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APPENDIX I: 1 
 2 

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT 3 
 4 
 5 
 This Comment Response Document (CRD) is organized into four main sections as 6 
follows. (1) Section I.1 describes the public comment process for the Draft Uranium Leasing 7 
Program Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Draft ULP PEIS ), the procedure for 8 
managing and responding to the comments received for the Draft ULP PEIS, and a list of the 9 
dates and locations of the public hearings (see Table I.1-1). (2) Section I.2 summarizes the 10 
changes made to the ULP PEIS. (3) Section I.3 summarizes the topics of general interest 11 
associated with the PEIS as gleaned from the public comments received. (4) Section I.4 provides 12 
a compilation of all comment documents received and responses to the comments identified 13 
within each comment document.  14 
 15 
 16 
I.1  PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS 17 
 18 
 A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft ULP PEIS was published in the Federal 19 
Register on March 15, 2013 (78 FR 16483), and this began a 60-day public comment period that 20 
was to end on May 16, 2013. This comment period was later extended to May 31, 2013 21 
(78 FR 23926), and it was subsequently re-opened on June 3, 2013 (78 FR 33090), with a closing 22 
date of July 1, 2013. The public comment period, including the extension and the re-opening¸ 23 
lasted 109 days. All comments received on the Draft ULP PEIS were considered in the 24 
preparation of the ULP PEIS and are presented in Section I.4. 25 
 26 
 An important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process involves 27 
giving the public the opportunity to provide input and comments on a Draft PEIS for 28 
consideration in the preparation of a Final PEIS. DOE issued the Draft ULP PEIS for review and 29 
comment by other Federal agencies, states, American Indian tribal governments, local 30 
governments, and the public. DOE distributed copies to those organizations and government 31 
officials known to have an interest in the PEIS and to those organizations and individuals who 32 
requested a copy. Copies were also made available on the project web site 33 
(http://www.ulpeis.anl.gov/), the DOE NEPA web site (http://energy.gov/nepa/), and in regional 34 
DOE public document reading rooms and public libraries. Announcements indicating the 35 
availability of the Draft ULP PEIS and the dates and times of the public hearings were published 36 
in local newspapers. 37 
 38 
 Each of the public hearings started with an open house that lasted about half an hour, 39 
with posters that explained the NEPA process and the alternatives and evaluations presented in 40 
the ULP PEIS. Copies of the Summary document and presentation were also made available  41 
to the public. Subject matter experts were on hand to answer any questions the public may have 42 
had as they viewed the poster display. 43 
 44 
 After the open house, DOE gave an overview of the Draft ULP PEIS, and attendees were 45 
given an opportunity to provide oral and written comments. Each oral comment presentation, 46 
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recorded by a court reporter as part of the hearing transcript, was considered as a comment 1 
document. Written comments submitted by individuals during the hearings were likewise 2 
considered to be comment documents. The transcripts for the four hearings are posted on the 3 
project web site.  4 
 5 
 DOE received a total of 258 comment documents, which accounted for approximately 6 
1,200 individual comments. Of the 258 comment records received, 18 were from organizations 7 
or Federal or state agencies and 240 were from private citizens. Written comments were received 8 
via letter, email, or through submission of a comment form provided at the public hearings or on 9 
the project web site. Oral comments are included in transcripts documenting each of the public 10 
hearings held on the Draft ULP PEIS (as listed in Table I.1-1). 11 
 12 
 Comment documents received were assigned a distinct identifier consisting of an 13 
alphabet prefix and a number. Comment documents that were received as letters were assigned a 14 
prefix of “L”; e-mails received an “E”; web comments got a “W”; and oral comments at public 15 
meetings were given a “T.” All comment documents received on the Draft ULP PEIS were 16 
reviewed, and individual comments identified from each comment document were given a 17 
distinct comment number. For example, if the comment letter that was assigned the number 1 18 
had three comments identified, then the comments were given identifiers of L1-1, L1-2, and 19 
L1-3, respectively.  20 
 21 
 Comments were reviewed and responses were prepared by policy experts, technical 22 
subject matter experts, and NEPA experts. Comments were evaluated to determine whether 23 
additional or corrected information was needed and whether additional or revised text would 24 
clarify the information being conveyed. Sections that were revised to provide additional 25 
information or clarification are indicated in the responses.  26 
 27 
 28 
I.2  SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO THE DRAFT PEIS 29 
 30 
 This PEIS contains two new appendices including this one. Appendix E presents the 31 
biological assessment (BA) prepared for consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 32 
(USFWS) and the biological opinion (BO) that was issued by the USFWS. Appendix E had 33 
previously presented species accounts for species listed under the Endangered Species Act, and it 34 
 35 
 36 

TABLE I.1-1  Draft ULP PEIS Public 37 
Hearing Locations in Colorado, Dates, and 38 
Attendance 39 

 
Location Date Attendance 

   
Grand Junction April 22, 2013 52 
Montrose April 23, 2013 40 
Telluride April 24, 2013 54 
Naturita April 25, 2013 22 
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is now material that is also discussed in the BA or Section 4.3.6.4. Appendix I (this appendix) 1 
presents the comment response document or CRD. This appendix contains a discussion of the 2 
public participation process conducted for the Draft ULP PEIS, a discussion on topics of interest 3 
gleaned from the public comments received on the Draft ULP PEIS, and the comments received 4 
with the corresponding responses. 5 
 6 
 In addition to the two new appendices, other changes were made to the ULP PEIS as a 7 
result of comments received to clarify, add to, or correct the information that was presented in 8 
the Draft ULP PEIS. Revisions made to the Draft ULP PEIS to prepare this Final ULP PEIS are 9 
identified with a line on the right margin of the pages. However, this same approach 10 
(i.e., providing lines on the right margin of the pages) to indicate new material was not done for 11 
the two new appendices; instead, the reader is informed of this in the introductory text for the 12 
given appendices. Below is a summary of the other changes made from the Draft to Final PEIS:   13 
 14 

• In response to comments, additional site-specific information about past 15 
operations on the lease tracts was added (see Section 1.3) 16 

 17 
• Text describing the Purpose and Need for agency action (see Section 1.4) was 18 

clarified. 19 
 20 

• Additional site-specific information available after the draft was issued was 21 
incorporated into the analysis (see Section 4.3.5). The source documents were 22 
cited and added to the reference list (see Chapter 8). No substantive changes 23 
to the PEIS analysis resulted from the additional site-specific information.  24 

 25 
• Text was added to require, at a minimum, an Environmental Assessment to be 26 

completed before approval of any mining plan (see Section 1.7). This revision 27 
was made in response to public concerns that a National Environmental Policy 28 
Act (NEPA) review with public participation would not be completed as 29 
future mine plans are being considered. 30 

 31 
• The Final Biological Assessment and the Biological Opinion for the 32 

Endangered Species Act or ESA consultation were completed after the Draft 33 
PEIS was issued, and hence, were added to Final PEIS in an appendix (see 34 
Appendix E) along with pertinent information from these documents.   35 

 36 
• Text was revised to provide clarifications on technical discussions pertaining 37 

to human health, surface water, and cultural resource protection, based on 38 
discussion with the EPA and BLM in their capacity as cooperators.  39 

 40 
• Text was added describing the development of a Programmatic Agreement or 41 

PA to manage the process for evaluating and protecting cultural resources that 42 
could be impacted by the ULP (see Chapter 6). The PA is under development 43 
and will be completed before the ROD for the ULP PEIS. 44 

 45 
 46 
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I.3  TOPICS OF INTEREST 1 
 2 
 DOE has identified nine topics of interest based on the comments that were most 3 
frequently received and/or the comments that indicated a broad public concern. These topics are 4 
summarized in the list that follows and discussed in the text that comes after it. The order in 5 
which topics are presented and discussed here does not indicate importance of one topic over 6 
another.  7 
 8 

• PEIS analyses need to be more site-specific and more robust in scope. 9 
Assumptions used need to be supported with citations. 10 

 11 
• Support Alternative 1, which states that DOE would terminate all leases, and 12 

all operations would be reclaimed by lessees. DOE would continue to manage 13 
the withdrawn lands, without uranium leasing, in accordance with applicable 14 
requirements.  15 

 16 
• Support Alternative 4, which is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in the 17 

ULP PEIS. Under Alternative 4, DOE would continue the ULP with the 18 
31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period. 19 

 20 
• Concern for NEPA-related issues, such as the appropriateness and adequacy 21 

of the purpose and need described in the ULP PEIS; the adequacy of the range 22 
of alternatives presented and evaluated; and the need for more specific 23 
information to assure that appropriate follow-on NEPA reviews will be 24 
conducted as specific mine plans are submitted for DOE approval. 25 

 26 
• Reclaim and clean up previously mined sites; conduct reclamation of mined 27 

locations during long periods of inactivity. 28 
 29 

• Maintain mined uranium ore from the ULP lease tracts as a domestic supply.  30 
 31 

• Use the ULP lease tracts for generating renewable energy instead of uranium 32 
ore production. 33 

 34 
• Although a long list of mitigation measures is presented in the ULP PEIS, 35 

some are inadequate, and additional measures need to be included. The ULP 36 
PEIS lacks a discussion on the effectiveness of the measures presented. It is 37 
also not clear if some of these measures would be required and how they 38 
would be implemented.  39 

 40 
• The cumulative impacts analysis does not cover enough area and does not 41 

address some projects in the region of cumulative impacts, such as the oil and 42 
gas wells present in the area. The conclusions or determinations of negligible 43 
to minor potential cumulative impacts need to be re-evaluated.  44 

 45 
 46 
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I.3.1  PEIS analyses need to be more site-specific and more robust in scope. Assumptions 1 
used need to be supported with citations. 2 

 3 
 4 
Topic Summary 5 
 6 
 Commenters said that the analyses performed in the PEIS to estimate the impacts of the 7 
program were inadequate. Many commenters asserted that the assumptions made to support the 8 
analysis are arbitrary and not supported by citations. Commenters requested that more site-9 
specific data be included and evaluated so that conclusions presented can better support site-10 
specific decisions. 11 
 12 
 Many commenters were specifically concerned about the adequacy of the evaluations of 13 
the impacts on human health, air quality, noise, water quality and water supply, endangered 14 
species, socioeconomics, and transportation. Specifically, the concerns expressed were the 15 
following: (1) human health impacts from exposure to potentially uranium-contaminated 16 
“red-colored” dust some 50 or so mi (about 80 km) away from the ULP lease tracts; (2) climate 17 
change impacts; (3) the Colorado River Basin and the impacts of the proposed action on water 18 
quantity, water quality, and endangered Colorado River fish species; and (4) impacts on the 19 
recreational activities that many people in the area enjoy, and the effects from a boom-and-bust 20 
economy that might be created by the proposed action. 21 
 22 
Discussion 23 
 24 
 The evaluations conducted for the PEIS were based on site-specific information (see  25 
Section 1.3 for a summary of this information). The information is adequate to support the 26 
alternatives evaluated and for making fully informed decisions relative to any of the alternatives. 27 
Although site-specific information for future mines is not available until the lessees submit 28 
specific mine plans, information is available from past mining activities (e.g., cultural resources, 29 
threatened and endangered species, waste-rock and ore characteristics, and transportation 30 
practices and routes) and is sufficient for supporting the analyses of potential impacts from future 31 
mining activities for the five alternatives, including a thorough cumulative effects analysis.  32 
 33 
 The results of the evaluation (which incorporate site-specific information) are discussed 34 
in detail in Chapter 4 and summarized in Sections 2.4.2 to 2.4.13 and Tables 2.4-4 to 2.4-9). The 35 
PEIS was revised to add citations where necessary to indicate the sources for information used in 36 
the PEIS analyses, including the sources consulted for developing the assumptions that were 37 
used.  38 
 39 
 The human health analysis of the inhalation of dust pathway addressed potential impacts 40 
from dust that could originate from the lease tracts. The analysis took into account the emission 41 
potential and wind direction. This analysis (discussed in Section 4.3.5.3) indicates that inhalation 42 
of dust is not a significant pathway and does not pose a health concern; that is, the potential 43 
cancer risk to an individual in Telluride would be much lower than 1 × 10–6/yr, based on the 44 
estimates of risks presented in the PEIS, at a distance of 3.1 mi (5,000 m) from the lease tracts 45 
and the much longer distance (greater than 3.1 mi [5,000 m]) from the lease tracts to Telluride. 46 
 47 
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 Climate change was evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 1 
4.5.1) in terms of greenhouse gases (GHGs) generated by the ULP proposed action for the five 2 
alternatives, respectively. The results indicate that under all alternatives, the maximum potential 3 
GHG emissions attributable to the ULP would be small. For perspective, ULP GHG emissions 4 
would comprise a very small percentage of both Colorado and U.S. GHGs generated (up to 5 
0.03% and 0.0005%, respectively). U.S. GHG emissions account for about one-fifth of global 6 
GHG emissions, and GHG emissions from the ULP proposed action would contribute up to 7 
about 0.0001% more. The amount of GHGs generated is generally used as a measure of the 8 
potential impacts on climate change. ULP operations followed by power generation at nuclear 9 
power plants would result in considerably smaller amounts of criteria and toxic air pollutants and 10 
GHG emissions than would otherwise be released from fossil power plants. The text in the PEIS 11 
has been revised (see the same sections mentioned previously) to explain further how potential 12 
impacts from climate change were determined for the PEIS and what the results mean.  13 
 14 
 The evaluation of potential transportation impacts presented in this PEIS was done in 15 
consultation with the Colorado Department of Transportations as reflected in Chapter 4 (see 16 
Section 4.3.10 and Table 4.6-1).  17 
 18 
 The potential impacts to water depletion in the Upper Colorado watershed are evaluated 19 
in this PEIS; and DOE has consulted with the USFWS with regards to how this water depletion 20 
would potentially impact the Colorado four endangered fish species. PEIS text has been revised 21 
to be consistent with the BA and BO (see Appendix E and Section 4.3.6.4).  22 
 23 
 DOE has initiated programmatic consultation, in compliance with Section 106 of the 24 
NHPA, concerning DOE’s management of the ULP. Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal 25 
agencies to consider the effect of their undertakings on historic properties and to consult with the 26 
appropriate SHPO, American Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other parties that 27 
have an interest in the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. For the ULP, per the 28 
procedure that has historically been and is currently still being carried out, DOE has addressed 29 
consultation through the BLM and the lessees on specific undertakings when ULP 30 
activities/plans have been proposed. However, since the NHPA allows for the utilization of a 31 
programmatic agreement (PA) to govern large or complex projects, and since PAs can be used 32 
when effects on historic properties are expected to be similar and repetitive or regional in scope 33 
or when these effects cannot be fully determined prior to approval of an undertaking, DOE has 34 
initiated the development of a PA for the ULP. DOE initiated discussion with the BLM and the 35 
Colorado SHPO on May 30, 2013. The PA will be revised to address input and review from the 36 
consulting parties, and then routed to the responsive parties for concurrence. DOE-LM plans to 37 
have the PA in place before issuance of the ULP PEIS ROD. 38 
 39 
 See also Section I.3.2 for a discussion regarding the concern about the potential for 40 
creating a boom-and-bust economy from uranium mining in the area. 41 
 42 
 43 
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I.3.2  Support Alternative 1, which states that DOE would terminate all leases, and all 1 
operations would be reclaimed by lessees. DOE would continue to manage the 2 
withdrawn lands, without uranium leasing, in accordance with applicable 3 
requirements. 4 

 5 
 6 
Topic Summary 7 
 8 
 Commenters requested that the ULP be terminated and that lessees be required to reclaim 9 
their operations on their respective lease tracts. Commenters cited concerns over natural 10 
resources, cultural resources, human health, transportation, and visual impacts of uranium 11 
mining in Colorado for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5.  12 
 13 
 Many commenters noted that uranium mining is hazardous for human health and the 14 
environment. They identified concerns about the radioactivity of waste rock piles and the safety 15 
of workers and nearby residents. They also noted that mining is harmful to the environment, 16 
likely to adversely affect air and water quality, and may disturb cultural resources. A few 17 
commenters also noted that mining conflicted with multiple use policies and should not take 18 
place on public lands.  19 
 20 
 They also noted that mining for uranium creates a boom-and-bust economic cycle and 21 
that it would be preferable to promote economic growth based on more sustainable resources 22 
(e.g., encourage tourism-based economic growth by promoting natural resources and aesthetics). 23 
Some other commenters expressed concerns about potential increases in traffic, noise, dust, and 24 
the carbon footprint.  25 
 26 
 Finally, some commenters asserted that additional uranium mining was unnecessary 27 
because the United States already has a robust supply of uranium and is able to import 28 
inexpensive uranium from countries like Canada and Australia.  29 
 30 
 31 
Discussion 32 
 33 
 DOE has evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives to meet the purpose and need 34 
discussed in Section 1.4. After carefully considering all public comments and the results of the 35 
PEIS evaluation, DOE has retained Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative in this PEIS. See the 36 
detailed discussion regarding the purpose and need in Section I.3.4 that follows.  37 
 38 
 The PEIS evaluation for potential impacts from the five alternatives as discussed in 39 
Chapter 4 (the impacts are also summarized in Section 2.4) concludes that potential impacts on 40 
the resource areas (including natural resources, cultural resources, human health, transportation, 41 
and visual impacts) evaluated for the five alternatives generally would be negligible to moderate 42 
and could be further minimized by implementing the compliance and mitigation measures and/or 43 
best management practices (BMPs) described in Section 4.6 and Table 4.6-1. All three phases of 44 
mining (exploration, mine development and operations, and reclamation) were evaluated for 45 
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, while only reclamation was evaluated for Alternatives 1 and 2, since 46 



Final ULP PEIS  Appendix I: Comment Response Document 

 I-8 March 2014 

these two alternatives do not include continued future uranium mining. See also discussion in 1 
Section I.3.1.  2 
 3 
 With regard to concerns about boom-and-bust economic cycles, the large-scale 4 
development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-migration of 5 
workers and their families from outside the region, producing a boom-and-bust scenario with 6 
rapid growth in the population and economy, followed by equally rapid economic contraction, 7 
unemployment, and out-migration. However, it is likely that all workers required for the mining 8 
and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come from within the three-county area. 9 
Thus, with no demographic impacts likely to occur, given the relatively small scale of 10 
development under each of the alternatives, no boom-and-bust scenario would be likely to affect 11 
either low-income and minority populations or the general population. In addition there is no 12 
evidence to suggest that activities under the proposed ULP would have a negative effect on 13 
recreation tourism. 14 
 15 
 16 
I.3.3  Support Alternative 4, which is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in the ULP 17 

PEIS. Under Alternative 4, DOE would continue the ULP with the 31 lease tracts for 18 
the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period. 19 

 20 
 21 
Topic Summary 22 
 23 
 Many commenters voiced support for Alternative 4, under which DOE would continue 24 
the ULP with the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period. 25 
DOE identified Alternative 4 as its preferred alternative. Commenters cited their support of 26 
uranium mining and the need to secure uranium resources. They also said that the jobs created by 27 
the mining industry were beneficial to the region and its inhabitants. They noted their support for 28 
the PEIS procedures and noted that the environmental impact analysis was robust. These 29 
commenters said that the uranium mining was safe and had a low environmental impact and that 30 
the lessees were good stewards of the environment. They mentioned that it would be preferable 31 
to mine uranium in the United States, where environmental regulations are stringent and 32 
enforced. Finally, they noted that nuclear energy is an important source of domestic energy 33 
production.  34 
 35 
 36 
Discussion 37 
 38 
 DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the ULP PEIS 39 
evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as its preferred alternative in this ULP PEIS. The 40 
potential impacts discussed in Chapter 4 are summarized in Sections 2.4.1 to 2.4.13 and in 41 
Tables 2.4-4 to 2.4-9. See also the discussion in Section I.3.1. DOE believes that uranium mining 42 
activities at the ULP lease tracts can continue to be conducted in a manner protective of the 43 
environment and public health, as supported by the ULP PEIS analyses and results obtained. For 44 
Alternative 4, mine development and operations could create about 229 direct jobs and 45 
152 indirect jobs, generating about $14.8 million in income. Average unemployment for Mesa, 46 
Montrose, and San Miguel Counties for 2011 was reported to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, 47 
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respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). See also the discussion in Section I.3.4 that follows regarding 1 
concerns about the purpose and need discussed in Section 1.4 of the ULP PEIS.  2 
 3 
 4 
I.3.4  Concern for NEPA-related issues, such as the appropriateness and adequacy of the 5 

purpose and need described in the ULP PEIS; the adequacy of the range of 6 
alternatives presented and evaluated; and the need for more specific information to 7 
assure that appropriate follow-on NEPA reviews will be conducted as specific mine 8 
plans are submitted for DOE approval.  9 

 10 
 11 
Topic Summary 12 
 13 
 Many commenters identified NEPA issues in their submissions. Many commenters said 14 
that the purpose and need as identified in the PEIS was inadequate. For example, some 15 
commenters noted that DOE had oversimplified the Purpose and Need Statement, and, as such, 16 
the alternatives identified in the PEIS were not in compliance with Congressional legislation. 17 
Some commenters stated that the purpose and need requires an expansion of the scope of the 18 
PEIS. Other commenters noted that the alternatives identified in the PEIS did not support the 19 
Purpose and Need Statement or that the Purpose and Need Statement was inappropriate. For 20 
example, one commenter noted that the Purpose and Need Statement inappropriately focuses on 21 
the need to develop these reserves rather than on an analysis of whether it is the prudent time to 22 
develop these reserves. Commenters requested that the Purpose and Need Statement be clarified 23 
in the Final ULP PEIS. 24 
 25 
 Many other commenters mentioned that the alternatives identified in the ULP PEIS were 26 
inadequate. For example, some commenters requested that a reclamation alternative, in which 27 
the ULP is terminated and all disturbed areas are reclaimed, be added to the ULP PEIS. Other 28 
commenters requested that an alternative that would keep the uranium ore in place until demand 29 
is evident be included in the ULP PEIS. This alternative would call for current uranium demand 30 
and prices, as well as projections of future uranium demand and prices, to be considered in 31 
determining the number of lease tracts that are developed. Commenters requested that these 32 
alternatives be included in the Final ULP PEIS. 33 
 34 
 Some commenters said that the ULP PEIS fails to satisfy NEPA because additional 35 
follow-on NEPA review will not be required for future actions on the ULP lease tracts due to the 36 
categorical exclusions provided under the program. To protect Federal lands, these commenters 37 
requested that further NEPA reviews, or, at a minimum, an environmental assessment (EA), be 38 
performed for future action on the lease tracts. Commenters said that that site-specific data 39 
should be used to document the condition of the sites and the cumulative impacts of the program 40 
and that future NEPA reviews consider a detailed analysis of the site-specific conditions and 41 
foreseeable activities.  42 
 43 
 Other commenters voiced concerns about public participation in the ULP PEIS process. 44 
Some commenters said that the public was not given sufficient time to comment on the PEIS 45 
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documents. Many commenters requested that the PEIS be re-done and re-released with these 1 
issues addressed. 2 
 3 
 4 
Discussion 5 
 6 
 DOE does not agree with the comments alleging that the purpose and need for the 7 
proposed action requires expansion of the scope of the PEIS. As explained in PEIS Section 1.4, 8 
“Purpose and Need for Agency Action,” the underlying purpose and need for agency action was 9 
established by the U.S. Congress in two provisions of the Atomic Energy Act (AEA): 10 
42 U.S.C. § 2096, which authorized and directed DOE, among other things, to develop a supply 11 
of domestic uranium; and 42 U.S.C. § 2097, which authorized DOE “to issue leases or permits 12 
for prospecting for, exploration for, mining of, or removal of deposits of source material 13 
[including uranium ore] in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE deems 14 
necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA.” 15 
 16 
 PEIS Section 1.4 follows the language of the second of those two AEA provisions 17 
(42 U.S.C. § 2097) when it states that in support of those provisions, “DOE needs to determine 18 
the future course of the ULP, including whether to continue leasing some or all of DOE’s 19 
withdrawn lands and other claims . . . for the exploration and production of uranium and 20 
vanadium ores.” PEIS Section 1.6, “Scope of This Draft PEIS,” therefore describes the scope of 21 
its analysis as the evaluation of the five alternatives for managing the ULP, and the evaluation of 22 
“the three mining phases associated with the underground and surface open-pit mining methods,” 23 
which “are the exploration phase, mine development and operations phase, and reclamation 24 
phases.” Therefore, the AEA provisions support the present scope of the ULP PEIS, and do not 25 
require that the scope be expanded beyond the ULP to analyze the entire nuclear fuel cycle. 26 
Further, no DOE decision to be based on this PEIS would change the nation’s use of nuclear 27 
fuels, including use of nuclear power reactors and management of associated radioactive 28 
materials. These and other aspects of the back end of the nuclear fuel cycle are the subject of 29 
numerous other NEPA reviews, including many EISs prepared by the Nuclear Regulatory 30 
Commission. 31 
 32 
 The DPEIS’s Purpose and Need section, in addition to citing the AEA, also cited the 33 
Energy Policy Act of 2005, Public Law 109-58 (EPACT), and stated that EPACT “emphasized 34 
the reestablishment of nuclear power (Sections 601 through 657).” Comments received alleges 35 
that the DPEIS thereby expanded the purpose of the proposed action “through a suggestion that 36 
the 2005 Energy Policy Act calls for more nuclear energy,” and that the scope should be 37 
expanded to include the nuclear fuel cycle for that reason. It was not DOE’s intent to make that 38 
suggestion in the DPEIS. The cited EPACT sections 601 through 657 constitute EPACT’s 39 
Title VI, entitled “Nuclear Matters,” which addressed various nuclear matters and amended 40 
several sections of the AEA. However, EPACT’s Title VI did not “call for more nuclear energy,” 41 
or amend the two provisions of the AEA that the DPEIS cited in the beginning of its Purpose and 42 
Need Section: 42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097. In order to avoid any confusion regarding the 43 
interpretation of the DPEIS’s references to EPAct, DOE has amended the Purpose and Need 44 
section of this PEIS, in Section 1.4, to explain that Congress expressed, in EPAct, a continued 45 
commitment to “decreasing the dependence of the United States on foreign energy supplies” 46 



