonstrable
changes over a 18 year period, resulting in noticeably reduced
exposure of potential artefacts between 1979 and 1997 surveys.

A second, and perhaps nore probl emati c di spersion mechani sm which
i ncludes a human heal th exposure pathway related to shal |l ow waste
wi th radioactive content may be rabbit activity. if rabbits in
the area, as the EIS says at p. 7-3, "conpletely disturbed... the
entire artefact-bearing surface cappi ng of | oose sand” at one of
the archaeological sites, they will also be able to disturb
shallow drilling cutting and nuds pits. |If rabbits burrow ng,
or subsurface activities by ants or other iota, is capable of
di sturbing areas of shallow contamnated drilling nuds or
radi oactive drill cuttings dunping, the materials would be
brought to the surface for airborne dispersion and the species
whi ch di sturbed then woul d becone a potential source of ingestion
risk for other animals or humans. Effects of burrow ng ani nmals
at radi oactive waste sites, and design options to address the
problem has a well developed literature in the USA, wth Thonas
Hakkonsen of the Colorado State University, and fornerly wth
Los Al anps National Laboratory, a |eading expert.

Though the solid waste generated by ISL is nuch | ower vol une than
that from conventional mning, the solid drill cuttings are of
simlar radioactive and heavy netal content as conventional ore
or mll tailings materials and should be disposed in permtted
and nonitored radioactive solids repository with the other
identified | SL process radi oactive wastes.

2) Regarding rehabilitation, HRPL provide only the nost genera
concepts wth a specific seed mx or biological performance
criteria. They indicate only sinple general ideas regarding
rehabilitation performance, such as, at p. 9-3:

"return to a plant comunity simlar to the pre-inpact
community. In nost cases, this is a Mtchell grass or m xed
Mtchell grass comunity, tall shrub or Chenopod shrub
conmuni ties".

Neither Sec. 9 or 13 of the EIS supplenent this discussion with
a systematic rehabilitation plan. The potential to re-establish
the inpressive degree of plant diversity at the site denonstrated
by HRPL EIS Appendix 7 -"Plant Species Known to be Present on
or near the Beverley retention Leases" is not considered in
either the rehabilitation programconcepts or the establishnent
of the performance bond for rehabilitation listed in the EI'S at
P. 13-2.



HRPL appears, at P. 13-2 - Sec. 13.2 "Performance Bond" - to nake
a conmtnent to:

"by irrevocabl e bond, bank guarantees or other financial
instrunent, ensure that the State of South Australian would have
the resources to acconplish the rehabilitation in the event it
were needed. This estimte woul d be redone each year and update
to include provisions for all existing requirenents and all
activities anticipated for the follow ng one-year period."

The establishnment such a bond, other guarantees should certainly
requi re sone specific and denonstrable rehabilitation plan, for
whi ch performance can be neasured. Such a plan should be
devel oped and accepted by the Agency responsi bl e, under the bond,
for its inplenentation prior to permtting. Such a requirenent
for financial assurance is necessary prior to start up as, upon
the first well field construction, rehabilitation needs wll
begi n.

1. THE EI'S PROVI DES NO DEMONSTRATED NEED FOR BEVERLEY URANI UM

The EI'S presents the "Need for the Proposal” - Sec. 3 solely in
an international market context projected into the future,
w t hout addressing the potential to market the specific
production fromthe site under realistic conditions.

Because this discussion is solely limted to the use of uranium
for fuel cycle activities outside Australia, the discussion
appears to be contradictory to the Beverley EIS Cuidelines

i ncluded as Appendix 1 to the EI'S, which states that:

"The scope of the EIS will also not include broader issues
related to the use of exported uraniumin the nucl ear fuel cycle.
| ssues related to the use of exported uraniumin the nuclear fue
cycle are beyond the control of the proponent and it would be
impractical for HRPL to address these issues in the EI S".

As the discussion presented offers only a broad and nebul ous vi ew
of "uraniumneed", it fails to identify any relationship of the
gl obal market to the "need for TH' S proposal”. Even nore
telling, the EI'S discussion presents no indication that HRPL has
any contracts, working agreenents or other commtnents to deliver
uraniumduring this or the next century. Nor does it indicate the
degree to which HRPL - or the CGeneral Atom cs of the USA of which
HRPL is sonme unspecified type of "affiliate" - are, or have
been, active in the uranium market to any specific degree.



The proposed production is so snmall, on the level of the world
market, as to nmake no discernable difference in the world urani um
supply nmarket at the level of detail presented in the EIS. Mjor
growh in uraniumsupply is already comng fromgrowh in current
Australian uranium production and Canadi an production. Use of
urani um from Russian sources will dwarf the potential Beverley
production, and maintain the uncertainty in the market which
prevents growth in the USA | SL nmarket, as shown bel ow.