Final ULP PEIS  Appendix I: Comment Response Document 

 I-11 March 2014 

(42 U.S.C. 16181(a)(3)); and to “[e]nhancing nuclear power’s viability as part of the 1 
United States energy portfolio” (42 U.S.C. §16271 (a)(1). The development of a supply of 2 
domestic uranium supports the provisions of the AEA and the EPAct. However, the development 3 
of a supply of domestic uranium is separate and distinct from the future utilization of nuclear 4 
energy during the entire nuclear fuel cycle. The ULP is related to uranium supply, rather than to 5 
future use, which is dependent upon the exact level of future demand for nuclear energy and is 6 
therefore uncertain and speculative. The development of a domestic uranium supply, as 7 
authorized and directed by Congress in the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is 8 
uncertain at the present time, whatever its exact level may turn out to be in the future. 9 
 10 
 Alternative 1 evaluated in the Draft PEIS does provide a localized, in depth analysis—11 
this alternative involves the termination of the leases with reclamation at any areas requiring 12 
such. DOE’s land withdrawal relates to the extraction of uranium and vanadium resources from 13 
the ULP lease tracts. As such, developing alternative energy is outside the scope of the ULP. 14 
 15 
 DOE does not agree with comments that the Purpose and Need Statement must specify 16 
the lessee’s mitigation requirements; however, the PEIS does contain a robust discussion of 17 
mitigation requirements (see Section 4.6). 18 
 19 
 Regarding comments about follow-on NEPA reviews, the PEIS states in Section 1.7: 20 
“After the ROD [Record of Decision] is issued, as plans (for exploration, mine development and 21 
operation, and reclamation) are submitted by the lessees to DOE for approval, further NEPA 22 
review for a given action would be conducted. The level of follow-on NEPA review to be done 23 
(e.g., categorical exclusion determination, environmental assessment, or environmental impact 24 
statement) would depend on the action being proposed by the lessees, as indicated in the plans 25 
submitted. This NEPA review would be conducted to inform DOE’s decision on approval of the 26 
specific plans, including the conditions DOE would require to mitigate potential impacts.” Based 27 
on the comments received, Section 1.7 has been revised to state that for all future mining plans 28 
submitted for approval, DOE will require, at a minimum, an EA with appropriate public 29 
involvement to be prepared to further evaluate potential site-specific impacts. DOE will issue 30 
categorical exclusion determinations for classes of actions such as routine maintenance activities 31 
that DOE has determined by regulation do not have the potential to result in significant 32 
environmental impacts. DOE makes its categorical exclusions publicly available on the internet. 33 
 34 
 Although some commenters said the public was not given sufficient time to comment on 35 
the PEIS, DOE provided over twice the mandatory duration. The 60-day comment period 36 
initially provided exceeded the required 45-day comment period. The comment period was 37 
extended twice, so that the final comment period lasted for 109 days.  38 
 39 
 After deliberation, DOE determined that re-issuing of the ULP PEIS is not necessary. 40 
DOE has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives and that the information and 41 
analysis in the PEIS is adequate for all of the alternatives (see discussion in I.3.1 for a summary 42 
of potential impacts discussed in the PEIS). DOE has reviewed the public comments and, while 43 
DOE has made revisions to the document in response to comments, DOE has not made 44 
substantial changes to the proposed action and no new significant information has been 45 
discovered so as to warrant issuing a revised Draft ULP PEIS.   46 
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I.3.5  Reclaim and clean up previously mined sites; conduct reclamation of mined locations 1 
during long periods of inactivity. 2 

 3 
 4 
Topic Summary 5 
 6 
 Many commenters said that previously disturbed mining sites should be reclaimed before 7 
any new mining moves forward. Commenters said that cleanup would provide the region with 8 
many more jobs and lead to higher economic growth than that realized from uranium mining. 9 
Some commenters voiced a preference for these types of jobs over jobs from the mining 10 
industry.  11 
 12 
 13 
Discussion 14 
 15 
 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been 16 
completed. There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be 17 
reclaimed under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 18 
oversight or authority to reclaim. With regard to the number of jobs that could be generated from 19 
the reclamation of the currently 12 existing mines on the ULP lease tracts, the estimates provided 20 
in Alternative 1 (which evaluates reclamation of these 12 existing mines) indicate that up to 21 
29 direct jobs and 16 indirect jobs could be generated.  22 
 23 
 Reclamation is required by Federal and state law and by provisions of the lease. 24 
Consistent with state requirements, one lease holder has filed environmental protection plans 25 
(EPPs), and another lease holder has submitted reclamation plans. State law requires lease 26 
holders to enter Temporary Cessation (TC) if inactive for more than 180 days for an initial 27 
period of 5 years. A second 5-year TC may be granted by the state. However, under no 28 
circumstances shall the TC period be longer than 10 consecutive years. If TC reaches the 10-year 29 
maximum, or a second 5-year period is not granted, an operator is required to either reactivate 30 
for a year or fully comply with reclamation and EPP requirements. 31 
 32 
 33 
I.3.6  Maintain mined uranium ore from the ULP lease tracts as a domestic supply. 34 
 35 
 36 
Topic Summary 37 
 38 
 Many commenters noted in their submissions that they would prefer that uranium mined 39 
in the United States not be exported to foreign governments. Some commenters voiced concerns 40 
over national security interests, saying that uranium should not be sold to foreign governments to 41 
prevent them from engaging in uranium enrichment activities as part of a program to develop 42 
nuclear weapons. Other commenters voiced concerns over energy policy interests, saying that 43 
uranium should not be exported to foreign governments because domestic nuclear energy needs 44 
take precedence.  45 
 46 
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 Other commenters requested that the uranium supply be maintained in the ground. These 1 
commenters explained that there is no need to generate additional uranium supply because there 2 
are already sufficient supplies of uranium stockpiled for domestic use. Few commenters said that 3 
there was no market for uranium and others noted that this country already has a robust supply of 4 
uranium. Commenters said that uranium ores should be kept in the ground until the time comes 5 
when the stockpiled domestic supply needs to be augmented.  6 
 7 
 8 
Discussion 9 
 10 
 DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over which the 11 
NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not analyze the 12 
possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export. The possibility that uranium 13 
or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported does not undermine the PEIS’s 14 
stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s scope be expanded to analyze the 15 
export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic uranium or uranium ore from any 16 
source within the United States, including the ULP lease tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear 17 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the AEA and the NRC regulations, which 18 
impose requirements that must be satisfied before the NRC will grant a license to export any 19 
domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 20 
10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any 21 
person to export from the United States any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance 22 
of such a license “would be inimical to the common defense and security” or the health and 23 
safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any 24 
export of uranium ore. Many more specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited 25 
provisions of the AEA and the NRC regulations. 26 
 27 
 In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after 28 
a prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 29 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: to 30 
support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of domestic 31 
uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or removal of 32 
deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE deems 33 
necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active ULP 34 
program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 35 
 36 
 37 
I.3.7  Use the ULP lease tracts for generating renewable energy instead of uranium ore 38 

production. 39 
 40 
 41 
Topic Summary 42 
 43 
 Some commenters said they would prefer that the land within the ULP lease tracts be 44 
used to generate renewable energy. They noted that solar or wind resources were plentiful in the 45 
region and that DOE should be doing more to promote renewables over nuclear energy. 46 
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Commenters noted that renewable energy resources such as solar and wind have less of an 1 
impact on the region’s environment and the health of area residents.  2 
 3 
 4 
Discussion 5 
 6 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 7 
energy is outside the scope of the PEIS; and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 8 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 9 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 10 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 11 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 12 
 13 
 14 
I.3.8  Although a long list of mitigation measures is presented in the ULP PEIS, some are 15 

inadequate, and additional measures need to be included. The ULP PEIS lacks a 16 
discussion on the effectiveness of the measures presented. It is also not clear if some 17 
of these measures would be required and how they would be implemented.  18 

 19 
 20 
Topic Summary 21 
 22 
 Commenters pointed out that mitigation measures identified in the ULP PEIS were 23 
inadequate or requested that additional mitigation measures be added to the ULP PEIS. Several 24 
commenters said that the buffer zone around the Dolores River was inadequate and requested 25 
that it be expanded. Commenters noted several other mitigation measures that needed to be 26 
strengthened or modified. For example, one commenter noted that to mitigate radionuclides from 27 
blowing onto residences, it would be necessary not only to cover the waste rock piles with soil 28 
but also to spray the soil with water or some other barrier. Commenters were also concerned 29 
about the enforceability of the mitigation measures. They noted that resources would best be 30 
protected if lessees were required to undertake the identified mitigation measures.  31 
 32 
 33 
Discussion 34 
 35 
 As indicated in Section 4.6, measures that are identified as compliance and mitigation 36 
measures would be implemented because they are required by law (compliance measures) or 37 
have been identified to minimize potential impacts (mitigation measures) as included in the 38 
leases. The ULP PEIS also indicates that mitigation measures that are currently not in the leases 39 
would be included as leases are modified. Implementation of the compliance and mitigation 40 
measures would be under the oversight of the corresponding oversight agencies. DOE is 41 
responsible for assuring that lease requirements are met and thus would enforce mitigation 42 
measures in leases.  43 
 44 
 45 
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I.3.9  The cumulative impacts analysis does not cover enough area and does not address 1 
some projects in the region of cumulative impacts, such as the oil and gas wells 2 
present in the area. The conclusions or determinations of negligible to minor 3 
potential cumulative impacts need to be re-evaluated.  4 

 5 
 6 
Topic Summary 7 
 8 
 Many commenters said that the cumulative impacts analysis was inadequate. 9 
Commenters noted that some information was not included in the cumulative impacts analysis, 10 
such as the impacts that could result from climate change and oil and gas activities. Other 11 
commenters noted that the cumulative impacts analysis did not address the impacts from the 12 
Piñon Ridge Mill. Commenters said the ULP PEIS lacked a detailed cumulative impacts study; 13 
excluded an investigation of long-term economic development, transportation corridors, and 14 
public health; and failed to consider the combined impacts of all past and present uranium 15 
activities in this region. Commenters requested that these analyses be performed for the final 16 
issuance of the ULP PEIS.  17 
 18 
 19 
Discussion 20 
 21 
 DOE has reviewed the analysis of cumulative impacts in light of these comments to 22 
ensure that it is adequately comprehensive to provide a basis for informed, environmentally 23 
sound decision making.  24 
 25 
 GHG emissions attributable to the ULP would be small (see discussion in I.3.1). Climate 26 
would not be expected to adversely affect ULP activities, including successful reclamation, or 27 
the impacts of ULP activities on resource areas, which are conservatively estimated in this PEIS. 28 
 29 
 Oil and gas projects within the 50-mi (80-km) ROI considered in the PEIS are discussed 30 
and evaluated in Section 4.7.2.4. A total of 3,121 wells are located within the ROI studied, as 31 
shown in Figure 4.7-2. Table 4.7-8 summarizes potential impacts in the ROI during exploration 32 
and future development of oil and gas lease parcels. The cumulative impacts evaluation in 33 
Section 4.7.2.2 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mi (80-km) ROI. 34 
The proposed Piñon Ridge Mill is also evaluated relative to cumulative impacts, since it is within 35 
the 50-mi (80-km) ROI addressed in this PEIS. Section 4.7.1.1 describes the Piñon Ridge Mill 36 
project and its potential impacts on the environment and human health as discussed in reports 37 
prepared by Energy Fuels. This information was then incorporated into Section 4.7.4 to 38 
determine the cumulative impacts for this ULP PEIS. 39 
 40 
 Studies on long-term economic development, transportation corridors, and public health 41 
as suggested by these commenters are not within the scope of this ULP PEIS. However, this ULP 42 
PEIS does conservatively analyze the time frame for addressing the life-cycle of the proposed 43 
action (i.e., considered the 10-year or longer time that mining activities could occur under the 44 
lease terms), and it considers cumulative impacts from all reasonably foreseeable future actions 45 
with the 50-mi (80-km) ROI under cumulative impacts.  46 
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I.4  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 1 
 2 
 All comment documents received by DOE on the Draft ULP PEIS are provided in this 3 
section. Each comment document received was assigned a comment document identifier. Oral 4 
comments given at the public hearings were documented via transcripts prepared for each 5 
hearing. Excerpts from the transcripts containing the oral comments provided by each 6 
commenter at the hearings are also presented in this section. The transcripts can be found in their 7 
entirety on the project web site at http://www.ulpeis.anl.gov/.  8 
 9 
 Comment documents received were organized into two categories. Section I.4.1 contains 10 
all the comment documents received from organizations, and Section I.4.2 contains all comment 11 
documents received from individual members of the public. At the beginning of each section in 12 
Sections I.4.1 and I.4.2, a corresponding table that lists all of the organizations or individuals 13 
from whom comment documents were received is included for reference. In these sections, a 14 
side-by-side format is used, in which the comments identified from each comment document are 15 
shown on the left side of the pages and the corresponding DOE responses are shown on the right 16 
side of the pages. 17 
 18 
 19 
I.4.1  Organizations That Submitted Comments in Writing via Letter, E-mail, or Web 20 

Portal or Orally at One of the Public Hearings 21 
 22 
 Table I.4-1 tabulates all organizations (in alphabetical order) that submitted comments, 23 
along with the comment document identifiers assigned to each. Comments identified within each 24 
comment document are shown in brackets on the left side of the page(s), with the corresponding 25 
response shown on the right side of the same page(s). The comment documents and responses 26 
are presented at the end of Section I.4. 27 
 28 
 29 
I.4.2  Individuals Who Submitted Comments in Writing via Letter, E-mail, or Web Portal 30 

or Orally at One of the Public Hearings 31 
 32 
 Table I.4-2 tabulates all individuals (in alphabetical order) who submitted comments, 33 
along with the comment document identifiers assigned to each. Comments identified within each 34 
comment document are shown in brackets on the left side of the page(s), with the corresponding 35 
response shown on the right side of the same page(s). The comment documents and responses 36 
are presented at the end of Section I.4.  37 
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TABLE I.4-1 Organizations That Submitted Comments in 1 
Writing via Letter, E-mail, or Web Portal or Orally at One 2 
of the Public Hearings for ULP 3 

Name 

 
Comment 

Document No. 
  
Bureau of Land Management, Tres Rios Field Office L33 
Citizens for Clean Air L44 
Cotter Corporation L50 
Curecanti Medical Society L45 
Department of the Interior L38 
Dolores River Coalition L46 
Energy & Conservation Law L47 
Hopi Tribe L1 
Lower Colorado River Water Quality Partnership L39 
Mesa County Department of Public Services L32 
Montrose County T29 
Montrose County, Board of County Commissioners L3 
San Miguel County Board of Commissioners L41 
Town of Telluride L53 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8 L43 
Uranium Watch and Living Rivers L48 
Western Colorado Congress L49 
Western Small Miners Association L36 

 4 
 5 

TABLE I.4-2  Individuals Who Submitted Comments 6 
in Writing via Letter, E-mail, or Web Portal or Orally 7 
at One of the Public Hearings for ULP 8 

Name 

 
Comment 

Document No. 
  
Acker, Thomas T3 
Adams, Francine E94 
Adamson, Susie T20 
Allen, Chris L10 
Andersen, Lori E74 
Anderson, Gordon E59 
Anderson, Gordon E97 
Applegate, Josh L16 
Arrington, Bob E108 
Aubert, Josh L22 
Bachman, Hether E43 
Baker, Jefferson L23 
Ballantyne, Marvin T25 
Barford, Denise E79 
Bennett, Jan W16 
Beverly, Robert G. L2 

 9 
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TABLE I.4-2  (Cont.) 

Name 

 
Comment 

Document No. 
  
Boeschenstein, Bennett E30 
Boling, Ashley T42 
Bowen, Sandra E2 
Brannon, Lee E122 
Brouillette, Carrie L24 
Brown, Charla E31 
Brown, Charla E56 
Brown, Charla E117 
Brown, David L5 
Brown, Ruthie E12 
Cale, Dave T9 
Callies, Lori E78 
Cascade, Robyn E49 
Case, Dudley E4 
Cassidy, Michael E107 
Catlin, Barbara E32 
Chamberlin, Judith W10 
Chowen, Carole E8 
Clay, Margaret E18 
Clow, Scott T51 
Collins, Kami L25 
Collins, Mark T13 
Colt, Summer L8 
Congour, David E28 
Congour, David E93 
Coombs, Mary E37 
Cooper, Hilary T47 
Cort, George W7 
Cort, George W14 
Cort, George W18 
Coulter, Sara E65 
Crawford, Dave T27 
Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn L37 
Cunningham, Kirk E96 
Daniels, Mel E84 
Davidian, Jerry W19 
Davison, John E87 
de Bivort, Lawry T48 
Delaney, Betty E69 
Deuter, Catherine E54 
Dix, Deborah W15 
Douglas, A. Paul E38 
Douglas, A. Paul E80 
Dye, Angela T40 
Edge, Kristine E61 
Ekenrode, Carol L6 
Ellis, Ryan T5 
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TABLE I.4-2  (Cont.) 

Name 

 
Comment 

Document No. 
  
Ernst, Robert E47 
Esty, Jon and Rosemary E3 
Evans, Russell E9 
Evans, Russell E67 
Evans, Russell E115 
Fenn, Virgil T7 
Field, Sally E113 
Fraser, Frances E13 
Gabow, Bruce E45 
Galloway, Danny E58 
Galloway, Danny E102 
Glynn, David T45 
Goin, Wayne  E129 
Golden, Marcia E40 
Gray, Dick E57 
Gray, Dick E99 
Green, Robert E101 
Greene, Howard E1 
Greene, Howard E16 
Greene, Nicole E24 
Greene, Nicole E68 
Grieger, Shawna L26 
Grossman, Robert L51 
Hallenberg, Steven T21 
Hallenborg, Lesley E116 
Hallenborg, Steven E123 
Halpern, Stuart E95 
Harrison, Zackoree E17 
Harrison, Zackoree E90 
Hayes, Joe E36 
Hayes, Joe E105 
Hazelhurst, Sean L11 
Heinrich, Mindi L27 
Heuscher, Penny E120 
Hiatt, Nina E5 
Hiatt, Nina E70 
Hiatt, Nina E91 
Hills, Penny T14 
Hoffmann, John W5 
Hoodwin, Marcia E111 
Hornback, Emily E26 
Hutcheson, Lorraine L28 
Johnson, Janet T8 
Jones, David W11 
Joy, Jay E44 
Justice, Susan E89 
Kanter, Holly L17 
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TABLE I.4-2  (Cont.) 

Name 

 
Comment 

Document No. 
  
Keller, JR L18 
Kemper, Katie E50 
Kendall, Don L19 
Kllanxhja, Piera W6 
Kllanxhja, Piera E35 
Kllanxhja, Piera E118 
Kllanxhja, Piera E119 
Kolachov, Nick T50 
Konola, Claudette T11 
Krute, Robert E39 
Krute, Robert E77 
Leas, Rebecca E81 
Lee, Carol E85 
Leeds, Frank E127 
Leonard, Betsy E10 
Leonard, Betsy E62 
Light, Paul E55 
Livingston, Catherine E51 
Lobato, Tony T53 
Lohmiller, Bruce L4 
Lyne, Beverly T1 
Magoon, Janet E64 
Magtutu, Gabe E103 
Mallard, Angela L52 
Maragon, Lisa E41 
Maragon, Lisa E76 
Marquardt, Michael E34 
Marvel, Gail W4 
May, Joan T49 
McKenney, Tom E88 
McTavish, Jodie T16 
Mercer, Karen E66 
Michaelis, Karen E14 
Miller, Glen T6 
Miller, Linda T41 
Mitchell, Dennis T19 
Moreng, Joseph E33 
Myers, Chris T33 
Name Withheld W2 
Name Withheld W9 
Name Withheld L27 
Niederkruger, Eric T4 
Oakes, Meagan W17 
Oday, Ky L12 
Oglesby, Betty T23 
Olmstead, Dennis E104 
Palmer, Shauna T34 
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TABLE I.4-2  (Cont.) 

Name 

 
Comment 

Document No. 
  
Parish, Barbara E71 
Parker, Jennifer W8 
Parker, Jennifer T36 
Parker, Jennifer L13 
Parker, Randy T35 
Parker, Tehri E25 
Peterson, Catherine T37 
Pfaff, Kristin T2 
Phillips, Benita E121 
Phillips, Benita T12 
Pierce, Carol W3 
Prendergast, Jim E7 
Quade, Wayne T28 
Radley, Rad E46 
Rahmann, Susan L35 
Ramey, James E109 
Reams, John T54 
Rechel, Eric T10 
Redmond, Mary E53 
Rensenbrink, Willy E92 
Rice King, Karen E42 
Riddell, Jim T26 
Ries, Erin L7 
Roberts, Gary E73 
Robinson, Rita E21 
Rogers, Don E22 
Rogers, Don E75 
Rogers, Missy E126 
Rozycki, Mike T39 
Rupp, Marjorie E52 
Sadowski, Vicki T31 
Safken, Melody E83 
Safken, Melody E128 
Saftler, Michael T44 
Sandberg, Nick W12 
Sands, Ed E29 
Saunders, Bob T32 
Savant, Sam W13 
Schoettler, Joanne E82 
Schofield, Mark E15 
Sharp, Rod L20 
Siglin, Patrick T18 
Smith, Wally T24 
Stettner, Paul E11 
Stettner, Paul E63 
Stucklen, Deborah W1 
Syldona, Maria E6 
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TABLE I.4-2  (Cont.) 

Name 

 
Comment 

Document No. 
  
Szilagyi, Paul T38 
Taylor, Kristin L9 
Taylor, Linda E124 
Terrill, Nancy E27 
Terry, Noalani E72 
Terry, Noalani E106 
Thompson, Donald E110 
Thompson, Jane T57 
Thurston, Jennifer T43 
Townsend, Carl E48 
Turner, Greg L29 
Unfred, Alisa L14 
Unfred, Craig L15 
van West, Rein and Jan E86 
van West, Rein and Jan E112 
Vandersloot, George T30 
Vanek, Jolana E114 
Varecha, Debbie E98 
Wallace, Troy T56 
Wetzel, Angela L21 
Wheels, Kim E125 
White, Carolyn L40 
Wickham, Roger L42 
Williams, Glen T22 
Williams, Glen T46 
Williams, Glen T55 
Wilson, Kylynn L30 
Wilson, Mary Lou L31 
Wizer, Joyce E19 
Wizer, Joyce E20 
Wong, Choi T15 
Wood, Linda E100 
Woodward, Joan T17 
Yoho-Wikse, Nicholas T52 
Ziegler, Cynthia E23 
Ziegler, Cynthia E60 

 1 
 2 
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Bureau of Land Management, Tres Rios Field Office, Commenter ID No. L33 
 

 
Bureau of Land Management, Tres Rios Field Office – L33 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L33-1 Comment noted. DOE appreciates the effort by BLM as a cooperating agency for the ULP 

PEIS process. 
 
L33-2 The descriptor “main” has been revised to “an” - the footnote now reads: “…issued a final 

radioactive materials license to Energy Fuels Resources Corporation (which is an asset of 
Ontario’s Energy Fuels Resources, Inc., located in Lakewood, Colorado),….”. 

 
L33-3 This has been corrected to 69 kilometers. 
  

L33-3 

L33-2 

L33-1 
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Bureau of Land Management, Tres Rios Field Office, Commenter ID No. L33 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L33-4 Replaced “prevents” with “reduces” per comment. 
 
  

L33-4 
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Citizens for Clean Air, Commenter ID No. L44 
 

 
Citizens for Clean Air – L44 
 
 
 

L44-1 For ozone, an area is considered to be in attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) when the 3-year average of the annual 4th highest daily maximum 8-hour 
ozone concentration at a site is less than or equal to 0.075 ppm (73 FR 16436, Mar 27, 2008). 
Currently, all counties encompassing the ULP lease tracts are designated as 
unclassifiable/attainment area. The nearest O3 nonattainment areas include Denver 
metropolitan area and the Upper Green River Basin (UGRB) in southwest Wyoming, which 
includes the entire Sublette County, east-central Lincoln, and northwestern Sweetwater 
Counties. In 2012, the UGRB was designated as a marginal nonattainment area related to 
wintertime high ozone.  

 
 Ozone is primarily a summertime pollutant. The conditions conducive to high ozone 

concentrations typically include high temperature, low wind speeds, intense solar radiation, 
and an absence of precipitation. However, high ozone concentrations have recently been 
observed in several western rural areas during winter months, even when temperatures are 
below freezing and lower solar radiation prevails.  

 
 Air quality modeling indicated that these high-ozone incidents during wintertime result from 

several factors: elevated wintertime solar radiation due to the higher elevation and enhanced by 
high albedo of snow cover; shallow mixing layer below temperature inversion; no or few 
clouds; stagnant or light winds; and abundant ozone precursors (such as NOx and VOCs) from 
existing oil and gas development activities. Topographic and meteorological conditions around 
the ULP lease tracts are similar to those in Sublette County, Wyoming. Thus, elevated 
wintertime ozone is likely when high ozone-induced meteorological conditions prevail and 
ozone precursor emissions are abundant. Recently, ozone monitoring has begun in 
northwestern Colorado (e.g., Garfield and Rio Blanco Counties) and northeastern Utah 
(e.g., Uintah County), for which monitored ozone levels frequently exceed NAAQS mostly 
during winter months.  

 
 There are several O3 monitoring stations south of I-70 along the state boundary between 

Colorado and Utah (EPA 2013), which have elevations similar to ULP lease tracts ranging 
5,000-8,000 ft. Monitoring data at these stations exceed NAAQS on occasion only in the 
summer months and does not show any sign of wintertime high ozone. 

 
 In the three counties with typical rural setting, VOCs emissions occur everywhere where the 

atmospheric chemistry is in the NOx limited. For NOx, on-road vehicular emissions account for 
slightly over 30%, followed by point sources and oil and gas-related emissions at about 22% 
each. As discussed in the Draft PEIS, ozone precursor emissions from ULP activities are 
estimated to be a small fraction of those that occur in the three ULP counties (up to 2.3%) and 
scattered over a wide area (about 50-mi stretch). These potential emissions from the ULP lease 
tracts could slightly increase the ozone levels but would be a minor contributor to total ozone 
levels in the area.  

 
 Lyman, S., and H. Shorthill (editors), 2013, Final Report: 2012 Uintah Basin Winter Ozone & 

Air Quality Study, Feb. 1. Available at http://rd.usu.edu/files/uploads/ubos_2011-
12_final_report.pdf. 

 
 EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency), 2013, AirData, Access to monitored air quality 

data from EPA’s Air Quality System (AQS) Data Mart. Available at 
http://www.epa.gov/airdata/index.html 

 
L44-2 For PM10, an area is considered to be in attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS) when 24-hour PM10 concentrations are not exceeded over150 μg/m3 more 
than once per year on average over 3 years. For PM2.5, an area is considered to be in attainment 
of NAAQS when 3-year average of 98th percentiles is lessthan 35 μg/m3. Currently, all  
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counties encompassing the ULP lease tracts are designated as unclassifiable/attainment areas. 
The nearest PM (PM10 and PM2.5) nonattainment areas include Wasatch Front in Utah, 
including Salt Lake City, Provo, and/or Ogden. 

 
 In the summertime, high wind events can lead to unusually high PM values. In addition, high 

PM values tend to occur during wintertime temperature inversions. Air quality trends are 
difficult to evaluate because meteorological conditions play a large role in the data collected 
from year to year. That is why the standard is evaluated over three-year period. 

 
 Per PM data for Grand Junction, elevated PM10 concentrations are observed during warm 

months (EPA 2013). In contrast, elevated PM2.5 concentrations tend to occur during cold 
months. Presumably PM10 peaks are related to natural dust events while PM2.5 peaks are 
associated with temperature inversion and emissions from vehicles, road sanding, wood-
burning stoves, and other open burning emissions. Wood-burning and open burning restriction 
program and vehicle emissions inspection and maintenance program could relieve PM loadings 
into the atmosphere. 

 
 Most ULP activities would occur during daytime hours when air dispersion is favorable and 

thus potential impacts of these activities would be minimal associated with nighttime 
temperature inversion except for prolonged snow cover as the case is in wintertime high ozone. 
As discussed in the DPEIS, PM emissions from ULP activities are estimated to be a small 
fraction of those in three ULP counties total (up to 3.2%) and scattered over a wide area (about 
50-mi stretch). As a result, these emissions from ULP lease tracts can slightly increase PM 
levels but become a minor contributor to total PM levels in the area.  

 
L44-3 DOE has reviewed the analysis of air quality to assure that it is adequately comprehensive to 

provide a basis for informed, environmentally sound decision making.  
 
 This Final PEIS contains additional information about potential radon releases (see 

Sections 4.3.5, 4.4.5, and 4.5.5). DOE is required to meet Federal, state and local regulatory 
requirements for implementing DOE’s preferred alternative. Mitigation measures have also 
been identified in this PEIS that would prevent or minimize potential impacts to air quality. 
Impacts to air quality from the range of reasonable alternatives for the ULP Program have been 
evaluated in Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 4.5.1. Cumulative impacts to air quality and 
human health are discussed in Section 4.7. Controls are in place to mitigate health impacts on 
uranium mine workers. The PEIS evaluated potential risk to workers and members of the 
general public (on-site recreationist and off-site residents). This evaluation made use of state-
of-the-art models and health science information recommended by the EPA to estimate the 
radon emission rates associated with mining operations and the primary health risks of 
concern, the latent life-time cancer risks, for such evaluations. DOE’s analysis likely 
overestimates human health impacts because the emission estimates were based on 
conservative assumptions that would yield higher radiation exposures. The results discussed in 
the PEIS indicate that for the peak year scenarios described in the PEIS, when conducted in 
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, the identified mitigation measures can be 
implemented in a manner that is protective of human health and the environment. 

 
L44-4 DOE has evaluated the potential impacts for 13 environmental resource areas (including air 

quality) and human health for the five alternatives considered to be the range of reasonable 
alternatives presented in the PEIS. DOE considers the evaluation to be adequate in supporting 
all five alternatives. See also discussion in Section I.3.2. 

 
DOE has considered the results of the PEIS evaluation and the comments received on the Draft 
PEIS in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE's preferred alternative. Alternative 4 provides for the 
continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine development /mine operation, and 
reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period.  
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Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  
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Cotter Corporation – L50 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-1 Comment noted. DOE has reviewed the comments submitted by Cotter Corporation, has 

incorporated the information from the EPPs and the recommended corrections to PEIS text 
(see Responses to L50-13 to L50-22, and L50-25 to L50-28). 
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L50-2 DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in addition to public 

comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for the PEIS. 
Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 
DOE also notes the report that Cotter Corporation attached with its comment letter as 
Exhibit 1. DOE has read this 2013 report (Critical Analysis of World Uranium Resources: 
U.S. Scientific Investigations Report 2012-5239 authored by Susan Hall and Margaret 
Coleman), but has not included it with this Appendix to conserve resources. DOE has reviewed 
the attachment and has noted the excerpts included in the comment.  
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L50-3 Comment noted. See Response to L50-2.  
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L50-4 Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in 

addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for 
the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and 
mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 
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L50-5 Same response as L50-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-6 See response to L50-4. 
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L50-7 See response to L50-4. 
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L50-8 Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in 

addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for 
the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and 
mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L50-9 See response to L50-8. 
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L50-10 See response to L50-8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-11 Site-specific information provided in the EPPs prepared by Cotter Corporation has been 

incorporated into the PEIS. See Section 1.3 for a summary. 
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L50-12 See response to L50-11. The site-specific information presented in EPPs prepared by Cotter 
Corporation is consistent with input information used in the analyses for the PEIS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-13 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment. Same for next 9 comments. 
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L50-14 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-15 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-16 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-17 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
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L50-18 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L50-19 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-20 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-21 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
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L50-22 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-23 PEIS text has been revised in the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 and 4 consistent with the BA 

and BO ( see Appendix E for the BA and BO). 
 
 
 
 
 

L50-24 See response to L50-23. 
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L50-25 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-26 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-27 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L50-28 This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.  
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L50-29 DOE notes Cotter Corporation’s support of Alternative 4 which is DOE’s preferred alternative 
identified in this PEIS. The EPPs prepared by Cotter Corporation have been reviewed and 
information from them incorporated into the site- or lease tract-specific evaluation and 
discussion included in this PEIS. 
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Curecanti Medical Society – L45 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L45-1 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
L45-2 Controls are in place to mitigate health impacts on uranium mine workers. The PEIS evaluated 

potential risk to workers and members of the general public (on-site recreationist and off-site 
residents). This evaluation made use of state-of-the-art models and health science information 
recommended by the EPA to estimate the radon emission rates associated with mining 
operations and the primary health risks of concern, the latent life-time cancer risks, for such 
evaluations. DOE’s analysis likely overestimates human health impacts because the emission 
estimates were based on conservative assumptions that would yield higher radiation exposures. 
The results discussed in the PEIS indicate that for the peak year scenarios described in the 
PEIS, when conducted in compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, the identified 
mitigation measures can be implemented in a manner that is protective of human health and the 
environment. 

 
 
L45-3 See response to L45-1. 
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Department of the Interior – L38 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L38-1 Comment noted. DOE appreciates the effort by DOI as a cooperating agency for the ULP PEIS 
process. See L33-1 to L33-5 for BLM comments and responses. 
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Dolores River Coalition – L46 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L46-1 The roundtail chub, bluehead sucker, and flannelmouth sucker are species listed as sensitive by 
the BLM and FS. These species are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 3.6.4.2 and Tables 3.6-21, 
4.1-10, and 4.3-8. Measures to minimize potential impacts from uranium mining on the ULP 
lease tracts are provided in Table 4.6-1. These measures include measures to avoid, minimize, 
and mitigate impacts to waterbodies and aquatic habitats for aquatic biota such as these fish 
species (M-4). PEIS text has been revised consistent with the BA and BO, see Appendix E and 
Section 4.3.6.4. 
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L46-2 Measures to minimize potential impacts from uranium mining on the ULP lease tracts are 

provided in Table 4.6-1. These measures include measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
impacts to waterbodies and aquatic habitats for aquatic biota (M-4). The Biological 
Assessment (BA) prepared for consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
regarding potential impacts of the ULP on species listed under the ESA includes the same 
measures for ESA-listed fish species as presented in Table 4.6-1. The USFWS issued a 
Biological Opinion (BO) in August 2013. The BA and the BO are presented in Appendix E of 
this PEIS. PEIS text has been revised consistent with the BA and BO, see Appendix E and 
Section 4.3.6.4. 

 
L46-3 Information on the Gunnison sage-grouse is provided in Sections 3.6.4, 4.1.6.4, and 4.3.6.4. As 

discussed in these sections, potentially suitable habitat for this species may occur in several 
lease tracts. However, based on information provided by industry and the Colorado Parks and 
Wildlife (CPW), the species has not been recorded on any of the lease tracts. On January 11, 
2013, the USFWS proposed to list the Gunnison sage-grouse as an endangered species under 
the ESA. At that time, the USFWS proposed to designate 1.7 million acres of critical habitat 
for the species. The most recent available information for the Gunnison sage-grouse, including 
updated geospatial data pertaining to the species’ critical habitat, has been incorporated to the 
PEIS. Measures to minimize potential impacts from uranium mining in the ULP lease tracts are 
provided in Table 4.6-1.  

 
 Information on the desert bighorn sheep is provided in Section 3.6.2.3 of the PEIS. As evident 

from Table 3.6-15 in that section, the ULP lease tracts encompass only a small portion of the 
desert bighorn sheep activity areas within the three-county ULP study area. Potential impacts 
on bighorn sheep are addressed in Section 4.3.6.2 of the PEIS. DOE did consult with Colorado 
Parks and Wildlife (CPW) regarding the desert bighorn sheep during the preparation of the 
PEIS. It is expected that the CPW would have been and will continue to be consulted when 
EPPs are prepared for individual mines developed as part of the ULP. Desert bighorn sheep 
habitat protection or offsite habitat enhancement may also be conditions of permits and lease 
requirements for mine sites.  
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L46-4 Those ecological resources of outstandingly remarkable value (ORV) discussed in the 

comment that are either listed under the ESA, listed as sensitive by the BLM or FS, or listed as 
threatened or endangered by the State of Colorado are evaluated in the Draft PEIS (see 
Tables 3.6-21, 4.1-10, and 4.3-8). Assumptions on water usage and source are discussed in 
Section 2.2 (Tables 2.2-3, 2.2-5, and 2.2-7). These assumptions are consistent with site-specific 
information for ULP uranium past mining activities and EPPs prepared for some of the lease 
tracts. Follow-on NEPA reviews would address specific water needs, as appropriate.  

 
 Based on the state data, currently no impacts to streams were identified from the Lease Tracts. 

In addition, site-specific conditions for the Slick Rock tract are described in the EPP prepared 
by Cotter Corporation for Lease Tract 13A, and have been incorporated into the analyses done 
for the PEIS.  

 
 Because the Slick Rock UMTRCA processing site is located on Lease Tract 13A, data 

obtained for that project is discussed here. While alluvial groundwater data from the Slick 
Rock UMTRCA site indicate groundwater contamination, surface water data do not indicate 
contamination to the Dolores River due to the site. That is, surface water sampling results for 
the 2012 monitoring period demonstrated essentially no impact to the Dolores River from 
historical milling activities. CDPHE water quality benchmarks for nitrates, selenium, and 
uranium were not exceeded; one sample for manganese slightly exceeded the benchmark 
(.055 mg/L versus CDPHE benchmark of 0.05 mg/L). This particular sample was highly 
turbid; the data point is also observed to be anomalous relative to historical data. This 
information can be found in the Verification Monitoring Report for the Slick Rock, Colorado, 
Processing Sites dated April 2013. 

 
 The potential impacts on water quantity may include increased surface runoff, reduced 

groundwater recharge, and dewatering to the mines. As discussed in the PEIS (see 
Section 4.3.4), the groundwater loss to mines is limited to a few wet mines including Lease 
Tracts 7, 9, and 13. 

 
 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.   
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L46-5 Impacts to the environmental resources analyzed in the PEIS such as air emissions, 

radiological exposure to human health, soil erosion, water quality, subsistence, visual, property 
values impacts, and transportation would be negligible to moderate. As a result, impacts on 
recreation are also likely to be minor. Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight 
within the ULP has been completed. There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts 
that will ultimately be reclaimed under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the 
ULP and not under DOE’s oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as 
part of its range of reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 Reclamation of existing mine sites could improve the perception of the area to potential 

visitors, creating additional recreation employment and income in the region surrounding the 
area where potential leasing could occur. 

 
 Although the demand for uranium fluctuates, regardless of current demand levels, as stated in 

Section 1.4 of the PEIS, leasing programs are still required in order to develop a potential 
supply of domestic uranium, and to determine the future course of the ULP, including whether 
to continue leasing some or all of the withdrawn lands for the exploration and production of 
uranium and vanadium ores.  

 
 With regard to the available supply of uranium in the U.S. for domestic use, the development 

of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by Congress in the AEA, enables 
DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present time, whatever its exact level 
may turn out to be in the future.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the land for development of solar energy is outside the scope of 

the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the 
PEIS. Surface use of a majority of the ULP land for such purposes as alternative energy 
development is not excluded by the ULP Program. 

 
 However, DOE oversees numerous programs to promote a wide variety of energy generation 

technologies, including many based on renewable resources, as well as programs that promote 
energy conservation and efficiency.  
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L46-6 DOE has evaluated the potential impacts for 13 environmental resource areas (including air 
quality, historical and cultural impacts, transportation, and cumulative impacts) for the five 
alternatives considered to be the range of reasonable alternatives presented in the PEIS. DOE 
considers the evaluation to be adequate in supporting all five alternatives. See also discussion 
in Section I.3.2. 

 
Climate change was evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 4.5.1) in 
terms of greenhouse gas (GHG) generated by the ULP proposed action for the five alternatives, 
respectively. The results indicate that the ULP proposed action contributes a very small 
percentage to both Colorado, and U.S. GHG generated (up to 0.03% and 0.0005%, 
respectively). U.S. GHG emissions account for about one-fifth of global GHG emissions, and 
GHG emissions from ULP proposed action are up to about 0.0001%. The amount of GHG 
generated is generally used as a measure of the potential impacts on climate change. In 
contrast, ULP mining activities (followed by power generations at nuclear power plants) would 
displace considerable amounts of criteria and toxic air pollutants, and GHG emissions that 
would otherwise be released from fossil power plants. Hence, ULP mining activities could 
result in more positive impacts than adverse impacts relative to climate change. The text in the 
PEIS has been revised (see the same sections mentioned previously) to explain further how 
potential impacts from climate change were analyzed for the PEIS and what the results mean. 

 
L46-7 The range of reasonable alternatives evaluated in the PEIS encompasses the scenarios or 

alternatives discussed by the commenter. 
 
 The reasonable alternatives in the PEIS range from no future leases to 31 lease tracts without 

requiring all leases tracts to be leased. 
 
 The concern about water quality due to the proximity to the Dolores River and its tributary has 

been considered. One of mitigation measures to assure protection of surface water body from 
contamination and sedimentation was to restrict activities within ¼ mile of perennial streams 
(Table 4.6-1). 

 
 The impacts of ULP activities in Lease Tracts on sensitive native fish populations and Wild 

and Scenic ORVs (canyon treefrog and Eastwood’s monkeyflower) are discussed in 
Section 4.3.6.4 (Table 4.3-8). Information on the Gunnison sage-grouse is provided in 
Sections 3.6.4, 4.1.6.4, and 4.3.6.4. As discussed in these sections, potentially suitable habitat 
for this species may occur in several lease tracts. However, based on information provided by 
industry and CPW, the species has not been recorded on any of the lease tracts. On January 11, 
2013, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) proposed to list the Gunnison sage-grouse 
as an endangered species under the ESA. At that time, the Service proposed to designate 
1.7 million acres of critical habitat for the species. The Final PEIS has been updated with the 
most recent available information for the Gunnison sage-grouse, including updated geospatial 
data pertaining to the species’ critical habitat.  

 
 Section 3.6.2.3.1, and to some extent Section 3.6.4.2.1, provide information on the occurrence 

and activity areas of the desert bighorn sheep in the ULP study area (see in particular 
Table 3.6-15 and Figure 3.6-8). The potential impacts of ULP activities on the desert bighorn 
sheep are discussed in Section 4.1.6.2 and 4.3.6.2. Among the measures to minimize potential 
impacts from ULP mining activities (see Section 4.6) is that there will be no new mining or 
other surface-disturbing activities within 0.25 mi of the Dolores River to avoid impacts on a 
desert bighorn sheep movement corridor. 

 
 Leases 18, 19, 19a, and 20 are located away from the San Miguel River.  
 
 Leases 17 (1) and 17 (2) do not overlap Gunnison sage-grouse proposed critical habitat.

L46-6 

L46-7 
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Energy & Conservation Law, Commenter ID No. L47 
 

 
Energy & Conservation Law – L47 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-1 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 42 U.S.C. 
§§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 42 U.S.C. 
§ 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States any 
uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical to 
the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations. Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore 
exports, over which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS 
does not analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
   

L47-1 
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L47-2 The purpose and need for the proposed action does not require expansion of the scope of the 
PEIS. As explained in PEIS Section 1.4, “Purpose and Need for Agency Action,” the 
underlying purpose and need for agency action was established by the U.S. Congress in two 
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act (AEA): 42 U.S.C. § 2096, which authorized and directed 
DOE to develop a supply of domestic uranium; and 42 U.S.C. § 2097, which authorized DOE, 
among other things, “to issue leases or permits for prospecting for, exploration for, mining of, 
or removal of deposits of source material [including uranium ore] in lands belonging to the 
United States.”  

 
 The Purpose and Need for agency action, as described in ULP PEIS Section 1.4, is to support 

the implementation of those two AEA provisions. Section 1.4 recognizes that in order to 
support these provisions “DOE needs to determine the future course of the ULP, including 
whether to continue leasing some or all of DOE’s withdrawn lands and other claims . . . for the 
exploration and production of uranium ores for the remainder of the ten-year period that was 
covered by the July 2007 PEA.” PEIS Section 1.6, “Scope of the ULP PEIS,” therefore 
describes the scope of its analysis as the evaluation of the five alternatives for managing the 
ULP, and the evaluation of “the three mining phases associated with the underground and 
surface open-pit mining methods,” which “are the exploration phase, mine development and 
operations phase, and reclamation phases.” Therefore, the AEA provisions are consistent with 
the present scope of the ULP PEIS, and do not require that the scope be expanded beyond the 
ULP to analyze the entire nuclear fuel cycle. Further, no DOE decision to be based on this 
PEIS would change the nation’s use of nuclear fuels, including use of nuclear power reactors 
and management of associated radioactive materials. These and other aspects of the back end 
of the nuclear fuel cycle are the subject of numerous other NEPA reviews, including many 
EISs prepared by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 

 
L47-3 DOE has considered the comment. 
 
L47-4 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS. 