Sonme reality of price and production capacity denonstrates how
m ni mal the potential need for the projected 1000 tons of urani um
per year from Beverley - Stage 2 actual is in the world urani um
mar ket. 1000 tons, or 2,000,000 pounds, in the units used on EI S
Fig.3.1 "Forecast Urani um Demand and Supply", representing |ess
than one percent of either the "Scheduled Production” or
"Estimted Requirenents” on that Figure. Formal industry
forecasts, such as the Engineering and M ning Journal, March 1998
Annual Market Review, show how small this production rate is
conpared to other market forces ignored or glossed over by HRPL.

Worl d production fromuraniummnes as project by EMJI would ri se
from 95.95 mllion pounds in 1998 to 117.85 million pounds in
2002, with Australian production rising from15.25 mllion pounds
in 1998 to 22.20 mllion pounds in 2002. Australia's |argest
current producer, Ranger produced 9.2 mllion pounds in 1997, but
it is projected to be a distant second best by 2008, when 4 ynpic
Dam would reach the 17 mllion pound range. And these giant
producers, including extremely | ow cost producers such as A ynpic
Dam (where uraniumis a nere by-product of copper production),
still leave Australian production at |ess than 50% of the | ong-
term urani um producti on capacity of Canada, the world' s | eader.

As |large as those sources are, even |arger source of uraniumis
currently depressing market prices and production rates. Non-
production supply - uraniumfor reactor fuel derived from Russi an
supplies of highly enriched uranium-will continue for limt the
need for new [uraniun] production, as reported by EMJ} and ot hers
in the trade press, the Russia supplies are "expected to account
for al nost 40% world [uraniunm requirenents during the next few
years".
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This market has already resulted in shutdowns of producing |ISL
and del ay of |ISL proposal due, according to EMJ, to poor market
conditions. EMJ reports a 10% decrease in USA | SL production of
between 1996 and 1997, a decrease greater than Beverley's

proposed stage 1 production. Several |SL projects, notably
Rosita and Kingsville Done in Texas have cut back significantly,
as their owner URI, Inc. while their owner net contract

obligations for uraniumfromspot market purchases at cost bel ow
| SL production costs. EM] indicates that even the Crownpoint
Project - proposed by URI's whol | y-owned subsidiary HRI, Inc. -
whi ch has conpleted its EIS and has nmany permts in place "has
been classed as "uncertain" due to present market conditions".

EMJ indicates that the USA has potential for have |arger
production capacity from small-nedi um sized | SL operations, if
the price rises to US$15- US$20/ pound. These small to nmedium | SL
projects are Beverley's conpetition and their product capacity
is already in place. Actual uraniumprices, on the spot market
are in the US$10-US$11 range current, according to the Nucl ear
Fuel of June 15, 1998. The EIS fails to address the actual costs
projected for the Beverley projects and its potential to enter
the uranium market, only a potential for "producers who can
achi eve br eak- even production costs of US$14. 30/ pound
(A$47.20/kg.) or |ess".

Sec. 3 of the EIS can only be considered a general uranium nmarket
overvi ew and does not provide either an assessnent of the "need"
for the Beverley uranium or a denonstrating that HRPL has the
experience or capital to bring an ISL uranium mne into
production in the market in the near future. Based on this
exi sting framework of growi ng Canadi an and Australian production,
the long-term potential to use diluted Russian uraniumin lieu
of new production, and the already constructed |SL uranium
capacity, Sec. 3 cannot be considered as a reasonable or
accurate assessnent of the need for the proposal, and the
econom ¢ benefits extrenely wuncertain due to the lack of
identifiable market or corporate "need" for the proposal.

As such, the project should be recognized as a specul ative
venture seeking to provide a corporate body with cash flow, if
contracts at price |level nore than 33% hi gher than current market
prices can be arranged. The | ack of denonstrable need, undercuts
the likelihood of the level of benefits identified in the EI'S
being realized on a reasonable tinmefrane.
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L1l LACK OF | DENTIFICATION OF FINANCI AL CAPABI LI TI ES,

RESPONSI BI LI TI ES, OR OPERATI ONAL EXPERI ENCE OF BEVERLEY SI TE
PROPONENTS
ElIS Page xxv - Executive Summary Sec. 1, provides the only

identifiable discussion of any aspect of HRPL in the EI'S. The
firmis only described as "an Australian affiliate of Genera
Atom cs of the USA" in the Executive Summary and no background
on the corporation, its operating structure, its financial
structure or the experience and expertise of its staff or
contractors in uraniummning or any kind, including | SL m ning
are provided or cited in the Main Report.