 
L47-5 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
L47-6 DOE analyzed “reclaim” and “reserve” (Alternative 1) as part of its range of reasonable 

alternatives in the PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar 
energy or renewable energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope 
in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide 
variety of energy production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 Based on results of analysis in the PEIS and BA and BO, impacts to the Dolores River 

Watershed would be minimal.  
 

  

L47-1 
(Cont.) 

L47-2 

L47-3 

L47-7 

 

L47-4 

L47-5 

 

L47-6 
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L47-7 The State of Colorado and DOE continue to assure compliance with Colorado law and the 

lease terms.  
 
 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. Reclamation is required by state and Federal law and by 
provisions of the lease. Consistent with state requirements, one lease holder has filed EPPs and 
another lease holder has submitted reclamation plans.  

 
In correspondence from Douglas M. Koza, Acting for the Director of BLM’s Colorado State 
Office, to Donna Bergman-Tabbert, Manager of DOE’s Grand Junction Office, dated April 11, 
2003, BLM stated that it was unwilling to accept the return of certain scattered parcels of 
expired ULP lease tracts (that had earlier been withdrawn for the ULP) to the public domain 
until such time as BLM can make a determination that the rest of the land included in the 
withdrawals is also suitable for return to BLM’s administration. BLM further stated that if it 
determines that some or all of the withdrawn lands are suitable, BLM and DOE must reach an 
agreement on how DOE intends to maintain protective measures deemed necessary to deal 
with “any potential issues that may arise in the future, such as subsidence, erosion, or residual 
contamination resulting from uranium mining activities”; but that this agreement should not be 
developed until such time as DOE is ready to relinquish all of the withdrawn lands. BLM also 
stated that it will continue to work with DOE as additional mine closure and reclamation work 
is proposed for the remaining lease tracts; and that once “all remaining mine sites in the 
withdrawals are adequately reclaimed and appropriate measures are in place to adequately 
address any remaining contamination issues, BLM will make its final determination as to 
whether or not the withdrawn lands are suitable for return to BLM’s administration.” 

 
L47-8 The evaluations conducted for the PEIS were based on site-specific information (see 

Section 1.3 for a summary of this information). The information is adequate to support the 
alternatives evaluated and for making fully informed decisions relative to any of the 
alternatives. Although site-specific information for future mines is not available until the 
lessees submit specific mine plans, information is available from past mining activities (e.g., 
cultural resources, threatened and endangered species, waste-rock and ore characteristics, and 
transportation practices and routes) and is sufficient for supporting the analyses of potential 
impacts from future mining activities for the five alternatives including a thorough cumulative 
effects analysis. The site-specific information reviewed for the PEIS is summarized in 
Section 1.3 of this PEIS. 

 
  

L47-7 
(Cont.) 

 

L47-8 
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L47-9 See response to L47-8.  
 
 Follow-on NEPA review would support future decisions. It would be used to determine 

whether additional specific mitigation measures would be implemented to assure protection of 
human health and environment. This approach is not only fully consistent with long-standing 
NEPA practice, such as use of tiering described in CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR1508.28), 
but also ensures a robust environmental review process enabling appropriate consideration of 
environmental factors, including mitigation, when issues are ripe for decision making.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-10 DOE identified the communities and locations that would be reasonably close to the affected 

communities and provided an opportunity for those affected to attend. See rationale given to 
public comment 4F in Table B-2 in Appendix B. DOE is confident that the public hearings at 
Grand Junction, Montrose, Telluride, and Naturita provided the interested members of the 
public adequate opportunities to participate in a meeting format with regard to accessibility of 
venues and proximity to where interested members of the public reside.  

 
 NRC does not regulate the ULP. 
 
 
  

L47-9 

L47-10 
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L47-11 DOE has provided the plaintiffs in the lawsuit with bi-monthly summaries of all of the routine 

maintenance activities that were performed by the ULP lessees on the ULP lease tracts. See 
Section 1.2. In each of those summaries, DOE provided detailed information on what activities 
were actually conducted during the two-month period before DOE provided the summary to 
the plaintiffs. For example, the bi-monthly summary that this commenter attaches as its 
Exhibit 2 – which is entitled “Routine Maintenance Activities Performed by the ULP Lessees 
(April 25, 2013 through June 24, 2013)” – was provided by the Government to the attorneys 
for the plaintiffs (who are also the attorneys for this commenter) by e-mail on June 28, 2013.  

 
 
 

L47-12 On October 18, 2011, a Federal district court stayed the 31 leases, and enjoined DOE from 
approving any activities on ULP lands. On February 27, 2012, the court amended its injunction 
to allow DOE, other Federal, state, or local governmental agencies, and the ULP lessees to 
conduct only those activities on ULP lands that are absolutely necessary, as described in the 
court’s Order. See Colorado Environmental Coalition v. Office of Legacy Management, No. 
08-cv-01624, 2012 U.S. DIST. LEXIS 24126 (D. Colo. Feb. 27, 2012). 

 
 DOE will request that the court dissolve the injunction to complete actions (including 

reclamation) under the alternative selected in the ROD.  
 

L47-13 The lease tracts that Gold Eagle Mining holds were not leased by UMETCO.  
 
 
 
  

L47-10 
(Cont.) 

L47-11 

L47-12 

L47-13 
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L47-14 See responses to L47-2 and L47-6. 
 
 Reclamation in lieu of Royalties (RILOR) program is identified in Article XVI of the Lease 

Agreement (see Appendix A).  
 
 The DPEIS did not admit an oversupply, but rather noted a comment provided to DOE during 

the scoping process regarding oversupply, which DOE stated was out of scope for the PEIS.  
 
 
  

L47-14 
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L47-15 DOE had adequate information that was essential to decision making. No additional 

information essential to decision making is required.  
 
 See also responses to L47-2 and L47-9. 
 
 EPP information has been evaluated and incorporated in the PEIS. See Section 1.3 for a 

summary. 
 
 
  

L47-14 
(Cont.) 

L47-15 
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L47-16 See response to L47-15.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L47-17 In correspondence from Douglas M. Koza, Acting for the Director of BLM’s Colorado State 
Office, to Donna Bergman-Tabbert, Manager of DOE’s Grand Junction Office, dated April 11, 
2003, BLM stated that it was unwilling to accept the return of certain scattered parcels of 
expired ULP lease tracts (that had earlier been withdrawn for the ULP) to the public domain 
until such time as BLM can make a determination that the rest of the land included in the 
withdrawals is also suitable for return to BLM’s administration. BLM further stated that if it 
determines that some or all of the withdrawn lands are suitable, BLM and DOE must reach an 
agreement on how DOE intends to maintain protective measures deemed necessary to deal 
with “any potential issues that may arise in the future, such as subsidence, erosion, or residual 
contamination resulting from uranium mining activities”; but that this agreement should not be 
developed until such time as DOE is ready to relinquish all of the withdrawn lands. BLM also 
stated that it will continue to work with DOE as additional mine closure and reclamation work 
is proposed for the remaining lease tracts; and that once “all remaining mine sites in the 
withdrawals are adequately reclaimed and appropriate measures are in place to adequately 
address any remaining contamination issues, BLM will make its final determination as to 
whether or not the withdrawn lands are suitable for return to BLM’s administration.”

L47-15 
(Cont.) 

L47-16 

L47-17 
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L47-18 The PEIS provides programmatic analysis of foreseeable activities and consideration of 

cumulative impacts of the ULP. Before making decisions on future lease activities, DOE will 
conduct further NEPA review, as appropriate.  

 
 Based on comments received, Section 1.7 has been revised to state the following: For mining 

plans to be submitted for approval, DOE will require, at a minimum, an environmental 
assessment (EA) with appropriate public involvement to be prepared to further evaluate 
potential site impacts. This NEPA review would be conducted to inform DOE’s decision on 
approval of the plans, including the conditions DOE would require to mitigate potential 
impacts. 

 
L47-19 The Draft PEIS presents a complete analysis of estimated transportation impacts for peak year 

activities. Peak year activities were considered to represent a reasonable upper-bound level of 
activity to provide a conservative yet reasonable estimate on an annual basis (e.g., see 
Section 2.2.3.1:Basis for Impact Analyses for Alternative 3). The potential impacts estimated 
are small and potential impacts for multiple peak years would remain small.  

 
L47-20  See response L47-8.  
 
 The PEIS provides programmatic analysis of foreseeable activities and consideration of 

cumulative impacts of the ULP. Before making decisions on future lease activities, DOE will 
conduct further NEPA review, as appropriate.  

 
 Based on comments received, Section 1.7 has been revised to state the following: For mining 

plans to be submitted for approval, DOE will require, at a minimum, an environmental 
assessment (EA) with appropriate public involvement to be prepared to further evaluate 
potential site impacts. This NEPA review would be conducted to inform DOE’s decision on 
approval of the plans, including the conditions DOE would require to mitigate potential 
impacts.  

 
 DOE will issue categorical exclusion determinations for classes of actions such as maintenance 

activities that DOE has determined by regulation do not have the potential to result in 
significant environmental impacts. DOE makes its categorical exclusion determinations 
publicly available on the internet. 

 
L47-21 See response to L47-20. 
 
 
  

L47-17 
(Cont.) 

L47-18 

L47-19 

L47-20 

L47-21 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-61 

M
arch 2014 

Energy & Conservation Law, Commenter ID No. L47 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-22 The reclamation of legacy mine sites on the ULP lease tracts is summarized in Section 1.3. 

Text presented in this section clarifies that some of the legacy mine sites were reclaimed using 
reclamation in lieu of royalty payments or RILORs. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-23 The RILOR program is identified in Article XVI of the Lease Agreement (see Appendix A). 
 
 Reclamation performed at legacy mines was identified in the PEIS in Section 1.3.  
 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with BLM’s reclamation closure guidelines as 

stated in Uranium Closure/Reclamation Guidelines (BLM 1995) and CDRMS regulations. 
 
L47-24 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS. The PEIS contains a thorough analysis of cumulative 
impacts, which evaluates the incremental impacts of DOE’s proposed action in combination 
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions by others. DOE’s analysis considers 
other reclamation activities within the regions of influence for each environmental resource 
area. 

 
L47-25 On the ULP leases, no reclamation is occurring because of the Court’s injunction.  
 
 DOE’s administration of the ULP includes actions such as establishing the amount of 

reclamation performance bonding appropriate for the amount of environmental disturbance 
anticipated based on an evaluation of the lessees’ proposed activities, including site-specific 
access routes, exploration drill-hole locations, mine-site support facility locations, and 
proposed methods of reclamation. 

 
 Existing bonds are based on the environmental disturbances of mining operations that are 

currently stayed. DOE will re-evaluate the bonds when new plans are submitted. 
 
L47-26 See response to L47-1. 

  

L47-22 

L47-23 

L47-24 

L47-25 

L47-26 
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L47-27 The impacts of the White Mesa Mill were analyzed in the Cumulative Impacts section of the 
PEIS (see Section 4.7.2.1) and this section cites NRC (1979) as the source of information 
concerning potential environmental impacts (see Table 4.7-3). 

 
 
 
  

L47-26 
(Cont.) 

 

L47-27 
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L47-28 DOE has consulted with the USFWS with regards to potential water depletion impacts from 

the proposed action. PEIS text has been revised to be consistent with the BA and BO (see 
Appendix E for the BA and BO). 

 
 
 
 
 
L47-29 This PEIS evaluates potential impacts of Pinon Ridge in combination with the proposed action 

as discussed in the cumulative impacts section (see Section 4.7.1.1) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-30 See response to L47-29. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-31 The potential impacts reported for the White Mesa mill in reports prepared for the facility (not 

DOE reports) have been incorporated into the cumulative impacts analysis for the PEIS as 
discussed in Section 4.7. EPA is a cooperating agency for the PEIS process; NRC and USGS 
were both invited and elected to participate as commenting agencies. The scope for the ULP 
PEIS is consistent with the purpose and need described in Section 1.4 which does not support 
the evaluation of the nuclear fuel chain involving mining, milling and perpetual care of 
radioactive tailings as stated in the comment. Further, no DOE decision to be based on this 
PEIS would change the nation’s use of nuclear fuels, including use of nuclear power reactors 
and management of associated radioactive materials. These and other aspects of the back end 
of the nuclear fuel cycle are the subject of numerous other NEPA reviews, including many 
EISs prepared by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. 

  

L47-27 
(Cont.) 

L47-28 

L47-29 

L47-30 

L47-31 
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L47-32 Cumulative impacts analysis discussed in the PEIS does address off-lease or areas outside 
property lines or outside the ULP lease tracts. See Section 4.7 for cumulative impacts 
discussion and Figure 4.7-1 for area included in the region of cumulative effects. 

 
 
  

L47-31 
(Cont.) 

L47-32 
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L47-33 DOE identified the communities and locations that would be reasonably close to the affected 

communities and provided an opportunity for those affected to attend. See rationale given to 
public comment 4F in Table B-2 in Appendix B. DOE is confident that the public hearings at 
Grand Junction, Montrose, Telluride, and Naturita provided the interested members of the 
public adequate opportunities to participate in a meeting format with regard to accessibility of 
venues and proximity to where interested members of the public reside.  

 
 The evaluations conducted for the PEIS were based on site-specific information (see 

Section 1.3 for a summary of this information). The information is adequate to support the 
alternatives evaluated and for making fully informed decisions relative to any of the 
alternatives. Although site-specific information for future mines is not available until the 
lessees submit specific mine plans, information is available from past mining activities 
(e.g., cultural resources, threatened and endangered species, waste-rock and ore characteristics, 
and transportation practices and routes) and is sufficient for supporting the analyses of 
potential impacts from future mining activities for the five alternatives including a thorough 
cumulative effects analysis. The site-specific information consulted for the PEIS is 
summarized in Section 1.3 of this PEIS.  

 
 
 
 
L47-34 The cumulative impacts analysis addresses oil and gas leases and projects (see Section 4.7.2.4, 

Figure 4.7-2, and Table 4.7-8). 
 
  

L47-32 
(Cont.) 

L47-33 

L47-34 
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L47-35 Text in the land use section (see Section 3.7) has been revised to state that mining activities at 

the lease tracts are expected to discourage cattle from grazing on or near the lease tracts. 
However, potential radiation dose/risk associated with grazing on a lease tract area after the 
lease tract is reclaimed is discussed in Section 4.1.5 of the PEIS. The estimates for radiation 
dose/cancer risk considered nearby residents obtaining their meat/milk needs entirely from 
their livestock, which is assumed to graze on a large waste rock pile in the lease tract for the 
entire duration. The livestock is also assumed to consume grass grown on the waste rocks and 
contaminated soil while grazing. The waste rocks were conservatively assumed to have a 
concentration of 23.7 pCi/g for Ra-226 (as well as for other radionuclides in the decay chain). 
This value is about 7 times the average measured concentration taken from waste rock 
samples. A maximum dose of 28 mrem/yr, with a corresponding LCF of 1 in 100,000 per year, 
was estimated. If the waste rocks would be covered with a layer of top material during 
reclamation, the radiation dose would be much lower. A more realistic estimate considering 
livestock grazing on an open area in a lease tract with residual surface contamination was also 
provided in the DPEIS. The estimated radiation dose is 2 mrem/yr (corresponding with an LCF 
of 1 in 1,000,000 per year). Furthermore, the meat/milk needs of a resident would most likely 
also come from other sources. 

 
 
 
 
 
L47-36 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 

reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS is adequate to support any of the 
alternatives.  

 
 The evaluations conducted for the PEIS were based on site-specific information (see 

Section 1.3 for a summary of this information). The information is adequate to support the 
alternatives evaluated and for making fully informed decisions relative to any of the 
alternatives. Although site-specific information for future mines is not available until the 
lessees submit specific mine plans, information is available from past mining activities (e.g., 
cultural resources, threatened and endangered species, waste-rock and ore characteristics, and 
transportation practices and routes) and is sufficient for supporting the analyses of potential 
impacts from future mining activities for the five alternatives including a thorough cumulative 
effects analysis. The site-specific information consulted for the PEIS is summarized in 
Section 1.3 of this PEIS. 

  

L47-35 

L47-36 

 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-67 

M
arch 2014 

Energy & Conservation Law, Commenter ID No. L47 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-37 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 DOE has properly formulated the no action alternative in accordance with CEQ regulations 

and guidance (Council on Environmental Quality [CEQ]: Forty Most Asked Questions 
Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations [46 FR 18026 (March 23, 1981) as amended] regarding 
“No Action” in the context of a program. CEQ guidance describes two interpretations of “No 
Action.” For a program, “No action” means no changes from current management direction, as 
under Alternative 5. For a project, “No Action” means “the proposed activity would not take 
place,” as under Alternatives 1 and 2. In any case, this PEIS analyzes both interpretations and 
comparatively presents them so that the impacts of all reasonable alternatives can be 
understood on an absolute and relative basis. 

 
 

L47-38 In the case of Rifle and Durango, the sites identified, DOE has the jurisdictional authority to 
work with developers for alternative uses of these sites. In the case of the ULP program the 
withdrawals do not provide DOE with that authority as it remains with BLM. The evaluation 
of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable energy is outside the 
scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 
of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for such purposes is not 
excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous 
programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production 
technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 
  

L47-37 

L47-38 
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L47-39 See response to L47-38. 
 
 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-40  U.S. EPA is a cooperating agency and the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) does not have 

jurisdiction over the ULP. BOR activities at Paradox Valley are described in the PEIS in 
Section 4.7.2.9. The Draft PEIS was sent to the Department of the Interior (DOI), which 
provided comments. The DOI-BLM is a cooperating agency for the ULP PEIS process. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-41 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS. State regulations and orders are being followed and lessees 
are required to meet State and federal laws. A Biological Assessment (BA) has been prepared 
as part of the consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) regarding potential 
impacts of the ULP on species listed under the ESA. This BA and the Biological Opinion from 
the USWFS are included in the PEIS as Appendix E. PEIS text has been revised consistent 
with the BA and BO, see Appendix E and pertinent sections in Chapter 2 and 4.  

 
 DOE has appropriately prepared this PEIS in accordance with the National Environmental 

Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Council of Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations, and 
DOE’s NEPA implementing procedures. DOE does not need or plan to prepare a new DPEIS. 

  

L47-39 

L47-40 

L47-41 
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L47-42 CDRMS directed Cotter to remove the ore stockpile by either shipping it or relocating it back 

underground. Cotter returned the stockpile to the underground mine under the direction of 
CDRMS. Mine JD-8 is a dry mine.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L47-43 DOE believes all the necessary permits and approvals are in place for these lease tracts.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L47-44 The PEIS analysis considered site-specific and cumulative impacts, including all contaminants 
of concern.  

 
A Biological Assessment (BA) has been prepared as part of the consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (Service) regarding potential impacts of the ULP on species listed under 
the ESA. This BA and the Biological Opinion from the USWFS are included in the PEIS as 
Appendix E. PEIS text has been revised consistent with the BA and BO, see Appendix E and 
pertinent sections in Chapters 2 and 4.  

 
 
  

L47-41 
(Cont.) 

L47-42 

L47-43 

L47-44 
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L47-45 Additional information pertaining to the life history, distribution, occurrence, and threats of the 
Colorado River endangered fish has been considered and incorporated in the Final PEIS (see 
Section 3.6). 

 
 
 
  

L47-44 
(Cont.) 

 

L47-45 
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L47-46 PEIS text has been revised consistent with the BA and BO, see Section 4.3.6.4. Measures to 

minimize potential impacts from uranium mining in the ULP lease tracts are provided in 
Table 4.6-1. These measures include measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to 
waterbodies and aquatic habitats for aquatic biota such as these fish species (M-4). The BA 
and the BO from the USFWS regarding potential impacts of the ULP on species listed under 
the ESA have been included in this Final PEIS as Appendix E.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

L47-47 See Response to L47-46. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-48 In the PEIS, water use estimates are discussed for each alternative in Section 2.2. Impacts to 

sensitive aquatic biota (including the Colorado River endangered fish) were evaluated based on 
these water use assumptions. Due to uncertainty on specific mine locations and activities, it is 
speculative to provide more detailed analyses of potential impacts to sensitive species. Site-
specific analyses would be provided in the EPPs developed for individual mines. The EPP 
prepared for individual mines will address mitigation measures in greater detail. The Service, 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), and BLM will have input on mitigation actions required 
under the ULP during their review of the EPP. Cumulative impacts of the ULP on sensitive 
fish species include impacts of other activities and are discussed in Section 4.7. 

 
 
  

L47-45 
(Cont.) 

L47-46 

L47-47 

 

L47-48 
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L47-49 Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of water quality to sensitive aquatic biota 

(including the Colorado River endangered fish) are discussed in the PEIS. The effects of 
additional metals (e.g., selenium, iron, and radium) on biota from uranium mining have been 
reviewed and text for the Colorado River fishes has been revised accordingly. The PEIS 
identifies several avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce 
impacts of water quality. These measures are identified in Table 4.6-1.  

 
 
  

L47-48 
(Cont.) 

 

L47-49 
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L47-50 DOE has reviewed the analyses in this PEIS in light of the two exhibits mentioned in the 

attachments and determined that the analyses are adequate. The exhibits are not reproduced in 
this Appendix but are, however, summarized below: 

 
 Exhibit 8: Lower Dolores River Implementation, Monitoring, and Evaluation Plan 
 
 Exhibit 8 consists of the Executive Summary The Lower Dolores River Implementation 

Monitoring and Evaluation Plan For Native Fish. The Summary provides background 
information about modifications to the Dolores River, including water diversions and the 
construction of McPhee Dam in 1984, and changing uses of the Dolores River. The Summary 
describes recent actions and current status of the river, pointing out that the Dolores River 
Implementation, Monitoring and Evaluation Plan (Implementation Plan) describes the efforts 
that are being undertaken to improve populations of endangered fish while preserving and 
possibly enhancing the many values that the river provides to the surrounding communities. 
The Summary highlights the participating stakeholders, such as the Dolores River Dialogue 
(DRD), Lower Dolores Working Group (LDWG) and the Implementation Team members. The 
Summary goes on to describe how the Implementation Plan addresses management 
opportunities identified by fisheries scientists and how the Implementation Team will assess 
and ensure native fish viability. The Summary concludes by noting that Implementation Team 
members continue to seek broadly accepted solutions to protect and enhance the long-term 
viability of native fish populations in the Dolores River below McPhee Dam. 

  

L47-49 
(Cont.) 

L47-50 

 

L47-49 
(Cont.) 
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 Exhibit 9: Dolores River – Nonpoint Source Pollution Watershed Plan 
 
 Exhibit 9 consists of the Dolores River Nonpoint Source Pollution Watershed Management 

Plan (the Plan). The Plan describes some of the results of a collaborative watershed planning 
effort to identify nonpoint sources of pollution that may be impacting aquatic life in the Lower 
Dolores River, additional information needed about such nonpoint source pollution, and 
potential management opportunities and other actions to reduce any such impacts. The 
particular focus of the Plan is the conservation of native fish. The Plan compiles information 
on the history and development of the Lower Dolores River watershed, assembles available 
water quality data and information for the Lower Dolores River, and identifies nonpoint 
pollutants concern for native fish, potential sources of nonpoint source pollution, data gaps, 
and potential management actions to mitigate the sources of nonpoint source pollution. Water 
quality parameters including temperature, sediment, uranium, salinity, and nutrients, most of 
which are generally at levels that comply with water quality standards established by the 
Colorado Water Quality Control Commission, are the focus of the Plan. These parameters are 
thought to have potential to be stressors on native fish reproduction and survival in the Lower 
Dolores River. Therefore, the Plan is intended to identify opportunities to mitigate such 
stressors, even for parameters that do not exceed regulatory thresholds. 