The EI S doesn't identify the experience of the firmor its staff
P. 2-2, Sec. 2.1.3 Al so provides no information on the financia
resources, capabilities or organizational nature of the project
proponent or experience in ISL or other uraniummning activity.

Anmong ot her uncertainties based on the overly general tone of
this commtnent, HRPL provides no indication that it is capable
of providing such financial assurance, whether it has ever
qualified for such financial assurance, and whether it has
mai ntai ned the commtnents it has nmade under such financial
assurance. HRPL has nmade no effort to denonstrate that it has
the financial resources or organi zation capability to acquire or
mai ntain a collateralized financial assurance of any kind.

The sole reference to any actual HRPL enployees in on P. All-1
in Appendi x 11
"Study Teant. Only six individuals are identified as HRPL

enpl oyees, wth the mpjority of the list, including those
identified as hydrogeology, radiation, netallurgy, market,
managenent consultants and the "Insitu Leach Specialist", are
consul tants whose role during the operations are not specified.
HRPL has provided no indication of the skills its wll require,
and how it wll assure that those skills are attained and

mai ntained in order to assure that the facility is operated as
described in the EI'S, or other commtnents are kept.

HRPL has provided no indication of who wll responsible, either
i ndividually or on behalf of the Corporation, for carrying out
the commtnments nade in the EIS. No officers, sharehol ders or
enpl oyees of HRPL are identified other that the Appendi x 11 |ist.
No representation of how any of those enployees or contractors
have been involved in the Beverley to date would be involved in
the future is provided in the EIS.
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As a result HRPL has failed to identify if it has the financia
or organi zational resources to conply with the EI'S proposal, or
a nodified version, nor has it indicate how such a corporate
comm tnent woul d be denonstrat ed. Wthout substantially nore
docunentation of the financial and organi zational structure of
HRPL and any formal financial relationship with General Atom cs,
Inc, HRPL can not be shown to be anynore that a sinple as
specul ative venture, staffed by tenporary consultants, hoping to
market a mning permt after it is issued, to a nore substanti al
corporation with identifiable resources and experience, one
capabl e of both making financial commtnents by performance bonds
and conpeting in the world urani um nmarket.
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Addendum to PaulRobinson (SRIC)
Beverley Uranium Mine EIS Submission

August 18, 1998

Davi d Noonan - FAX 011-61-8-8-232-2490
Australi an Conservation Foundati on/ Adel ai de
120 Wakefield Street

Adel ai de SA 5000

AUSTRALI A

RE: Response to questions <concerning |ixiviant release,
groundwater restoration and financial assurance at proposed
Beverl ey | SL Project

Dear Davi d;

This letter responds to your questions provide by e-nail August
6, 1998. | have identified your questions by nunber "Q1." bel ow,
wth inserted responses "R I." following each question. This

anal ysi s suppl enents the review of the Beverley EI'S conducted at
your request.

Q1. Last night | questioned the Heathgate Resources Project
Manager, Chuck Fol denauer at a SA Governnent run public neeting
on the Beverley proposal - they had to nmake their first public

adm ssi on of a leak of in operation of the 'trial' mne,
pregnant |eachate' from rupture of a pipe between extraction
well's and the processing plant, as known to ne they failed to
control the punps and punp notors and in turning notors back on
exceeded the capacity of the pipe (material unknown) whi ch
sprayed for 15 seconds before valve closure - (don't know
vol unes) here was no public notification by the Co or the Gov -
a discretionary matter officially, and no reporting of the event
inthe DEIS, the spill was NOT renedi ated but only cordoned off
from vehicl e access.

August 10 update - The |l eak was on 12th March only acknow edged
now under force of questioning, it was sone 500 litres of
pregnant |eachate in 'a fine spray' for up to 30 sec (so they
say) before closure, they claimit Is under Aust radiation
safety standards and therefore they had no requirenent to clean
up or nmake a public notification - how would this have gone in
t he US?

s there mandatory public notification and renediation
requirenents in the US or is it 'extent or degree' of event
dependant ?



R 1I. To address your question, | have reviewed the NRC
| icense as issued January 5, 1998 for the HRI Crownpoi nt Project
- license SUA- 1508/ NRC docket nunber 40-8968.