 
 
 
 
 

L47-51 Information on the Gunnison sage-grouse is provided in Sections 3.6.4, 4.1.6.4, and 4.3.6.4. As 
discussed in these sections, potentially suitable habitat for this species may occur in several 
lease tracts. However, based on information provided by industry and CPW, the species has 
not been recorded on any of the lease tracts. On January 11, 2013, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) proposed to list the Gunnison sage-grouse as an endangered species under 
the ESA. At that time, the Service proposed to designate 1.7 million acres of critical habitat for 
the species. The most recent available information for the Gunnison sage-grouse, including 
updated geospatial data pertaining to the species’ critical habitat, has been used to update the 
Final PEIS. Measures to minimize potential impacts from uranium mining in the ULP lease 
tracts are provided in Table 4.6-1.  

 
 
 
  

L47-50 
(Cont.) 

L47-51 
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L47-52 See response to L47-51. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-53 Measures to minimize potential impacts from uranium mining in the ULP lease tracts are 

provided in Table 4.6-1. For the Gunnison’s prairie dog, it was determined that, with the 
implementation of these measures, the ULP activities may affect, but are not likely to 
adversely affect the species. 

 
 
  

L47-51 
(Cont.) 

L47-52 

L47-53 
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L47-54 Measures to minimize potential impacts from uranium mining in the ULP lease tracts are 
provided in Table 4.6-1. For the southwestern willow flycatcher, it was determined that, with 
the implementation of these measures, the ULP activities may affect, but are not likely to 
adversely affect the species.  

 
 
 
  

L47-53 
(Cont.) 

L47-54 
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L47-55 Additional specific discussion of impacts to bald and golden eagles under the Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act has been included in this PEIS (see Sections 3.6.4, 4.16, and 4.3.6).  

 
 
 
  

L47-54 
(Cont.) 

 

L47-55 
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L47-56 Potential impacts on bats are addressed in Sections 4.1.6.2 and 4.3.6.2 of the PEIS; while 
measures to minimize potential impacts are provided in Section 4.6. To date, white-nose 
syndrome has not been reported in Colorado. Until the fungus that causes the disease occurs in 
Colorado, there would not be the potential for the spread of the disease due to the movement of 
people and equipment among ULP mines. Also, bats do not tend to make use of active mines 
(although renewed mining in an inactive mine could be a future concern if the disease is 
present in Colorado). One of the measures to minimize potential impacts to bats listed in 
Section 4.6 is the development and enactment of bat mitigation that is coordinated with the 
Colorado Bat Working Group and Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW). It is assumed that such 
mitigation would include following CPW’s “White-Nose Syndrome Response Plan” prepared 
in 2012, available at: http://static.whitenosesyndrome.org/sites/default/files/resource/ 
2012cpw_wns_response_plan.pdf and, presumably, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s “A National 
Plan for Assisting States, Federal Agencies, and Tribes in Managing White-Nose Syndrome in 
Bats” prepared in 2011, available at: http://static.whitenosesyndrome.org/sites/default/ 
files/white-nose_syndrome_national_plan_may_2011.pdf. 

 
 
  

L47-55 
(Cont.) 

L47-56 
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L47-57 The PEIS does provide an analysis of potential impacts to migratory birds in Section 4.3.6.2 

and in Section 4.3.6.4 (specific migratory bird species that are listed as threatened or 
endangered) from mine exploration, development and operation, and reclamation. However, 
without site-specific information on mine locations and activities, it is too speculative to 
provide detailed analyses of potential impacts to migratory birds, particularly “take” and 
mortality. Site-specific analyses would be provided in the Environmental Protection Plans 
(EPPs) developed for individual mines. Section 4.6 of the PEIS includes measures aimed at 
protecting birds in order to be in compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) will have input on mitigation actions required under the 
ULP during their review of the EPPs prepared for proposed mines. Permit and lease 
requirements for the mines will include requirements to adhere to all applicable laws and 
regulations, including compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
L47-58 Historically, NHPA consultations have been conducted on the lease tracts for ULP activities as 

the potential areas of disturbance were identified on a site-by-site basis. Since the BLM has the 
oversight of the surface activities of the ULP lease tracts, the consultations were addressed via 
BLM’s Programmatic Agreement with the CO SHPO. In the past, when the lessees would 
identify a potential area of activity, DOE, the BLM, and the lessee would confer on the activity 
and the potential location. A survey would then be completed by the BLM archeologist, if 
available, or the lessee would hire an appropriately-trained and BLM-approved archaeological 
contractor to perform the survey. Once the survey was completed and if cultural resources 
were identified, the potential impacts were assessed by BLM. As allowed under the BLM PA 
with the CO SHPO, BLM would make the determinations. Historically, when any potential 
impacts were identified, the lessee has voluntarily moved the proposed areas of disturbance 
away from areas identified as having cultural resources; the same consultation process would 
be followed on the new proposed area. LM is pursuing a programmatic agreement under the 
NHPA with consulting parties to formalize this process and provide better public awareness of 
the ULP activities with respect to cultural resources.   

L47-57 

L47-58 
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L47-59 DOE considers the evaluation to be adequate in supporting all five alternatives in the range of 

reasonable alternatives discussed.  
 
 The evaluations conducted for the PEIS used site-specific information (see Section 1.3 for a 

summary of this information). DOE considers the information adequate to support the 
alternatives evaluated and for making any decisions relative to these alternatives. Although 
site-specific information for future mines are not be available until the lessees submit specific 
mine plans, information available from past mining activities such as the understanding on 
cultural resources, threatened and endangered species, waste rock and ore characteristics, and 
transportation practices and routes is sufficient for supporting the analyses of potential impacts 
from future mining activities for the five alternatives.  

 
 As for the comment regarding that there is already a stockpile of uranium in the U.S. for 

domestic use, the development of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by 
Congress in the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present 
time, whatever its exact level may turn out to be in the future.   

L47-58 
(Cont.) 

L47-59 
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Hopi Tribe – L1 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L1-1 Comment and request noted. Continued consultation with the Hopi Nation will be done by 

DOE as mining plans are submitted that may affect Hopi Traditional Cultural Properties and 
National Register eligible prehistoric sites. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L1-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 DOE notes the comment about replacing the 1872 Mining Law, however, this is outside the 

scope of the PEIS. 
  

L1-1 

L1-2 
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L1-3 Comment noted. Continued consultation with the Hopi Nation will be done by DOE as mining 
plans are submitted that may affect Hopi Traditional Cultural Properties and National Register 
eligible prehistoric sites. 

 
 
  

L1-2 
(Cont.) 

L1-3 
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Lower Colorado River Water Quality Partnership, Commenter ID No. L39 
 

 
Lower Colorado River Water Quality Partnership – L39 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L39-1 Potential impacts to surface and groundwater quality are evaluated in the PEIS (see 

Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, 4.4.4, and 4.5.4). See also discussion in Section I.3.2 for a 
summary of potential impacts. 

 
The proposed action would be implemented in accordance with Federal, state, and local 
requirements including those for the protection of water quality. 

 
 
  

L39-1 
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Lower Colorado River Water Quality Partnership, Commenter ID No. L39 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L39-2 Potential impacts to surface and groundwater quality are evaluated in the PEIS (see 

Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, 4.4.4, and 4.5.4). See also discussion in Section I.3.2 for a 
summary of potential impacts.  

 
The text in Section 4.7.2.9 has been revised to provide an updated description of the Paradox 
Valley Unit Project. 

 
 
 
L39-3 The PEIS does include a 1/4 mile buffer from the Dolores River for future mining. In addition 

to this 1/4 mile buffer above, the measures presented in M-4 in Table 4.6-1 provide adequate 
protection.  

 
 
  

L39-1 
(Cont.) 

L39-2 

L39-3 
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Lower Colorado River Water Quality Partnership, Commenter ID No. L39 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L39-4 The affected environment and potential impacts discussed in Sections 3 and 4, respectively, 

provide information regarding water quality in the area. The evaluation in the PEIS addressed 
existing impacts on water bodies in three watersheds (USGS HUC 8 watershed) that 
encompass all ULP lease tracts. These three watersheds ultimately drain into the Dolores 
River, which is a tributary of the Colorado River. On the basis of recent results from the state 
water quality monitoring program (CDPHE’s report and 303 [d] list), no impaired water body 
was found in the three watersheds that are associated with ULP lease tracts (Chapter 3). A 
variety of causes of potential future impacts have been analyzed in Chapter 4. Although these 
potential impacts are minor to moderate, the mitigation measures presented in the PEIS cover a 
range of controls that when implemented should minimize any potential impacts.  

 
 
 
  

L39-3 
(Cont.) 

L39-4 
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Mesa County Department of Public Services – L32 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L32-1 Comment noted. DOE appreciates the effort by Mesa County as a cooperating agency for the 
ULP PEIS process. 

 
 
  

L32-1 
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Montrose County – T29 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T29-1 DOE appreciates the effort by Montrose County as a cooperating agency for the ULP PEIS 

process. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in addition to 
public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for the PEIS. 
Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

  

T29-1 
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T29-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
  

T29-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T29-2 
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Montrose County, Board of County Commissioners, Commenter ID No. L3 
 

 
Montrose County, Board of County Commissioners – L3 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L3-1 Comment noted. DOE appreciates the effort by Montrose County as a cooperating agency for 

the ULP PEIS process.  
 
 
 
  

L3-1 
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San Miguel County Board of Commissioners – L41 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L41-1 DOE appreciates the effort by San Miguel County as a cooperating agency for the ULP PEIS 

process. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in addition to 
public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for the PEIS. 
Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 With regard to concerns that there is already a stockpile of uranium in the U.S. for domestic 

use, the development of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by Congress in 
the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present time, whatever 
its exact level may turn out to be in the future. 

 
L41-2 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
 Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 

which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
 In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 

prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program.

L41-1 

L41-2 

 

http://www.eia.gov/uranium/marketing/
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L41-3 Contrary to these Comments, the purpose and need for the proposed action does not require 

expansion of the scope of the PEIS. As explained in PEIS Section 1.4, “Purpose and Need for 
Agency Action,” the underlying purpose and need for agency action was established by the 
U.S. Congress in two provisions of the Atomic Energy Act (AEA): 42 U.S.C. § 2096, which 
authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of domestic uranium; and 42 U.S.C. § 2097, 
which authorized DOE “to issue leases or permits for prospecting for, exploration for, mining 
of, or removal of deposits of source material [including uranium ore] in lands belonging to the 
United States.”  

 
 The Purpose and Need for agency action, as described in the ULP PEIS Section 1.4, is to 

support the implementation of those two AEA provisions. Section 1.4 recognizes that order to 
support these provisions, “DOE needs to determine the future course of the ULP, including 
whether to continue leasing some or all of DOE’s withdrawn lands and other claims . . . for the 
exploration and production of uranium ores for the remainder of the ten-year period that was 
covered by the July 2007 PEA.” PEIS Section 1.5, “Scope of the ULP PEIS,” therefore 
describes the scope of its analysis as the evaluation of the five alternatives for managing the 
ULP, and the evaluation of “the three mining phases associated with the underground and 
surface open-pit mining methods,” which “are the exploration phase, mine development and 
operations phase, and reclamation phase.” Therefore, the AEA provisions are consistent with 
the present scope of the ULP PEIS, and do not require that the scope be expanded beyond the 
ULP to analyze the entire nuclear fuel cycle. See also response to L41-2 regarding concerns for 
export of uranium. 

 
 The PEIS considers mitigation measures (see Table 4.6-1) that would assure environmental 

protection.  
 
 DOE analyzed “reclaim” and “reserve” (Alternative 1) as part of its range of reasonable 

alternatives in the PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for development of solar energy 
is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” discussed in 
Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for purposes such 
as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the ULP program. Although out of 
scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a 
wide variety of energy production technologies including many based on renewable sources.  

 
 BLM’s multiple use of the surface at the ULP lease tracts does not include development of 

renewable energy such as solar energy. The ULP lease tracts are located within BLM’s 
excluded areas for solar energy zones or SEZs identified in BLM’s Solar PEIS 
(http://solareis.anl.gov/documents/fpeis/).  

 
L41-4 See response to comment L41-3. As stated in that response, the PEIS scope does not include 

the entire nuclear fuel cycle. 
 
 As for waste management and disposal for the proposed action (as analyzed for the five 

alternatives in Section 4.1.13, 4.2.13, 4.3.13, 4.4.13, and 4.5.13), in addition to waste rock 
(which is mostly retained at the mine site location and graded to a preferred slope, provided 
with a protective top-cover and seeded during reclamation), other waste generated would be of 
smaller quantities that would either be taken to a local landfill or to the mill or a low-level 
radioactive waste disposal facility, consistent with past mining practices. Local landfills have 
the capacity to accept the waste and there are licensed low-level radioactive waste disposal 
facilities that could accept the small quantities of low-level radioactive waste generated.

L41-2 
(Cont.) 
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L41-5 The projections or assumptions for future uranium mining activities at the ULP lease tracts 

presented in the PEIS are based on site-specific information (see Section 1.3 for a summary of 
this information) in addition to historical mine development and operations on the lease tracts. 
The assumptions are made as realistically as possible but also provide a conservative basis for 
analyzing upper bound potential impacts from which decisions can be made. Future mining 
conditions or scenarios can be compared with the assumptions made in this PEIS to gauge 
potential impacts to human health and the various environmental resources. Whether or not the 
scenario described in the PEIS is exactly what happens in the future relative to mining at the 
ULP lease tracts, the science behind that evaluation for that future scenario remains the same 
as what was done for the PEIS. That is, the actual number of mines, sizes, and specific location 
might vary, but the specific level of potential impacts for the particular future scenario can be 
extrapolated from the results discussed in the PEIS.  

 
L41-6 The evaluations conducted for the PEIS used site-specific information available (see 

Section 1.3 for a summary of this information). DOE considers the information adequate to 
support the alternatives evaluated and for making any decisions relative to these alternatives. 
Although site-specific information for future mines are not be available until the lessees submit 
specific mine plans, information available from past mining activities such as the 
understanding on cultural resources, threatened and endangered species, waste rock and ore 
characteristics, and transportation practices and routes is sufficient for supporting the analyses 
of potential impacts from future mining activities for the five alternatives. The site-specific 
information consulted for the PEIS is summarized in Section 1.3 of this PEIS. Follow-on 
NEPA review would support future decisions. It would be used for determine whether 
additional specific mitigations measures would be implemented to assure protection of human 
health and environment.  

 
 In Section 1.7 of the PEIS, DOE describes the NEPA review process that follows or could be 

tiered off this PEIS and it includes the preparation of additional site-specific reviews such as 
EAs, as needed. Based on comments received, Section 1.7 has been revised to state that for all 
future mining plans submitted for approval, DOE will require, at a minimum, an EA with 
appropriate public involvement to be prepared to further evaluate potential site specific 
impacts.   

L41-4 
(Cont.) 
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L41-7 The economic study suggested is outside the scope of the PEIS and does not meet the purpose 

and need described in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. 
 
L41-8 DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in addition to public 

comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for the PEIS. 
Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
L41-9 Comment noted. Based on scoping and all the input from our cooperating agencies the 

alternatives presented provide the range of reasonable alternatives. 
 
 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
L41-10 While it is currently not leased, the PEIS evaluation included Lease Tract 14 for completeness 

and DOE may consider leasing it in the future if warranted. Currently, there is a quarter mile 
buffer from the Dolores River in which no new mining can take place.  

 
L41-11 State permits and inspection reports to date reflect the activities of the lessee in addressing 

existing concerns with Lease Tract 13. Site-specific conditions for the Slick Rock tracts are 
described in the EPP prepared by Cotter Corporation for Lease Tract 13A, and have been 
incorporated into the analyses done for the PEIS. While alluvial groundwater data from the 
Slick Rock UMTRCA site indicate groundwater contamination, surface water data do not 
indicate contamination to the Dolores River due to the site. That is, surface water sampling 
results for the 2012 monitoring period demonstrated essentially no impact to the Dolores River 
from historical milling activities. CDPHE water quality benchmarks for nitrates, selenium, and 
uranium were not exceeded; one sample for manganese slightly exceeded the benchmark 
(.055 mg/L versus CDPHE benchmark of 0.05 mg/L). This particular sample was highly 
turbid; the data point is also observed to be anomalous relative to historical data. This 
information can be found in the “Verification Monitoring Report for the Slick Rock, Colorado, 
Processing Sites “ dated April 2013.  

 
L41-12 See response to L41-11. 
 
L41-13 DOE agrees with the need to protect all water sources consistent with mitigation measures 

identified in Table 4.6.1 item M-4.   

L41-6 
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L41-14 Legacy mines described in the quoted text are from historical operations and are different from 

the mines that are described for the present operations on the lease tracts. The schedule or 
timing for reclamation of the mines on the eight lease tracts mentioned in the comment are to 
be completed as stipulated by the leases. See also response to L41-9 regarding reclamation 
completed.  

 
 
 
L41-15 See response to L41-14 with regards to reclamation of legacy mines.  
 
 Lease tract operations are currently covered by reclamation bonds, calculated by DOE based 

on site-specific conditions and deemed sufficient to reclaim those conditions in coordination 
with CDRMS. 

 
 

L41-16 While current science does not enable reliable analysis of specific climate impacts on a specific 
region, potential hotter and drier conditions attributable to future climate change would not be 
expected to affect ULP activities, including successful reclamation, which would occur in the 
next few decades. The analysis of potential impacts on resource areas in this PEIS is 
conservative and accounts for potential adverse effects of climate change on the resource areas. 

 
L41-17 The measures presented in Table 4.6-1 are categorized into compliance measures, mitigation 

measures, and BMPs. Section 4.6 and the footnotes A, B, and C on Table 4.6-1 explain that 
compliance and mitigation measures will be implemented. Further, the discussion on 
mitigation measures has been revised to provide additional discussion linking measures 
identified in Table 4.6-1 with specific resource area discussion (i.e., to make the connection as 
to what potential impacts from which resource area would be mitigated). .  

 
 See also response to L41-6 for site-specific NEPA concerns.  
 
L41-18 The PEIS does indicate that leases would be modified, as needed, in order to specify the 

compliance and mitigation measures identified in the PEIS (see Section 4.6 and footnote B of 
Table 4.6-1). The existing leases require DOE approval prior to resuming operations per article 
Appendix C.1.a which will require any new mitigation measures to be included in those plans.  
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L41-19 The statement requested (as supported by our analysis) is made in Section 2.6 and S.4 in the 

discussion of DOE’s preferred alternative. This statement does not fit into the Purpose and 
Need section and is therefore not included there as suggested.  

 
L41-20 The statement in Section 3.2.3 is correct that all ULP activities would have to follow 

applicable Federal, state, and local guidelines and regulations on noise. And the statement in 
Section 4.4.2.2 is also correct in that it presents the results of the analysis and states that noise 
levels from the activities evaluated could exceed the Colorado limit at the four residences 
around lease tracts 13, 13A, 16 and 16a. These statements are not in conflict but rather are 
made to provide basis for assuring that appropriate planning for mining activities includes 
designs and mitigation measures to prevent the occurrence or minimize the potential impact.  

 
L41-21 DOE would comply with Federal, state, and local requirements with regard to radon. The 

compliance measures and mitigation measures listed in Table 4.6-1 are identified to support 
compliance including to NESHAPS or 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart B that radon doses to nearby 
residents do not exceed the dose limit of 10 mrem/yr. EPA determines the potential exposure 
levels from uranium mining activities through the use of the COMPLY-R model, and the 
compliance and mitigation measures listed in Table 4.6-1 (M-11: Protect human health from 
radiological exposures) are to assure the availability of site-specific input information to the 
COMPLY-R model.  

 
L41-22 The public hearings did include public that opposed and also included public that supported 

DOE’s proposed action. 
 
 DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS evaluation and 

has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
 
L41-23 Comment noted. DOE appreciates the effort by San Miguel County as a cooperating agency 

for the ULP PEIS process. DOE evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives as required by 
NEPA. 
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Town of Telluride – L53 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L53-1 Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 

evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
 
L53-2 With regard to concerns that there is already a stockpile of uranium in the U.S. for domestic 

use, the development of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by Congress in 
the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present time, whatever 
its exact level may turn out to be in the future.  

 
L53-3 The PEIS evaluated potential impacts for human health and the various resource areas. These 

evaluations provide adequate information regarding potential impacts from the proposed action 
and for DOE’s identification of Alternative 4 as its preferred alternative. 

 
 Mesa County Board of Commissioners and Montrose County Board of Commissioners support 

DOE’s preferred alternative.  
 
L53-4 Telluride is located about 50 mi or more east to southeast of ULP lease tracts. Wind roses for 

Pinon Ridge Mill (Figure 3.1-1) indicate that westerly and northwesterly winds are 
considerably frequent. These winds can transport pollutants to the east or southeast, toward 
Telluride. However, wind rose for Nucla (about 11 mi east of Pinon Ridge Mill) (Figure 3.1-2) 
shows that easterly winds (heading to the west) predominate due to the orientation of nearby 
valleys. Although the area is located in the prevailing westerlies for upper air, surface winds 
vary drastically from location to location due to complex terrains and diverse land covers.  

 
 PM10 and PM2.5 emissions associated with ULP activities are estimated to account for up to 

3.2% and 1.4%, respectively, of the three county totals (Table 4.5-1). ULP lease tracts are 
scattered over 50-mi stretch, and terrain features and elevations around each lease tract are 
dissimilar. Thus, air emissions from ULP lease tracts are not transporting to one direction, 
rather spreading over all directions. In addition, high mountain ranges (over 8,000 ft) 
intervening between Telluride and ULP lease tracts act as a barrier, for which surface-level 
emissions are not readily crossing over the ranges. (High-level emissions from large power 
plants with tall stacks can be transported to the farther distances along with westerly upper 
winds.)  

 
 Considering all these factors, ULP activities could influence air quality on surrounding areas 

but potential impacts on ambient air quality around Telluride are anticipated to be negligible to 
minor.  

L53-1 

 

L53-2 

L53-3 

L53-4 
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L53-5 The town of Telluride is located more than 50 miles upstream from the nearest ULP lease 

tracts. We do not expect any direct negative impacts on the areas upstream from the ULP lease 
tracts. This study has provided an extensive analysis of existing and future impacts associated 
with the ULP lease tracts. On the basis of recent results from the state water quality monitoring 
program (CDPHE’s report and 303 [d] list), we did not find that any impaired water body in 
the area is evidently associated with ULP lease tracts (Chapter 3). A variety of causes of 
potential future impacts have also been analyzed in Chapter 4. Although these potential 
impacts are minor to moderate, mitigation measures included in the PEIS cover a wide range 
of approaches so that when implemented, potentials impacts can be minimized.  

 
L53-6 Mining activities will comply with applicable regulations and implement necessary mitigation 

measures.  
 
 The human health evaluation performed for the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 4.3.5, 4.4.5, 

and 4.5.5; and the cumulative impacts section in 4.7) included estimates for potential radon 
exposure to off-site residents, and these results show that the estimates for DOE’s preferred 
alternative indicate that the potential cancer risk, i.e., the probability of developing a cancer, 
associated with living close to a uranium mine would be less than 4 ×10-5 per year at a distance 
of 500 m, the risk would decrease to 2 ×10-5 per year at a distance of 1,500 m, and decrease 
further to 1 ×10-5 per year at a distance of 2,500 m. If there are multiple uranium mines close 
by, then the cancer risk would increase, depending on the distance to each mine. Risk from 
multiple years of exposure can be determined by multiplying the annual risk given in the PEIS 
with the number of years of exposure. The estimated risks are in addition to the risks from the 
background environment. Because of the high uranium content in soils in this area, the cancer 
risk from the background environment was estimated to be about 3 ×10-4 per year 
(corresponding to 430 mrem/yr).  

 
 Mitigation measures are identified in Section 4.6 to assure that uranium mining activities at the 

ULP lease tracts are implemented in a manner that is protective of human health and the 
environment. 

 
L53-7 Wastes generated from the mining activities are discussed in Sections 4.1.13, 4.2.13, 4.3.13, 

4.4.13, and 4.5.13.  
 