This 12 page |license has a "Section 12 REPORTI NG REQUI REVENTS".
Section 12.4 states: "The licensee shall notify the NRC by

tel ephone within 48 hours of any spill of source or 1l.e.2
by-product materials, and all spills of process chem cals that
m ght have a radiological inpact on the environnent. The

notification shall be followed within 7 days by submttal of a
witten report detailing the conditions leading to the spill,
corrective actions taken, and results achieved. This shall be
done in addition to neeting the requirenents of 10 CFR part 20
and 40."

So HRI woul d be required to provide, to the NRC, phone reporting
within 24 hours followed by a witten report wthin 7 days for
"any spill of source material” - neaning uranium and therefore
including pregnant lixiviant - and "all spills of process
chemcals" wth the only limtation being spills "that m ght have
a radiological inpact on the environnent." A spill such as you
describe would fit the requirenents of this section because it
has both urani um and process chemi cals and was released to the
envi ronment .

This requirenent is in addition to spill reporting requirenents
under State of New Mexico ground water protection regul ations.

Significantly, the HRI reporting requirenent requires reporting
for spills which mght have a radiological inpact on the
environnment, not just those which exceed radiation standards (and
whi ch standards is HRPL referring to anyway). The inpact does not
appear to have to be significant, off-site, or substantial, just

m ght have an inpact. The report would al so have address the
cause of the spill, corrective action and results achieved. If
HRPL just cordoned the site off, and there was uraniumin the
spray, it should still be detectable.

O course, you can see that the phrase "that mght have a
radi ol ogi cal inpact on the environnent" could be understood as
|l eaving wde discretion as to what mght be reported or
corrected. However, from an ALARA - "as |ow as reasonably
achi evabl e" - perspective, the spill you describe would have had
an identifiable inpact, in terns of materials released. So the
spill should have been reported, as | read the rule, even with
t he di scretion considered.



QIll. Can you clarify the requirenents of the EPA
Regul ations, do they always require rehabilitation or is it
basel i ne TDS dependant ?

R Il. As stated in the HRI-Crownpoint EIS p. 2-20, "the
primary goal of restoration [is} to return all parameters to
average pre-mning baseline conditions.” It also states that, "In
the event water quality paraneters cannot be returned to average
pre-mning baseline l|evels, through reasonable restoration
efforts, the secondary goal should be to return water quality to
maxi mum concentration limts specified in EPA regul ations 40 CFR
141 and 143. 3".

| believe this nmeans that the primary goal of restoration is
baseline, but if reasonable neasures don't work, secondary
standards can be wused. For the New Mexico Gound Water
Regul ations, water quality is protected to the baseline |evels,
unl ess basel i ne exceeds the nunerical standards in the Rules. The
two systens, EPA and NMAQCC Rul es, protect waters under different
| egal authority. The NM rule specifically protect waters of
10,000 ng/l or less of reasonably foreseeabl e use.

ldentifying the potential wusers could be as inportant as
identifying the potential use, if there are users who are wlling
to assert that interest.

QIllIl. HRPL is not providing data on other netals, claimng
its not an issue in this casel

R I, |"msure they have generated detailed data for netals,
whet her they discuss it or not. For both the EPA and NMAXC
baseline a full suite of paraneters woul d be a basic requirenent.
The HRPL approach is substantially "l ess advanced" in this area,
and actually quite secretive, rather than transparent, from a
di scl osure and trust-building standpoint.

QIlVW. HRPL claimthe Ph of 4.5 is to 'stabilise' nmaterials
in the aquifer

R IV What specifically does HRPL say it will be stabilizing
wth a pHof 4.5 as in nost cases |ow pH nobilizes, rather than
stabilizes contam nants. Do they offer any geochemical data to
i ndi cate which chem cal species would be "stabilized" and why
t hey think so?



QV. HRPL do not address this as a rehabilitation issue as they
claimthe concept is not relevant given the clainmed generic TDS
of the aquifer. They claimthe Beverley aquifer would qualify as
a US liquid waste disposal aquifer, is that claim supportable?
Is it the sane answer as HR m srepresenting the actual TDS
readi ngs across the aquifer by using single readings over 10 000
TDS.

R V. There are no "US liquid waste disposal aquifer”
prograns, and any injection of waste for disposal nust neet EPA
underground injection control program standards at 40 CFR 146.
These rules require, in general, that the injection zone be
confined, not a drinking water aquifer and that the injected
contaminate wll not cause exceedance of any established
site-specific groundwater protection standards anong other
criteria, according to "Draft Standard Review Plan for 1SL
Urani um Extraction License Applications”, USNRC 1569, Cctober
1997, p. D-6. There is no "automatic" designation of a "liquid
wast e di sposal aquifer” that | am aware of.

Q V. Can you state this aquifer in the US would require
rehabilitation?