 As described in these sections, the bulk of waste generated would be waste rock that would be 

reclaimed on site; remaining waste would be mostly trash generated in the course of daily 
operations (e.g., lunch room garbage, packaging material from supplies). This waste would be 
taken to a local landfill. Any other material or wastes that could contain low-level radioactivity 
are either taken to the mill for processing or to a licensed low level radioactive waste disposal 
facility.  

L53-4 
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L53-8 As discussed in the PEIS, noise levels would attenuate to either Colorado or EPA noise limit at 
a distance of up to about 1,650 ft (500 m) from mine activities. Four residences (near lease 
tracts 13, 13A, 16, and 16A) are located within this distance from the lease tracts boundaries. If 
mine activities would occur near both the lease tract boundary and these residences, noise 
limits would be exceeded at those residences. In this case, noise mitigation measures (e.g., use 
of engine silencers, use of low-noise equipment, limit of operating hours, noise barriers for 
stationary noisy sources) could be implemented to minimize noise impacts on nearby sensitive 
receptors. In addition, a noise impact analysis based on specific operational conditions 
considering noise levels based on the actual number and type of heavy equipment, work 
schedule, topography, meteorological conditions, and others, could be done.  

 
In general, about 3 mi is the farthest distance that noise would be discernible (over the 
background level but does not mean at high level) except extremely loud noise, e.g., large 
explosion. About 5 mi might be possible if all other factors are exceptionally favorable 
(e.g., meteorological conditions, ground effects, low background noise, etc.). Different from 
cumulative impacts of air quality, if noise levels from two sources at a receptor are different by 
more than 10 dB, lower noise source does not contribute to composite noise levels. In other 
words, if noise levels from two sources at a receptor are 65 dB and 52 dB, then composite 
noise level is slightly higher than 65 dB (65.2 dB). In general, noise is not additive unless 
similar level noise sources are located equidistant from a receptor (in this case, composite 
noise levels will be 3 dB higher than higher noise level between the two, and this change is the 
just noticeable difference). During the daytime hours, noise can’t travel over a long distance 
due to skyward refraction caused by temperature lapse (i.e., temperature decreases with 
increasing height, so sound tends to bend towards the sky). During the nighttime hours, sound 
can travel over a longer distance (compared to the distances estimated based on isothermal 
atmospheric conditions vertically) due to temperature inversion (opposite to temperature 
lapse). In most cases, noise dissipates rapidly with distance and noises from two or more 
sources are not cumulative unless these sources are located equidistant from a receptor and 
have similar noise levels. In the DPEIS, 10-hour daytime work schedule is assumed. In this 
case, the influence of radius from a lease tract is less than 1 mi. If nighttime schedule is 
included, then the influence of radius from a lease tract will be up to 2-3 mi. Overall, 
considering the separation distances of and sizes of lease tracts, cumulative noise impacts 
would be minor, although noise exceedances would be anticipated at several receptors if mine 
activities would occur nearby. 

 
L53-9 The transport of uranium ore would result in impacts as provided in the EIS. As discussed in 

Section 4.5.10.1.1, the potential peak year uranium ore truck travel of 2.72 million mi for 
Alternative 5 could result in an increase of about 22% in truck miles travelled on the affected 
roads on an annual basis. However, the additional truck miles travelled is also less that 4% of 
the total vehicle miles travelled annually on these roads in a peak year. Compared to all state 
roads (i.e., includes interstates but no county or local roads) in Mesa, Montrose, and San 
Miguel counties, the peak year truck miles are less than 3% of the total truck miles traveled in 
those counties in 2011. 

 
L53-10 Comment noted. 
 
L53-11 See response to L53-1. 
 
L53-12 See response to L53-1. 
 
L53-13 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease  
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tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
 Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 

which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
 In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 

prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 

 
L53-14 Use of land for renewable energy development is outside the scope of this PEIS and does not 

meet the “Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4. 
 
L53-15 See response to L53-13. 
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L43-1 Text has been revised to state clearly that all waste rock piles will be covered with a protective 
layer of soil consistent with mitigation measures identified in M-11 (see Section 2.2.4.1) 

 
 Future project-level NEPA reviews would include the procedures and methods that will be 

used to determine the minimum cover thickness required to effectively reduce the emissions of 
radioactive particulates, as appropriate.  

 
 
 
 
L43-2 The COMPLY-R estimates for medium and large mines have been added to Table 4.3-4 in 

Section 4.3.5.3. The radiation doses associated with a medium and large mine are 2 and 4 
times of those associated with a small mine. COMPLY-R is more appropriately used to model 
point sources such as vent holes from underground mines. The very large mine that is included 
in the PEIS analysis is an open-pit mine (and no future underground mine would be expected 
to be as large as this very large mine), and is more appropriately modeled as an area source 
using a model such as CAP88-PC. Hence, in order to provide consistent estimates across all 
mine sizes considered in the PEIS, CAP88-PC was also used to estimate doses (for the small, 
medium, large, and very large mines) in addition to those for COMPLY-R (for the small, 
medium, and large mines). Estimates for both models are presented in Table 4.3-4 in 
Section 4.3.5.3.  
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L43-3 Radiation dose rate of a worker performing reclamation in the mine would be bounded by that 
of a miner. Text stating this has been added to Section 4.1.5.3.  

 
 Although the radiation dose rate to a recreationist may be higher during the operations phase 

than after the operations phase, the exposure time would be much shorter. As a result, the total 
dose could be smaller. The presence of mining equipment, mining infrastructure and workers 
would deter recreationists from entering a lease tract with mining activities going on. Text 
accompanying estimates for this scenario has been added to the PEIS (see Section 4.3.5.4). 

 
 It is possible that exposure to a resident receptor could be from multiple waste rock piles or 

mines in the future; presently this condition does not exist for any of the mine operations. If 
this situation occurred in the future, prior to approving mining plans, follow-on NEPA reviews 
when information regarding such circumstances is known would be required, as appropriate.  

 
L43-4 Text has been revised per comment. The revised text states that the dose would be limited to 

10 mrem/yr or less which is the regulatory limit per 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart B. No quantitative 
information is presented in the documents examined for these two projects. See Tables 4.7-4 
and 4.7-5. 

 
L43-5 It is likely that water use for ULP activities would be obtained from sources within the Dolores 

River Basin mainly across three counties, as discussed in Sections 4.3.4.2 and 4.4.4.2. The 
possible sources are the existing water right owners in the mining industry, and municipal 
water. In the Environmental Protection Plan (EPP) for JD-8 and JD-6, it is stated that water is 
expected to be obtained from the Nucla and Naturita Municipal Systems. Cotter Corporation 
has obtained their water supply from these municipal systems for previous mining operational 
needs. As indicated in Section 4.4.4.2, the expected water use for the proposed action is about 
0.1% of the public water supply demand compared to regional water use in these three 
counties. As recommended, text has been revised in Sections 4.3.4.2 and 4.4.4.2 to state that 
further specific evaluations would be included in future project-specific NEPA reviews. 

 
L43-6 The existing leases require DOE approval prior to resuming operations per article 

Appendix C.1.a which will require mitigation measures identified in the PEIS to be 
implemented as a condition of approval of the plans. DOE plans to evaluate if the current 
leases should be modified to directly incorporate compliance and mitigation measures 
identified in the PEIS in addition to the present approval process. Additional measures 
provided in the mine plans would be addressed in follow-on NEPA reviews at that time per 
EPA’s recommendation. 

 
 An evaluation for the existing surface water quality near the lease tracts is discussed in 

Section 3.4.1.2. The evaluation was performed using the recent state water quality data. State 
permits and inspection reports to date reflect the activities of the lessee in addressing existing 
concerns with Lease Tract 13.  

 
 Data that have been collected for the UMTRA Slick Rock Site were reviewed to provide an 

indication of impact to the Dolores River from Lease Tract 13 because the Slick Rock East Site 
is located on Lease Tract 13. The data indicate no impacts to date to surface water quality of 
the Dolores River from past milling and mining activities on Lease Tract 13. Surface water 
samples have been collected from the Dolores River at Slick Rock from 1987 to 2012. There 
are three sample locations in the area that support the ongoing investigations of the UMTRA 
Slick Rock East Site. The background collection point is located in the river directly in front of 
the Burro Mine site. The other two surface water collection points are located approximately 
2,100 feet and 2,600 feet downstream of the background point, respectively. To date, the 
surface water data collected have indicated very low concentrations (background levels) with 
the highest concentration of uranium (as a metal) reported to be 0.055 mg/L (from 2006  
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 sampling); and the highest isotopic data to date reported as 0.99 pCi/L for uranium-234 (in 

2001) and 0.73 pCi/L for uranium-238 (in 2000). PEIS text has been revised to include this 
information and citation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L43-7 Based on the comment, Section 3.4., has been revised to reflect the latest information from the 

CDPHE water protection program database on source water protection zones for public water 
supply system. The revised text does still indicate that there are no source water protection 
zones located in the lease tract area. Upon further discussion with EPA with regards to the 
recommendation of adding a map to the Final PEIS, it was determined that this would not be 
needed consistent with the preferences of the state of Colorado. All wells outside of 1,000 ft. 
from the lease tracts are not on the potential groundwater flow pathways. Text has been revised 
in Section 3.4.2 to include this information. 

 
 Text has been added to the PEIS to state that additional measures to assure protection of all 

Underground Sources of Drinking Water (USDWs) would be addressed in future project-
specific NEPA reviews. 

 
 

  

L43-6 
(Cont.) 

 

L43-7 
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L43-8 DOE appreciates the effort by the EPA as a cooperating agency for the ULP PEIS process. 
 
 
 
  

L43-7 
(Cont.) 

 

L43-8 
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Uranium Watch and Living Rivers – L48 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-1 Site-specific information that provides the discussion requested is summarized in Section 1.3 
of the PEIS.  

 
 
 
L48-2 See response to L48-1; also Chapter 5 of the PEIS contains a summary of regulations related to 

the ULP proposed action. Additionally, see the site-specific information in Section 1.3. 
 
 
  

L48-1 

L48-2 
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L48-3 Citations were included to support information presented in the DPEIS. The document has 
been reviewed to augment citations as needed in the process of preparing this Final PEIS. All 
references and supporting documentation are available on the web site at 
http://ulpeis.anl.gov/documents/dpeis/references/index.cfm. 

 
L48-4 The evaluations conducted for the PEIS used site-specific information, including information 

regarding past mining (see Section 1.3 for a summary of this information). DOE considers the 
information adequate to support the alternatives evaluated and for making any decisions 
relative to these alternatives. Although site-specific information for future mines will not be 
available until the lessees submit specific mine plans, information available from past mining 
activities such as the understanding on cultural resources, threatened and endangered species, 
waste rock and ore characteristics, and transportation practices and routes is sufficient for 
supporting the analyses of potential impacts from future mining activities for the five 
alternatives. The site-specific information reviewed for the PEIS is summarized in Section 1.3 
of this PEIS.  

 
L48-5 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
L48-6 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
L48-7 The discussion on cost in administering the ULP to date and in the future is outside the scope 

of the PEIS. However, the PEIS does include an analysis of the cost to carry out exploration, 
mine development/mine operations, and reclamation as these items are relevant to determining 
potential impacts to socioeconomics aspects. However, for information, the annual royalties 
were recalculated and reallocated to the 1996 lease agreements, and again to the 2008 lease 
agreements to be equal to or exceed the administrative costs of the program.  

 
L48-8 Cotter Corporation has installed lysimeters downgradient of four of its mine sites (6, 8, 9, and 

18) to determine if water is infiltrating the waste-rock piles and leaching contaminants into the 
subsurface soils and potentially into groundwater. Cotter has been monitoring these lysimeters 
on a monthly basis for approximately six years. To date, three of the four lysimeters (8, 9, and 
18) have been continuously dry (never had any water to monitor). The lysimeter at 6 has had a 
minimal amount of water on two different occasions (and not consecutive months). Although 
there was not enough water to sample for the entire suite of potential contaminants, 
preliminary indications noted minimal levels of uranium in the water. Monitoring results are 
reported to the CDRMS as part of the sites routine environmental monitoring. 

 
L48-9 Reclaimed sites are monitored (1) for a period of at least 3-5 years after reclamation is 

complete to ensure that the site is stable and that revegetation efforts are successful, and 
(2) periodically after that to identify any issues that may arise in the future. 

 
  

L48-4 

L48-5 

L48-6 

L48-7 

 

L48-8 

L48-9 

 

L48-3 
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L48-10 The tonnage of uranium ore generated to date at the ULP lease tracts is summarized in 

Table 1.1-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-11 Subsequent to the execution of the 1974 lease agreements, only lessees on 7 leases have 

chosen to resume mining activities at prior existing mines; thereby incorporating those mines 
into their current operations and accepting the liability for final reclamation of the site. These 
actions included operations on lease tracts C-SR-10, C-SR-11, C-SR-13, C-SR-13A, C-SR-15, 
C-G-26, and C-G-27. 

 
 
 
L48-12 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed in 

accordance with existing guidelines and regulations. There are currently 12 existing mines on 
eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed under the ULP. Other mines in the region 
are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed 
this alternative as part of its range of reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 Text in Section 1.3 has been revised to provide further clarification regarding legacy mines 

already reclaimed. 
 
 
L48-13 See response to L48-12. 
 
 
  

L48-11 

L48-12 

L48-13 

 

L48-10 
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L48-14 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
L48-15 Lease tract operations are currently covered by reclamation bonds, calculated by DOE based 

on site-specific conditions and deemed sufficient to reclaim those conditions in coordination 
with CDRMS. 

 
 See also response to L48-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-16 Past reclamation experiences are the basis for the 3 to 5 years post-reclamation monitoring 

assumption. Re-seeding performed for reclamation completed to date has demonstrated this 
time period to be adequate to provide reasonable assurances of sustainability for vegetation 
cover.  

 
 
 
 
 
L48-17 This discussion is included in Section 1.7 of the PEIS. 
 
 
 
  

L48-14 

L48-15 

L48-16 

L48-17 

L48-13 
(Cont.) 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-114 

M
arch 2014 

Uranium Watch and Living Rivers, Commenter ID No. L48 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-18 The maps contained in this section are intended to show the reader the location and extent of 

site-specific, mining-related features associated with the “actively permitted” mining 
operations located on each particular lease tract. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-19 Text has been revised that permits need to be obtained from CDRMS, the state agency that 
oversees mining activities on the ULP lease tracts. 

 
 Permit-specific information can be found in the permit amendment reports for some of the 

lease tracts on the CDRMS web site.  
 
 
 
 
L48-20 Citing the “tonnages” of ore remaining for each lease tract is not practicable. The “ore 

reserves” information presented in this table is based on numerous calculations derived from 
past exploration activities and includes the summation of multiple tonnages of ore at various 
grades. 

 
 
 
 
 
L48-21 The intended purpose in evaluating the range of reasonable alternatives is to provide an 

understanding of the potential impacts for informed decision making. Reclamation of all 
legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. There are currently 
12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed under the ULP. Other 
mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s oversight or authority to 
reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of reasonable alternatives in the 
PEIS.  

 
 State law requires lease holders to enter Temporary Cessation (TC) if inactive for more than 

180 days for an initial period of 5 years. A second 5 year TC may be granted by the State. 
However, under no circumstances shall the TC period be longer than 10 consecutive years. If 
TC reaches the 10 year maximum, or a second 5 year period is not granted, an operator is 
required to either reactivate for a year or fully comply with reclamation and Environmental 
Protection Plan requirements.   

L48-18 

L48-19 

L48-20 

L48-21 
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L48-22 Site-specific information including that requested is summarized in Section 1.3 of the PEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-23 See response to L48-21. 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-24 See response to L48-21.  
 
 
  

L48-21 
(Cont.) 

L48-22 

 

L48-23 

 

L48-24 
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L48-25 Reclamation of mine areas within the lease tracts is stipulated in the leases. Reclamation of all 
legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. There are currently 
12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed under the ULP. Other 
mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s oversight or authority to 
reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of reasonable alternatives in the 
PEIS.  

 
Text has been revised to clarify that all waste rock piles would be covered with a protective top 
layer material and vegetation to reduce particulate and radon emissions (see Section 2.2.4.1) 
and as identified in mitigation measure M11. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-26 The assumptions were made to provide a conservative but realistic upper bound scenario so 
that the PEIS evaluations can be used to support the range of reasonable alternatives 
considered. 

 
 Re-leasing a lease tract would be considered if this occurs within the timeframe covered by the 

PEIS and if the ULP exists. 
 
 A mitigation measure providing a buffer of 1/4 mile from the Dolores River is included in 

Section 4.6 (Table 4.6-1).  
 
 See response to L48-1. 
 
  

L48-25 

L48-26 
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L48-27 The PEIS has been revised to add a discussion and evaluation of potential impacts from 

ventilation fans (see Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.3.2, 4.4.2 and 4.5.2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-28 Citations have been added (citations were included in Section 4 of the DPEIS). 
 
 The use of 23.7 pCi/g of radium-226 in the PEIS evaluation is meant to provide a conservative 

analysis accounting for the possibility of mixing of small amounts of uranium ore in the waste 
rock pile. This is not to say that the waste rock piles would actually contain this concentration 
of radium-226. Calculations based on this value would result in higher doses than that for the 
5 pCi/g standard. 

 
 Also see response to L48-25. 
 
L48-29 The exposures to the radiation sources during the active mining phase are included in the 

radiation dose monitoring data of uranium miners, which are discussed in the PEIS. The water 
and sediments in evaporation ponds, water treatment facilities, and water catchment basins 
would be sampled and if necessary, treated then disposed of in licensed facilities after the 
active mining period; therefore, the potential exposure to the residual radioactivity in these 
sources would be greatly reduced, and is expected to be less significant than the exposure to 
the radioactivity contained in waste-rock piles. Exposure to radioactivity in waste-rock piles 
are evaluated in the PEIS for both on-site and off-site receptors through the inhalation of radon 
and particulate pathways during the reclamation and post-reclamation phases. Baseline 
exposures through inhalation of radon and particulate pathways were established with 
sampling data and are discussed in Section 3.5 and listed in Table 3.5-3. 

 

  

L48-26 
(Cont.) 

L48-27 

L48-28 

L48-29 
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L48-30 Text has been revised in these sections to provide the clarification. 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-31 See response to L48-30. 
 
 
 
L48-32 The citation of the statistical data based on which the numbers of worker injury and fatality 

were estimated is provided in Section 4.3.5.1. Statistical data for uranium mining were not 
available; therefore, data for general mining were used. 

 
 The prediction of injuries and fatalities provided in the PEIS should be interpreted from a 

statistical perspective. The numbers among individual mines could be different. These 
statements have been added to Section 4.3.5.1 of the PEIS. 

 
L48-33 Statistical data on mining injuries and fatalities do not contain information on worker training 

and experience. Therefore, predictions of injuries and fatalities factoring into account the level 
of worker training and experience cannot be made. However, a statement has been added in 
Section 4.3.5.1 of the PEIS to acknowledge that proper training and extensive experience 
would reduce mining accidents, thereby reducing injuries and fatalities.  

 
L48-34 The lessees are required to provide response rescue teams for their operations and this 

information is included in the Environmental Protection Plans (EPPs) that are required by the 
Colorado Division of Reclamation, Mine, and Safety (CDRMS).  

 
 
  

L48-30 

L48-31 

L48-32 

L48-33 

L48-34 

L48-29 
(Cont.) 
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L48-35 Section 2.4.6 summarizes the impacts on ecological resources that are described in greater 
detail in Chapter 4. The measures to minimize potential impact from ULP mining identified in 
Section 4.6 will be implemented over the lifetime of a mine site. Thus, significant adverse 
ecological impacts from periods of mining inactivity are not anticipated. The discussion of 
ecological resources in Section 3.6 and Section 4.1.6 describe existing conditions on the lease 
tracts, which includes inactive and reclaimed mine site areas.  

 
L48-36  See response to L48-35. 
 
L48-37 See response to L48-35. 
 
 
L48-38 See response to L48-35. 
 
 
L48-39 In Chapter 4, CO2 emissions associated with exploration, mine development, mine operations, 

and reclamation activities of the lease tracts are estimated (see Tables 4.1-1, 4.3-1, 4.4-1, and 
4.5-1) and are compared with total greenhouse gas emissions for Colorado (2010) and U.S. 
(2009). However, discussion on CO2 emission data and potential impacts of ULP activities is 
omitted in Section 2.4.1 (page 2-36 to 2-37). This data and relevant discussion will be included 
in Section 2.4-1 of the final PEIS. 

 
L48-40 See response to L48-35. 
 
 
 
L48-41 Section 2.4.6.1 is a summary of the impacts described in greater detail in Chapter 4. When the 

selected alternative is implemented, long periods of inactivity are not expected. Existing 
conditions on the lease tracts, which result in part from past impacts, are described in the 
Affected Environment, Section 3.6.1, and in Section 4.1.6.1.  

 
L48-42 See response to L48-35. 
 
 
  

L48-36 

L48-37 

L48-38 

L48-39 

L48-40 

L48-41 

 

L48-35 

 

L48-42 
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L48-43 As presented in Table 2.4-8, mining and development operations under Alternative 5 could 
create as many as 253 direct jobs and 152 indirect jobs. This additional employment constitutes 
a 0.6 percent increase in total employment in the three-county ROI. Although some 
communities could be affected disproportionately, it is likely that employment would draw 
from each of the counties because the leases extend across the ROI. In addition, the larger 
towns of Grand Junction and Montrose are within commuting distance and could help prevent 
boom and bust economies in smaller communities. Sections 4.3.8, 4.4.8, and 4.5.8 
acknowledge that “ individual municipalities in smaller rural communities might experience a 
temporary increase in population from workers if they moved to communities closer to mining 
projects rather than commuting from longer distances elsewhere in the ROI” and that the 
impact on individual communities could vary. However, because the number of employees 
required for mining operations and development would represent such a small increase in 
employment, the impacts of a boom and bust economy was not considered in detail. 

 
 Section 3.8 of the PEIS discusses current and historic economic environment in the ROI. An 

overview of periods of boom and bust economic conditions in the ROI has been added. 
 
 
L48-44 State law requires lease holders to enter Temporary Cessation (TC) if inactive for more than 

180 days for an initial period of 5 years. A second 5 year TC may be granted by the State. 
However, under no circumstances shall the TC period be longer than 10 consecutive years. If 
TC reaches the 10 year maximum, or a second 5 year period is not granted, an operator is 
required to either reactivate for a year or fully comply with reclamation and Environmental 
Protection Plan requirements. 

 
L48-45 DOE would consider the extension of a lease for another reasonable period on a case-by-case 

basis and would do so within the framework of NEPA and the administrative requirements of 
the ULP. 

 
  

L48-43 

 

L48-44 

 

L48-45 

 

L48-42 
(Cont.) 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-121 

M
arch 2014 

Uranium Watch and Living Rivers, Commenter ID No. L48 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-46 The evaluation of the economic market is outside the scope of the PEIS and does not meet the 

purpose and need described in Section 1.4. The stated purpose and need for agency action: to 
support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium that would adequately meet the nation’s defense needs, and to issue leases or 
permits for prospecting for, exploration for, mining of, or removal of deposits of uranium ore 
in lands belonging to the United States. 42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097. Those two AEA provisions 
are consistent with the need of assuring an adequate supply of domestic uranium, from an 
active program of issuing leases or permits for exploring, mining, and removing deposits of 
uranium ore. An active ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would 
an inactive program.  

 
L48-47 The section identified all impaired water bodies within the three watersheds that encompass all 

ULP lease tracts. The impaired water bodies were determined by the state through its water 
quality program. Radiation, uranium (U), and radium (Ra) are the part of monitoring 
parameters that were measured for assessment of water quality. As indicated in this section, we 
found that no impaired water, which includes no elevated radiation, U, and Ra in water, is 
evidently associated with the historical mining activities within the ULP lease tracts based on 
the CDPHE’s report and 303 (d). In Colorado, there are a few impaired water bodies that have 
elevated radiation and U. None of them are located in the watersheds that were evaluated in the 
section.  

 
L48-48 On the basis of CDPHE’s information on surface water quality, we have not found any 

impaired water body from Summit Canyon to Dolores River, which is downstream from the 
two mines, Calliham and Sage. The mining operation at Calliham was terminated in 1981 (or 
1982) and resumed briefly in 1991-1992. There was an operation violation that was reported in 
1982 for the Calliham mine as “waste water produced on the maintenance and wash pads” 
being directly released into the environment. The waste water contained solvents and oils from 
the equipment surface. However, there was no report of discharge of uranium mine water as 
cited in the comment. 

 
 
  

L48-47 

L48-48 

 

L48-46 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-122 

M
arch 2014 

Uranium Watch and Living Rivers, Commenter ID No. L48 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-49 On January 11, 2013, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) proposed to list the 
Gunnison sage-grouse as an endangered species under the ESA. At that time, the Service 
proposed to designate 1.7 million acres of critical habitat for the species. Portions of the 
proposed critical habitat include the overall range data presented in Figure 3.6-15. The most 
recent available geospatial data pertaining to the species’ critical habitat will be used to update 
the map and text for the Final PEIS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-50 The information on Table 3.7-6 has been revised, as applicable. 
 
 
 
 
 
  

L48-50 

 

L48-49 
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L48-51 Reclamation is required by Federal and state law and by provisions of the lease. Consistent 

with state requirements, one lease holder has filed EPPs and another lease holder has submitted 
reclamation plans. State law requires lease holders to reclaim within five years of inactivity. 
The state has the authority to extend this time period for an additional five years.  

 
 
 
L48-52 See response to L48-51. 
 
 
 
  

L48-51 

L48-52 

L48-50 
(Cont.) 
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L48-53 See response to L48-52. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-54  Potential impacts due to emissions of radon, uranium, and uranium progenies during the 

exploration, operation, reclamation, and post-reclamation phases of uranium mining are 
discussed in the Human Health Impact sections of the PEIS. Radiation exposures associated 
with existing environmental conditions were also estimated and presented in the “Affected 
Environment” section in Chapter 3.  

 
L48-55 The comment states that the section on Air Quality fails to include data and information 

regarding non-radioactive toxic emissions from waste rock, ore, ore pads, contaminated soil, 
and other site sources. It should be noted that non-radioactive toxic air emissions were 
estimated for site preparation, use of explosives, wind erosion, and combustion of diesel fuel in 
engines during exploration and mine construction activities and the use of various heavy 
equipment (such as dump trucks, bulldozers, motor graders, etc.) and drilling equipment during 
operations and reclamation activities. The air emissions from site erosion include those from 
various sources including waste rock, ore, ore pads, soil and other site sources. 

 
L48-56 The comment states that the section on Reclamation does not include consideration of 

reclamation and clean-up prior to future development of the lease tracts. Air emissions were 
predicted for reclamation activities associated with the development of the various mines as a 
function of PEIS alternatives, as shown in Table 4.1-1 for Alternatives 1 and 2, Table 4.3-1 for 
Alternative 3, Table 4.4-1 for Alternative 4, and Table 4.5-1 for Alternative 5. For more 
details, please see Tables C.3-6 and C.3-7 in Appendix C (“Emission Inventories, Costs, and 
Other Estimates Used as a Basis for the ULP PEIS Impact Analyses”) in the Draft PEIS.  

 
L48-57 In the DPEIS, a 10-hour daytime work schedule is assumed for noise impact analysis. If 

ventilation fans can operate around the clock as commenter mentioned, potential noise impacts 
on nearby sensitive receptors (e.g., residences, wildlife habitat) are anticipated, especially 
during the nighttime hours when the background noise levels are lowest. On a calm, clear night 
typical of the ULP lease tracts setting, the air temperature would likely increase with height 
(temperature inversion) because of strong radiative cooling. Such a temperature profile tends to 
focus noise downward toward the ground. There would be little, if any, shadow zone within 1-
2 mi of the noise source in the presence of a strong temperature inversion. Potential impacts of 
ventilation fans operation on nearby sensitive receptors will be included in the Final PEIS. 

 
  

L48-54 

 

L48-55 

L48-56 

L48-53 

 

L48-57 
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L48-58 Sections 3.3, 4.1.3, 4.2.3, 4.3.3, 4.4.3, and 4.5.3 include the information and evaluation 

regarding geology and soils for the ULP lease tracts. 
 
 The evaluation is based on the site-specific information summarized in Section 1.3. Erosion 

issues have not been identified.  
 
L48-59 See response to L48-58 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-60 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-61 The current impacts to water resources have been discussed in Chapter 3. The analysis of 

future impacts is based on the historical information and site-specific information summarized 
in Section 1.3 of the PEIS.  

 
 
L48-62 As discussed in Chapter 3, no impaired water body was found associated with lease tracts and 

their stormwater retention basins based on the state water quality monitoring data including 
measuring parameters of radiation, U, and Ra.  

 
 
  

L48-58 

L48-59 

L48-60 

 

L48-61 

L48-62 

L48-57 
(Cont.) 
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L48-63 The implementation of relevant mitigation measures, permitting, BMPs, and Federal and state 

regulations is discussed in Section 4.6. These will include radiological monitoring for water 
resources.  

 
L48-64 The analysis indicates that off-site migration of radiological contaminants is minimal. The 

BMPs and mitigation measures are recommended in the Section 4.6 and Table 4.6-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-65 The amount of water and source of the water needed for the proposed action is discussed in the 

PEIS in Section 2.2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-66 On the basis of available data, no groundwater contamination has been identified from these 

wet mines. Site-specific information regarding the lease tracts has been incorporated into the 
PEIS analysis. The site-specific information is presented in Section 1.3. 

 
 
 
 
 
L48-67 Because of the presence of these private wells, several actions are recommended in this section 

to minimize the impacts. As analyzed in this section, impact is minimal to private wells if 
suggested mitigation measures, permitting, BMPs, and Federal and state regulations are 
implemented. 

 
 
  

L48-63 

L48-64 

L48-65 

L48-66 

L48-67 

 

L48-62 
(Cont.) 
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L48-68 The proposed actions cover a wide range of approaches including underground water control, 

surface water and shallow groundwater flow diversion, active pumping and treatment, and 
monitoring system. These are among the most effective approaches. 

 
 
 
L48-69 For delayed reclamation, the impacts would be the same as those in the exploration phase and 

are evaluated for the exploration. 
 
 
 

L48-70 The extent of backfilling is site-specific and would be addressed in specific mine plans.  
 
 
L48-71 The current impacts from erosion and contaminant migration associated with the Lease Tracts 

in the Dolores River watershed have been evaluated in Chapter 3 and the future impacts are 
discussed in Chapter 4.  

 
 
 
 
 

L48-72 The estimated human health risk results are put into perspective to facilitate the reader’s 
understanding of the report. In addition to presenting the estimated LCFs in scientific notation, 
explanations on the corresponding probabilities are also provided. For example, for an LCF of 
1E-5, the explanation is “the probability of developing a cancer is 1 in 100,000.” The PEIS has 
this type of explanation throughout the document whenever LCFs are presented. 

 
 

L48-73 Available records on physical hazards associated with underground mining operation as 
provided in the comment will be reviewed and included in the PEIS. However, speculation on 
how future uranium mining operations will be conducted, which are governed by existing 
regulations, is outside the scope of the PEIS. Mitigation measures to reduce the exposure of 
workers and the general public to noise, dust and particulates, hazardous chemicals and 
radionuclides, etc. are provided in the PEIS. 

 
 
  

L48-69 

L48-70 

L48-71 

 

L48-72 

L48-73 

 

L48-68 
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L48-74 See response to L48-73. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-75 See response to L48-73. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-76 See response to L48-73. 
 
 
  

L48-74 

L48-75 

L48-76 

L48-73 
(Cont.) 
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L48-77 See response to L48-73. 
 
 
 
 

L48-78 Speculation of worker qualifications is outside the scope of the PEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-79 A mitigation measure regarding the development of an emergency rescue plan and ensuring the 

availability of a trained rescue team will be added to the PEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-80 Available radon data have been used to provide estimates of potential risk to a receptor 
postulated to be exposed to adits or mine openings (see Section 4.1.5).  

 
In addition, the area that encompass the ULP lease tracts has high background levels of radon 
due to natural deposition of uranium in soils. Background radon levels, ambient gamma 
radiation, and radionuclide concentrations in surface water and groundwater are provided in 
the “Affected Environment” section for comparison with estimated levels of radon and 
radiation exposures from mining related activities in the lease tracts as presented in the PEIS. 

 
  

L48-77 

L48-78 

L48-79 

 

L48-80 

 

L48-76 
(Cont.) 
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L48-81 Mitigation measures which include monitoring of radon emitted from uranium mines are 
provided in the PEIS. The monitoring data can be used to more realistically evaluate the 
dispersal of radon to offsite locations and the exposures of the public in order to demonstrate 
compliance with the dose limit of 10 mrem/yr promulgated by the EPA.  

 

L48-82 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS. Reclamation at the ULP lease must comply with the lease 
agreements and state requirements (i.e., CDRMS requirements for reclamation).  

 
L48-83 Dose rates cannot be compared with the dose limit directly. The PEIS considers different 

receptors with exposure patterns thought to represent those of the general public and calculates 
the radiation doses the receptors would incur; the radiation doses then were compared with the 
dose limit. The calculated radiation doses and the comparison are provided in the PEIS. 

 
 
 
 

L48-84 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
  

L48-81 

L48-82 

L48-83 

L48-84 

 

L48-80 
(Cont.) 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-131 

M
arch 2014 

Uranium Watch and Living Rivers, Commenter ID No. L48 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-85 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
 
 
 

L48-86 See response to L48-80. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-87 DOE has included mitigation measures (that are not compliance measures) precisely to provide 
additional protection where there might not be a regulatory basis. The mitigation measures 
included in Table 4.6-1 include measures to provide protection from potential radon emissions. 
Mitigation measures are currently included in the lease agreements and mitigation measures 
identified in the PEIS would be added to the leases, when leases are modified. 

 
 
 
L48-88 The results presented in the PEIS show that there is potential that operations of a uranium mine 

without taking any mitigation measure could exceed radon emission standards. However, the 
likelihood of actual operations exceeding the emission standards cannot be assessed without 
actual measurement data of radon emission rates. Based on the conservatism and uncertainty 
associated with the PEIS results, the suggested statements for inclusion in the PEIS may not be 
appropriate. 

 
 
  

L48-86 

L48-87 

L48-88 

 

L48-85 
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L48-89 A footnote has been added to Table 4.3-4 to acknowledge that there is no Federal requirement 
for monitoring small mines (those not falling within the requirements of the Subpart B 
standard).  

 
 
 
L48-90 The evaluation discussed in the PEIS assumed the White Mesa and Pinon Ridge Mills to be 

operational and evaluated peak year scenarios to account for a conservative scenario so that 
potential impacts can be determined. This is the primary purpose of the PEIS evaluations - to 
provide the information on potential impacts to support identification of DOE’s preferred 
alternative and as input for future site-specific mining activities. 

 
L48-91 Text has been revised to indicate that the EPA is the oversight authority for NESHAP 

compliance (see Section 4.3.5). 
 
 
 
 
L48-92 The existing leases require DOE approval prior to resuming operations per article 

Appendix C.1.a which will require any new mitigation measures to be included in those plans.  
 
 
 
 

L48-93 The mitigation measures in the PEIS are measures that can be adopted to reduce potential 
exposures of workers and the public. They are not discussions on regulatory requirements, 
even though they may be similar to existing ones.  

 
 
  

L48-89 

L48-90 

L48-91 

L48-92 

L48-93 
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L48-94 The mitigation measures in the PEIS are measures that can be adopted to reduce potential 
exposures of workers and the public. They are not discussions on regulatory requirements, 
even though they may be similar to existing ones. 

 
L48-95 This information has been included in Section 1.3. 
 
 
 
 
L48-96 See response to L48-94. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-97 See response to L48-94. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L48-98 The measures included in Table 4.6-1 in the M11 category do describe the specifics and the 

intended protection provided by the measures. 
 
 
 
L48-99 DOE will assure protection to human health consistent with regulations and evaluate the use of 

bulkheads to close off mine areas , as needed in coordination with CDRMS.  
 
L48-100 DOE will consider the need for monitoring beyond what is required in M-11 Table 4.6-1 on a 

case-by-case basis in coordination with CDRMS. 
 
 
  

L48-94 

L48-95 

L48-96 

L48-97 

L48-98 

L48-99 

L48-93 
(Cont.) 

L48-100 
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L48-101 The human health analysis in the PEIS is based on site-specific information (see Section 1.3 
for a summary) and is sufficient for decisions regarding the five alternatives in the range of 
reasonable alternatives presented in the PEIS.  

 
L48-102 While there are other health effects associated with radiation exposures, cancer risks are 

determined to be the limiting risks for the general population and could be used as the sole 
basis for assessing human health effects from environmental radiation exposures (EPA 1989). 
The PEIS follows the EPA guidance for assessing human health risks from radiation 
exposures.  

 
 Potential human health risks considering the chemical effects of uranium and vanadium are 

also estimated in the PEIS (see Section 4.1.5). Per EPA guidance, for exposure levels less than 
the EPA hazard index of 1, adverse health effects are not expected, which is the case found for 
the general public in the evaluations done for this PEIS (see Section 4.1.5.5 and 4.3.5.4).  

 
L48-103 When mines are closed, the cleanup will be performed according to the appropriate 

requirements. Potential radon releases would be minimized and would be protective once a site 
is successfully revegetated (typically three to five years) 

 
L48-104 See response to L48-86.  
 
L48-105 Radiation doses/risks associated with inhalation of radionuclides are included in the dose/risk 

results presented in the PEIS. The inhalation doses/risks concern the total exposures of human 
body to radiation within 30 years after the intake of radionuclides. The retention and excretion 
of radionuclides, along with their daughter products generated after the intake, inside the 
human body are considered based on their physiological data; while radionuclides are inside 
the human body, the radiation they emit and absorbed by different organs are counted toward 
the inhalation doses/risks. The inhalation doses/risks are estimated using the most updated dose 
conversion factors/slope factors available at present. 

 
L48-106 The methodology and dose/risk coefficients employed by the PEIS for human health impact 

analyses are also used by the risk assessment community and the regulatory agencies such as 
EPA and NRC. Discussions on potential human health effects and data supporting the effects 
are available in the documents referenced by the PEIS for the dose/risk coefficients.  

 
L48-107 DOE leases require the lessees to maintain their operations in a safe and secure manner, which 

could include fencing as necessary (see Appendix A, item X. Security and Safety).  
 
 The radiation exposures of recreationists would be greatly reduced with implementation of 

mitigation measures (e.g., providing a protective cover layer of sufficient thickness to waste 
rock piles).   

L48-101 

L48-102 

L48-103 

L48-104 

L48-105 

L48-107 

 

L48-100 
(Cont.) 

L48-106 
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L48-108 See response to L48-35.  
 
 
 
 
L48-109 Existing conditions on the lease tracts, which result, in part, from past impacts, are described in 

the Affected Environment, Section 3.6.1, and in Section 4.1.6.1. Details regarding conditions 
at individual mine sites and lease tracts, including reclamation, can be found in S.M. Stoller 
Corporation, 2012, referenced in the DPEIS and available on the ULP PEIS web site. 
Conclusion statements, such as that noted from page 4-103, are generally supported by 
information in the preceding paragraphs describing the impacts and appropriate mitigation. 
The degree of recovery of plant communities is based on the degree and type of the impacting 
factor. The impact level (e.g., minor, moderate) is based on several factors, as described in 
Table 2.4-1. The statement noted applies only to the indirect impact of fugitive dust. Text has 
been added to clarify. 

 
L48-110 As noted in the statement referenced, the quarter-mile distance explains why the Dolores River 

would not likely be directly affected (i.e., ground-disturbing activities related to mine 
development). Indirect impacts (such as from erosion and sedimentation) could potentially 
occur, and are discussed in the succeeding sentences and paragraphs.  

 
 

L48-111 Text has been added to refer the reader to Section 4.3.4 (Water Resources), which includes a 
discussion of impacts to groundwater flow and concludes that impacts would be minimal. 
Historical impacts to groundwater are also discussed in that section. 

 
 
  

L48-108 

L48-109 

L48-110 

 

L48-107 
(Cont.) 

L48-111 
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L48-112 Section 4.6 of the PEIS lists measures to minimize potential impacts from ULP mining. The 

evaluation of potential impacts to various resources discussed in Chapter 4 of the PEIS 
describes the applicability of these measures for mitigating potential impacts for a given 
environmental resource area or for human health. 

 
L48-113 Information on noise levels from fans in the mine vent stacks will be added to the PEIS. As 

appropriate, potential noise impacts to wildlife from the fans will be discussed in 
Section 4.3.6.2.2. 

 
L48-114 There is currently no active wildlife monitoring of the inactive or abandoned mines in the ULP 

area. The Environmental Protection Plans (EPPs) prepared for mines under the proposed ULP 
will require monitoring of ecological resources. The monitoring program will be developed 
with input from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Colorado Parks and Wildlife. 
Additional ecological monitoring and mitigation would be required as part of lease and permit 
requirements for mine sites. 

 
L48-115 See responses to L48-51 to L48-114.  
 
L48-116 See responses to L48-51 to L48-114.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L48-117 Reclamation is required by Federal and state law and by provisions of the lease. State law 
requires lease holders to reclaim within five years of inactivity. The state has the authority to 
extend this time period for an additional five years.  

 
 
  

L48-112 

L48-113 

L48-114 
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L48-118 The leases already stipulate the recommended mitigation measure. The following text is 

excerpted from the leases: “Article X: SECURITY AND SAFETY. The Lessee shall secure 
and post all areas that might reasonably be considered hazardous to the general public, 
including, but not limited to ore stockpile areas, loading areas, mining openings, and mine-rock 
waste piles, in accordance with all applicable statutes and regulations and specific 
requirements and stipulations set forth in Appendix “C.” If necessary, the Lessee agrees to 
construct fences or other barriers around the perimeter of safety-hazard areas to minimize the 
potential for intrusion by humans, livestock, and wildlife. Radioactive materials exposed by the 
Lessee’s operation shall be managed to ensure that the exposure of humans and ecosystems is 
as low as reasonably achievable.” 

 
L48-119 The PEIS has been revised to add discussion as to which mitigation measures listed in 

Table 4.6-1 are applicable to minimize potential impacts to a given resource.  
 
L48-120 Current site conditions are being maintained and are in compliance with Federal, state, and 

local regulatory requirements assuring protection of human health and the environment. 
 
L48-121 Current site conditions are being maintained and are in compliance with Federal, state, and 

local regulatory requirements assuring protection of human health and the environment. 
 
L48-122 Text has been revised to clarify that mitigation measures and BMPs, as appropriate, would be 

implemented by the lessees per lease agreement and permit requirements.  
 
L48-123 The Draft PEIS addressed historic and current impacts through the discussion of the affected 

environment presented in Section 3 for the various resource areas evaluated with no intent to 
minimize such information. Section 3 presents all relevant information considered to provide 
the basis for gauging potential impacts from the proposed alternatives discussed in Section 4.  

 
L48-124 This section has been revised to update the information regarding the Daneros mine.  
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L48-125 This section has been revised to update the information.  
 
L48-126 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

And any environmental issues associated with the legacy sites should have been addressed 
with the reclamation work completed. Site-specific information including reclamation work 
done is summarized in Section 1.3 of the PEIS.  

 
 There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 

under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
L48-127 All legacy mines under the oversight of DOE has been reclaimed and as such are expected to 

be protective to human health and the environment.  
 
L48-128 See response to L48-127. 
 
L48-129 Potential impacts of ventilation fans operation on nearby sensitive receptors will be included in 

the Final PEIS. 
 
L48-130 See response to L48-127. 
 
L48-131 The stated purpose and need for agency action in Section 1.4: to support the AEA provisions 

which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of domestic uranium, and to issue 
leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or removal of deposits of uranium ore in 
lands belonging to the United States. 42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097. Those two AEA provisions are 
consistent with the need of assuring a supply of domestic uranium, from an active program of 
issuing leases or permits for exploring, mining, and removing deposits of uranium ore.  

 
L48-132 Comment noted. DOE’s preferred alternative is Alternative 4 after careful consideration of 

public comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of the evaluation discussed in this 
PEIS. 

 
 
  

L48-126 

 

L48-127 

L48-128 

L48-129 

L48-130 

L48-131 

L48-125 

L48-132 
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Western Colorado Congress – L49 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L49-1 DOE believes that its preferred alternative would be protective of the environment and public 

health based on the past mining activities already conducted at the lease tracts and the results 
of the evaluation discussed in the PEIS for Alternative 4. 

 
L49-2 Comment noted. DOE appreciates the participation of the cooperating agencies on the ULP 

PEIS. 
 
L49-3 DOE considers the range of reasonable alternatives presented in the PEIS to be sufficient in 

meeting the purpose and need described in Section 1.4.  
 
 The projections or assumptions for future uranium mining activities at the ULP lease tracts 

presented in the PEIS are based on site-specific information (see Section 1.3 for a summary of 
this information), in addition to historical mine development and operations on the lease tracts. 
The assumptions are made as realistically as possible but also provide a conservative basis for 
analyzing upper bound potential impacts from which decisions can be made. Future mining 
conditions or scenarios can be compared with the assumptions made in this PEIS to gauge 
potential impacts to human health and the various environmental resources. Whether or not the 
scenario described in the PEIS is exactly what happens in the future relative to mining at the 
ULP lease tracts, the science behind that evaluation for that future scenario remains the same 
as what was done for the PEIS. That is, the actual number of mines, sizes, and specific location 
might vary, but the specific level of potential impacts for the particular future scenario can be 
extrapolated from the results discussed in the PEIS.  

 
 The cumulative analysis is based on a 50-mile radius based on the region of influence covered 

by the human health and environmental justice resource areas. The geographic extent of 
cumulative impacts is less for the remainder of the resource areas for air emissions. It has been 
shown from experience and proven by the analysis done for the ULP PEIS that areas farther 
away would not be expected to be impacted by the activities on the ULP lease tracts for the 
various resource areas evaluated in the PEIS. 

 
 While current science does not enable reliable analysis of specific climate impacts on a specific 

region, potential hotter and drier conditions attributable to future climate change would not be 
expected to affect ULP activities, which would occur in the next few decades.

L49-1 

L49-2 

L49-3 
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L49-4 The projections or assumptions for future uranium mining activities at the ULP lease tracts 

presented in the PEIS are based on site-specific information (see Section 1.3 for a summary of 
this information) in addition to historical mine development and operations on the lease tracts. 
DOE has evaluated the potential future impacts based on the present laws, standards and 
practices of the uranium mining industry which is the basis of our determination for the PEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L49-5 The determination of whether additional mines are implemented on the lease tracts if 
Alternative 3, 4 or 5 is selected will be based on economic decisions of the lease holders. The 
leases require reclamation bonds as well as requirements to protect the public and the 
environment consistent with laws, regulations and mitigation measures.  

 
 
 
 

L49-6 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 
accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In any case, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on the minority or low-
income population groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur

L49-4 

L49-5 

L49-3 
(Cont.) 

L49-6 
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given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population. 

 
 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 

152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
L49-7 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
L49-8 With regard to the concern that there is already a stockpile of uranium in the U.S. for domestic 

use, the development of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by Congress in 
the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present time, whatever 
its exact level may turn out to be in the future. 