R VI. As | said in witten coments on the Beverley EIS

groundwat er which neets or is of higher quality than NWMAQCC
standards requires protection and restoration ("abatenent” in the
| anguage of the rules) if the waters are of reasonably
foreseeable future use. If the water is usable, and soneone coul d
use it, it would require restoration under the NMAQCC rul es.

QViI. HRPL appear to rationalise from the sout h
m neralisation zone and then apply to the whole aquifer in the
public neeting they claim they will only effect 1% of the

Beverley aquifer. This seens |like a new tw st, what do they nean
19%9% 1% of the water or 1% of the area? They claimthe aquifer is
confined and separate fromany other while agreeing that they do
not know its geographic course sone 500 m off their retention
| eases.

RVII. The "pal eo-channel s" as described in the HREIS seemto
show a flow direction off |ease in a downgradi ent direction. They
may be confined, or sem -confined, for vertical flow purposes,
but the HREIS appears to show that they flow off site and
therefore are not confined for a horizontal flow gradient.



QVII. Can you comrent on the know edge |evel or [|evel of
certainty required in the US before clains of confinenent could
be credi bl e?

R VIIlI.Yes, but this is a conplex area. A confinenent
denmonstration is typically based on an aquifer punp test, where
a well is punped undercontrolled conditions and wells installed

in formati ons above bel ow and horizontal to the central well are
monitored to observe the water |evel changes when the central
well is punped and after punping. This punp test denonstration
is a basic part of any ISL application in the US and several punp
tests may be required for aquifers with variable conditions.

QIX HRPL al so gi ve no degrees of confidence for any val ues
presented, are there US requirenents for this?

R I X The qual ity assurance and quality control requirenents
for NRC and EPA and NVED licensing are quite explicit. The |ack
of a statistical analysis by HRPL for its data is denonstrated
by their lack of "degrees of confidence" reporting. The US, and
ot her countries, have specific criteria and guidelines for the
presentati on of acceptable statistical data which are readily
avai |l abl e.

Q X, HRPL clainmed in the neeting that aquifer conditions would
return to baseline within 7 years of cessation of mning anyhow
(the clainms in person are even nore bizarre than the HREIS
standard, and that only 1 % would be effected, and that they
woul d punp the acidic waters out and reuse it for the next well
field and therefore it was not a concern).

R X Fromwhat you say, this clai mdoes appear to contradict
the HRElI S statenents.

Q Xl . Regar di ng nmoni t ori ng, are their specific us
requirements for a credible nonitoring systemor is it a comon
sense approach? What are the weaknesses of their nonitoring to
be capabl e of recordi ng excursions?

R XI. Briefly, one problemis that HRPL doesn't identify the
monitoring pattern in sufficient detail in the EIS to know what
is specifically proposed or how the wells would be constructed.
A second problemis that the pal eo-channels where the | eaching
fluid would be injected are likely to have "subchannel s" in them
which would be the likely pathways for flow if an excursion
occurs. HRPL does no identify how flow across the whole
"cross-section" of the pal eochannel woul d be nonitored. AS shown
in the attachnment below on financial assurance nonitoring and
ground water restoration are included in the financial assurance
requirenent for all NRC licensed ISL facilities.
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QXlI. Regarding solid waste, does US EPA preclude shall ow
burial of solid radioactive waste on site at ISL mnes as
proposed here?

R XII. Burial at a site is only done at a specially |icensed
and permtted facility, and licensed by NRC for radioactive
wast es and EPA for m xed hazardous and radi oactive wastes. Few
such facilities exist and none are licenses as an nere aside to
another permt. Such proposal would needed to stand al one and
perhaps receive its owmn EIS, if its use extended wastes beyond
the | SL proposal.

Q XII'l.Regarding a Perfornmance Bond, the HREIS proposes only 1
year's rehabilitation requirenent in advance, and that this
figure would be reestinmated and relodged annually, does US
practice require the FULL estinmated rehab cost as a surety in
advance? and does include cost of groundwater rehab ie HR are
getting away w thout that cost, what order of $ (ball park US
experience?) would they have to provide for under US arrangenents
and would this then significantly affect the econom cs of the
vent ur e?

R XIIl.Financial Assurance is specifically required for NRC
licensing for full site deconm ssioning, as well as surface
reclamation and aquifer restoration. The portions of "Draft
Standard Review Plan for |ISL Uanium Extraction License
Applications", USNRC 1569 whi ch describes the financial assurance
revi ew conducted by NRC - Appendix E - is attached to this nmeno.

| hope this addresses nost of your questions effectively.
Si ncerely,

Paul Robi nson

Research Director

Encl osure