 
L49-9 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 

L49-10 DOE retained Alternative 4 as its preferred alternative after careful consideration of public 
comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of the evaluation discussed in this PEIS. 
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L49-9 

L49-6 
(Cont.) 
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L49-11 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
  

L49-11 
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Western Small Miners Association – L36 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L36-1 DOE retained Alternative 4 as its preferred alternative after careful consideration of public 

comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of the evaluation discussed in this PEIS.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L36-2 Comment noted. See also response to L36-1. 
 
 
 
 
L36-3 Comment noted. DOE believes that the requirements with which the lessees have to comply, 

along with the mitigation measures and BMPs that will be implemented for uranium mining 
activities at the ULP, would result in minimal impacts to the environment and would be 
protective of human health.  

 
 
  

L36-1 

L36-2 

L36-3 
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L36-4 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
L36-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 

L36-6 See response L36-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L36-7 See response L36-1. 
 

L36-4 

L36-5 

L36-6 

L36-3 
(Cont.) 

L36-7 
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Acker, Thomas – T3  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T3-1 The human health evaluation performed for this PEIS is discussed in Sections 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 

4.3.5, 4.4.5, and 4.5.5, for Alternatives 1 to 5, respectively. The evaluation considers the 
potential for latent cancer fatalities from the exploration, mine development/mine operations, 
and reclamation for the five alternatives. The estimates for the alternatives indicate that 
potential impacts to off-site residents and on-site recreationists would be within regulatory 
requirements.  

 
Reclamation of all legacy mines under the oversight of DOE has been completed. DOE 
requires reclamation of all future new mines as is stipulated in the leases. 

  

T3-1 
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Acker, Thomas, Commenter ID No. T3 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T3-2 DOE’s preferred alternative is Alternative 4 after careful consideration of all comments 
received on the Draft PEIS and the results of the PEIS evaluation.  

 
 
  

T3-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T3-2 
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Acker, Thomas, Commenter ID No. T3 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T3-2 
(Cont.) 
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Adams, Francine, Commenter ID No. E94 
 

 
Adams, Francine – E94 
 
 
 
 

E94-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E94-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E94-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2.  

 
E94-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E94-1 

E94-2 

E94-3 

E94-4 

E94-5 
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Adams, Francine, Commenter ID No. E94 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E94-5 See responses to E94-1 and E94-2.  
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Adamson, Susie, Commenter ID No. T20 
 

 
Adamson, Susie – T20 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T20-1 Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
  

T20-1 
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Adamson, Susie, Commenter ID No. T20 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T20-1 
(Cont.) 
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Allen, Chris, Commenter ID No. L10 
 

 
Allen, Chris – L10 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L10-1 DOE evaluated potential environmental impacts for the five alternatives it considered to be the 
range of reasonable alternatives for management of the ULP and considered all public 
comments received on the Draft PEIS in its determination of Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred 
alternative.  

 
 
 

L10-2 The PEIS presents the results of evaluation of environmental impacts for 13 resources that 
included socioeconomics and air quality (which also addressed climate change aspects).  

 
 Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 

development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 

L10-3 The evaluations presented in the PEIS provided the information for DOE’s decision-making 
for the five alternatives it considered to be the range of reasonable alternatives for the 
management of the ULP.  

 
 
  

L10-1 

L10-2 

 

L10-3 
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Andersen, Lori, Commenter ID No. E74 
 

 
Andersen, Lori – E74 
 
 
 
 

E74-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E74-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E74-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E74-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E74-1 

 

E74-2 

E74-3 

E74-4 

E74-5 
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Andersen, Lori, Commenter ID No. E74 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E74-5 See responses to E74-1 and E74-2. 
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Anderson, Gordon, Commenter ID No. E59 
 

 
Anderson, Gordon – E59 
 
 
 
 

E59-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy are outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E59-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E59-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E59-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E59-1 

 

E59-2 

E59-3 

 

E59-4 

 

E59-5 
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Anderson, Gordon, Commenter ID No. E59 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E59-5 See responses to E59-1 and E59-2. 
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Anderson, Gordon, Commenter ID No. E97 
 

 
Anderson, Gordon – E97 
 
 
 
 

E97-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E97-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E97-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E97-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E97-1 

 

E97-2 

E97-3 

 

E97-4 

 

E97-5 
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Anderson, Gordon, Commenter ID No. E97 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E97-5 See responses to E97-1 and E97-2. 
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Applegate, Josh, Commenter ID No. L16 
 

 
Applegate, Josh – L16 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L16-1 Comment noted. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with 
exploration and mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for 
the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative 
identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

L16-2 DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in addition to public 
comments received in its identification of Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative.  

 
 
  

L16-1 

 

L16-2 
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Arrington, Bob, Commenter ID No. E108 
 

 
Arrington, Bob – E108 
 
 
 
 

E108-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E108-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E108-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E108-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E108-1 

E108-2 

E108-3 

 

E108-4 

 

E108-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E108-5 See responses to E108-1 and E108-2. 
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Aubert, Josh, Commenter ID No. L22 
 

 
Aubert, Josh – L22 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L22-1 Comment noted. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with 
exploration and mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for 
the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative 
identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
 
 

L22-2 In addition to complying with regulatory requirements, mining activities under DOE’s 
preferred alternative would also be conducted in accordance with lease agreements which 
include the implementation of mitigation measures identified to further minimize potential 
impacts.  

 
 

L22-3 Potential socioeconomic impacts were evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.8 to 4.5.8) and 
the positive benefit of jobs being generated is discussed in these sections. 

 
 
  

L22-1 

L22-2 

L22-3 
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Bachman, Hether, Commenter ID No. E43 
 

 
Bachman, Hether – E43 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E43-1 Comment noted. 
 
 The PEIS evaluated potential impacts to human health including the potential for inhalation of 

airborne dust from the ULP lease tracts during mining operations (see Sections 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 
4.3.5, 4.4.5, and 4.5.5). Potential transportation impacts are also evaluated and discussed in 
Sections 4.1 10, 4.2.10, 4.3.10, 4.4.10, and 4.5.10, respectively for Alternatives 1 to 5. 

 
 
  

E43-1 
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Baker, Jefferson, Commenter ID No. L23 
 

 
Baker, Jefferson – L23 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L23-1 Comment noted. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with 

exploration and mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for 
the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative 
identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L23-2 See Response to L23-1. To the commenter’s point made about the capability of mining 

responsibly and observing environmental regulations and controls, mining activities under 
DOE’s preferred alternative would be conducted in compliance with regulatory requirements 
and lease agreements (which include implementation of mitigation measures identified to 
further minimize potential impacts).  

 
 
  

L23-1 

L23-2 
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Ballantyne, Marvin, Commenter ID No. T25 
 

 
Ballantyne, Marvin – T25 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T25-1 Section 3.6.2 of the PEIS provides an extensive overview of the wildlife in the lease tract area 

(Section 3.6.4 addresses special status wildlife species). Sections 4.3.6.2 provides an overview 
of the potential impacts of uranium mining on wildlife (Section 4.3.6.4 discusses potential 
impacts on special status wildlife species). Section 4.6 provides a number of measures that 
would protect wildlife. These are both directly aimed at wildlife species or afford protection 
indirectly (e.g., protection measures for water resources and soils). 

 
 The purpose of the environmental justice analysis conducted for the PEIS was to identify high 

and adverse impacts to low-income and minority populations. While there are minority and 
low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of cumulative influence evaluated in the PEIS, 
they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 20 percentage points 
above the state average, in any census block group. In any case, the impacts in most 
environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are minor, and therefore, 
there would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population groups or 
the general population.  

 
 Waste generated in addition to waste rock (which is mostly rock material removed to get to the 

ore deposits and is stockpiled and retained at the mine site location and then subsequently 
graded to a preferred slope, provided with a protective top-cover material, and seeded during 
reclamation) is either taken to a local landfill with a small amount of low-level radioactive 
waste, taken to the mill for processing along with the ore produced, or taken to a low-level 
radioactive waste disposal facility.   

T25-1 

 

 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-170 

M
arch 2014 

Ballantyne, Marvin, Commenter ID No. T25 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T25-1 
(Cont.) 
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Ballantyne, Marvin, Commenter ID No. T25 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T25-2 Section 3.8 of the PEIS discusses employment and job sectors in the ROI, including how 
employment has changed over time. An overview of periods of boom and bust economic 
conditions in the ROI has been added. 

 
 Sections 4.1.8.1, 4.2.8, 4.3.8.1, 4.4.8.1, and 4.5.8.1 of the PEIS examine how a reduction in the 

recreation economy in the ROI could impact the local economy. In addition, text has been 
added to reflect non-economic impacts to recreation from uranium mining and operations in 
the ROI. 

 
  

T25-1 
(Cont.) 

T25-2 
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Ballantyne, Marvin, Commenter ID No. T25 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T25-3 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
  

T25-2 
(Cont.) 

T25-3 
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Ballantyne, Marvin, Commenter ID No. T25 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T25-3 
(Cont.) 
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Barford, Denise, Commenter ID No. E79 
 

 
Barford, Denise – E79 
 
 
 
 

E79-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E79-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E79-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E79-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E79-1 

E79-2 

E79-3 

 

E79-4 

 

E79-5 

 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-175 

M
arch 2014 

Barford, Denise, Commenter ID No. E79 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E79-5 See responses to E79-1 and E79-2. 
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Bennett, Jan, Commenter ID No. W16 
 

 
Bennett, Jan – W16 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W16-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
  

W16-1 
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Beverly, Robert G., Commenter ID No. L2 
 

 
Beverly, Robert G. – L2 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L2-1 Comment noted. DOE acknowledges the commenter’s submittal of the enclosure which 

presents information regarding uranium milling and mining and its potential impacts.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L2-2 Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in 

addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative. 
Allternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
  

L2-1 

L2-2 
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Boeschenstein, Bennett, Commenter ID No. E30 
 

 
Boeschenstein, Bennett – E30 
 
 
 
 

E30-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E30-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E30-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E30-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E30-1 

 

E30-2 

E30-3 

 

E30-4 

 

E30-5 
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Boeschenstein, Bennett, Commenter ID No. E30 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E30-5 See responses to E30-1 and E30-2. 
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Boling, Ashley, Commenter ID No. T42 
 

 
Boling, Ashley – T42 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T42-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T42-1 
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Boling, Ashley, Commenter ID No. T42 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T42-2 The PEIS analysis evaluates a 50-mile radius from the ULP lease tracts. Potential impacts for 
the environmental resource areas and human health are indicated to be negligible to minor (see 
Section I.3.2 for summary discussion of potential impacts for each of the resource areas 
analyzed). 

 
In addition, inspection reports to date prepared to document inspections of previous mining 
activities on the lease tracts have not indicated any non-conformance with regulatory 
requirements or lease agreements. See Section 1.3 for a summary. 

 
  

T42-2 
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Boling, Ashley, Commenter ID No. T42 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T42-2 
(Cont.) 
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Boling, Ashley, Commenter ID No. T42 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T42-2 
(Cont.) 
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Bowen, Sandra, Commenter ID No. E2 
 

 
Bowen, Sandra – E2 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E2-1 DOE identified Alternative 4 as its preferred alternative in this PEIS after careful consideration 
of public comments received and the results of the PEIS evaluation. DOE considers 
Alternative 4 to best suit the “Purpose and Need” for DOE action with regard to the ULP. 
Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 Mitigation measures are identified in lease agreements and summarized in Section 4.6.  
 
 
  

E2-1 
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Brannon, Lee, Commenter ID No. E122 
 

 
Brannon, Lee – E122 
 
 
 
 

E122-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E122-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E122-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts Section 

4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of influence. 
The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including those 
mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E122-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E122-1 

 

E122-2 

E122-3 

 

E122-4 

 

E122-5 
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Brannon, Lee, Commenter ID No. E122 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E122-5  See responses to E122-1 and E122-2. 
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Brouillette, Carrie, Commenter ID No. L24 
 

 
Brouillette, Carrie – L24 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L24-1 Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in 

addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for 
the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and 
mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
 
 

L24-2 See response to L24-1. 
 
 
  

L24-1 

L24-2 
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Brown, Charla, Commenter ID No. E31 
 

 
Brown, Charla – E31 
 
 
 
 

E31-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E31-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E31-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E31-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E31-1 

 

E31-2 

E31-3 

 

E31-4 

 

E31-5 
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Brown, Charla, Commenter ID No. E31 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E31-5 See responses to E31-1 and E31-2. 
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Brown, Charla, Commenter ID No. E56 
 

 
Brown, Charla – E56 
 
 
 
 

E56-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E56-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E56-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts Section 

4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of influence. 
The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including those 
mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E56-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E56-5 See responses to E56-1 and E56-2. 
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Brown, Charla – E117 
 
 
 
 

E117-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E117-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E117-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts Section 

4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of influence. 
The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including those 
mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E117-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E117-1 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E117-5  See responses to E117-1 and E117-2. 
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Brown, David, Commenter ID No. L5 
 

 
Brown, David – L5 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L5-1 Alternative 1 does evaluate leaving the uranium ore in the ground. However, for DOE’s 
preferred alternative (i.e., Alternative 4), the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be 
subject to export, after a prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and 
receiving the necessary permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and 
need for agency action: to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to 
develop a supply of domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, 
exploration, mining, or removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the 
United States to the extent DOE deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA 
(42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active ULP program will be more successful in meeting that 
need than would an inactive program. 

 
L5-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
L5-3 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 
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Brown, Ruthie – E12 
 
 
 
 

E12-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E12-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E12-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E12-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E12-1 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E12-5  See responses to E12-1 and E12-2. 
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Cale, Dave, Commenter ID No. T9 
 

 
Cale, Dave – T9 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T9-1 Agriculture and rangeland resources within the lease tracts are discussed in the affected 
environment chapter in Sections 3.7.2 and 3.7.3. The impact discussion on land use (see 
Section 4.1.7, 4.2.7, 4.3.7, 4.4.7, and 4.5.7) focused on the management of withdrawn lands 
and land use conflicts. Impacts to agriculture and other businesses are discussed in the 
socioeconomics sections (see Sections 4.1.8, 4.2.8, 4.3.8,4.4.8, and 4.5.8) 
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Cale, Dave, Commenter ID No. T9 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T9-2 Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in 
addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for 
the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and 
mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T9-3 Comment noted. See response to T9-2. 
 
 
  

T9-3 

  

T9-1 
(Cont.) 

T9-2 
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Callies, Lori, Commenter ID No. E78 
 

 
Callies, Lori – E78 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E78-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

E78-1 
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Cascade, Robyn, Commenter ID No. E49 
 

 
Cascade, Robyn – E49 
 
 
 
 

E49-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E49-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E49-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E49-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E49-5  See responses to E49-1 and E49-2. 
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Case, Dudley – E4 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E4-1 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 

152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. This evaluation included that involving reclamation of 
the mine locations once mining operations are completed. 

 
 Reclamation of the legacy mines under the oversight of DOE has been completed. The 

economic benefits of cleaning up mine areas that are not under DOE oversight is outside the 
scope of this PEIS. 

 
E4-2 The possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a prospective 

exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary permission from 
the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: to support the 
AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of domestic uranium, 
and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or removal of deposits of 
uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE deems necessary to 
effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active ULP program will 
be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 

 
E4-3 In Chapter 4 for all five alternatives (see Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 4.5.1), 

estimates of greenhouse gas ( GHG) emissions from ULP activities are provided and compared 
with Colorado and U.S. GHG emissions. And from this comparison, the PEIS concluded that 
potential impacts from mine development and operations on global climate change would be 
negligible.  

 
E4-4 The evaluation of potential human health impacts does address potential radon releases from 

mining activities for the alternatives evaluated (see sections on Human Health in Chapter 4); 
water usage and water quality are addressed in sections on Water Resources in Chapter 4. The 
information provided is considered adequate to support the identification of Alternative 4 as 
DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
E4-5 The manner that the amount of bonds is calculated is included in the lease agreements. 

Reclamation bonds are calculated by DOE based on site-specific conditions and deemed 
sufficient to reclaim those conditions in coordination with CDRMS. 
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Cassidy, Michael, Commenter ID No. E107 
 

 
Cassidy, Michael – E107 
 
 
 
 

E107-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E107-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E107-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E107-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E107-5  See responses to E107-1 and E107-2. 
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Catlin, Barbara, Commenter ID No. E32 
 

 
Catlin, Barbara – E32 
 
 
 
 

E32-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E32-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E32-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts Section 

4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of influence. 
The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including those 
mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2.  

 
E32-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E32-1 

E32-3 

E32-4 

 

E32-5 

 

E32-2 
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Catlin, Barbara, Commenter ID No. E32 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E32-5  See responses to E32-1 and E32-2. 
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Chamberlin, Judith, Commenter ID No. W10 
 

 
Chamberlin, Judith – W10 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W10-1 The evaluations conducted for the PEIS address potential impacts to human health and various 
environmental resources including potential socioeconomic impacts. See discussion in 
Section I.2.1 regarding the concern for a “boom and bust” industry that could be brought on by 
the ULP proposed action.  

 
W10-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
W10-3 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
  

W10-1 

W10-2 

W10-3 
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Chowen, Carole, Commenter ID No. E8 
 

 
Chowen, Carole – E8 
 
 
 
 

E8-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E8-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E8-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E8-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E8-1 

 

E8-3 

E8-4 

E8-5 

 

E8-2 
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Chowen, Carole, Commenter ID No. E8 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E8-5 See responses to E8-1 and E8-2. 
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Clay, Margaret, Commenter ID No. E18 
 

 
Clay, Margaret – E18 
 
 
 
 

E18-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E18-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E18-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E18-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E18-1 

 

E18-3 

E18-4 

E18-5 
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Clay, Margaret, Commenter ID No. E18 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E18-5 See responses to E18-1 and E18-2. 
 
 
 
  



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-212 

M
arch 2014 

Clow, Scott, Commenter ID No. T51 
 

 
Clow, Scott – T51 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T51-1 The PEIS includes an analysis of potential cumulative impacts of the proposed action in 
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions within a 50-mile radius of 
the ULP lease tracts. This analysis follows a methodology that is consistent with CEQ 
guidelines. DOE believes that the cumulative analysis presented in Section 4.7 is adequate to 
support its identification of Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

T51-1 
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Clow, Scott, Commenter ID No. T51 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T51-2 See response to T51-1. 
 
 
  

T51-1 
(Cont.) 

T51-2 
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T51-2 
(Cont.) 

  



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-215 

M
arch 2014 

Collins, Kami, Commenter ID No. L25 
 

 
Collins, Kami – L25 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L25-1 Comment noted. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with 

exploration and mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for 
the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative 
identified in this PEIS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L25-2 DOE considered all public comment received and the results of the PEIS evaluations in 
identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative for the ULP. 

 
  

L25-1 

L25-2 
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Collins, Kami, Commenter ID No. L25 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

L25-2 
(Cont.) 
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Collins, Mark, Commenter ID No. T13 
 

 
Collins, Mark – T13 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T13-1 Radioactive material has the potential to cause mutations in DNA. A discussion with further 

references can be found at http://lowdose.energy.gov/faqs.aspx under the heading “What are 
the genetic effects of ionizing radiation?” A range of elements, including carbon, have 
radioactive isotopes. The radioactive decay of an element can emit alpha, beta, gamma, and/or 
neutron radiation. The radioactive decay of some elements is more dangerous than for carbon 
and some are less dangerous. 

 
 Generally, natural disasters such as hurricanes, tsunamis, earthquakes, and volcanoes cause 

widespread human health hazards and physical damage that dwarf any secondary effects such 
as disruption of utilities, damage to infrastructure, and hazardous material spills or leaks. A 
volcanic eruption could result in some release of radioactive material to the atmosphere. It is 
likely that most life on the planet would still be present. 

 
 Until all radioactive atoms in that particle decay, that particle remains radioactive. However, 

that particle will not necessarily cause cancer. Human bodies are naturally radioactive because 
of common elements such as radioactive potassium, carbon, and other elements in the 
environment that we eat, drink, and breath. Further discussion on this subject with references 
can be found at http://hps.org/publicinformation/ate/faqs/faqradbods.html. 

 
 Nuclear plant employees are scanned to ensure that they are not contaminated with radioactive 

material if an accidental leak at the facility were to occur. It is one component of a nuclear 
plant’s safety program to protect workers and the public. 

 
 Uranium is a natural radioactive element as discussed in Section 3.5.1.1 of the PEIS. All 

isotopes of uranium eventually decay to form radioactive isotopes of other elements. The 
radioactive decay of radioactive material in medical machines or scanning machines does not 
result in explosions.  

T13-1 

 

 

http://lowdose.energy.gov/faqs.aspx
http://hps.org/publicinformation/ate/faqs/faqradbods.html
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Collins, Mark, Commenter ID No. T13 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

T13-1 
(Cont.) 
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Colt, Summer, Commenter ID No. L8 
 

 
Colt, Summer – L8 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L8-1 Comment noted. 
 
L8-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
L8-3 DOE considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS evaluation in identifying 

Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
  

L8-1 

 L8-2 

L8-3 
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Colt, Summer, Commenter ID No. L8 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L8-4 Discussion of mill tailings disposal and associated cost is outside the scope of this PEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L8-5 See response to L8-2 as far as jobs for reclamation; and the evaluation of the use of the ULP 

land for development of solar energy or renewable energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and 
is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, 
surface use of a majority of the ULP land for such purposes is not excluded by the ULP 
Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies, including many 
based on renewable sources. 

 
 
  

L8-3 
(Cont.) 

L8-5 

 

L8-4 
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Congour, David, Commenter ID No. E28 
 

 
Congour, David – E28 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E28-1 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
E28-2 See response to E28-1. 
 
 
  

E28-2 

 

E28-1 
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Congour, David, Commenter ID No. E93 
 

 
Congour, David – E93 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E93-1 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
E93-2 Comment noted. 
 
  

E93-2 

E93-1 
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Coombs, Mary, Commenter ID No. E37 
 

 
Coombs, Mary – E37 
 
 
 
 

E37-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E37-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E37-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E37-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E37-1 

 

E37-3 

 

E37-4 
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Coombs, Mary, Commenter ID No. E37 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E37-5  See responses to E37-1 and E37-2. 
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Cooper, Hilary, Commenter ID No. T47 
 

 
Cooper, Hilary – T47 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T47-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T47-1 

 

 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-226 

M
arch 2014 

Cooper, Hilary, Commenter ID No. T47 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T47-2 DOE considers the evaluation to be adequate in supporting all five alternatives in the range of 

reasonable alternatives discussed. PEIS text has been revised consistent with the BA and BO, 
see Appendix E and Section 4.3.6.4.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T47-3 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 Lease agreements in place contain requirements for reclamation of existing and future 

permitted mines on the ULP lease tracts. 
  

T47-2 

T47-3 

 

T47-1 
(Cont.) 
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T47-4 DOE considered the potential impacts to the Dolores River in the PEIS evaluations and has 
also included a mitigation measure for a quarter mile buffer from the Dolores River of any 
future mining activities. DOE does not consider the permanent withdrawal of any of the 
31 lease tracts from the ULP to be within the range of reasonable alternatives that meets the 
purpose and need discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. 

 
 
  

T47-3 
(Cont.) 

E47-4 
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T47-5 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 
energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 
 
 

T47-6 Alternative 1 does evaluate leaving the uranium ore in the ground. 
 
 
  

T47-5 

 

T47-6 

 

T47-4 
(Cont.) 
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Cooper, Hilary, Commenter ID No. T47 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T47-7 As a clarification, DOE is not receiving royalties during the period of the court injunction. 

Before the injunction, DOE approved reclamation on some lease tracts in lieu of royalties. 
 
T47-8 Climate change was evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 4.5.1) in 

terms of greenhouse gas (GHG) generated by the ULP proposed action for the five alternatives, 
respectively. The results indicate that the ULP proposed action contributes a very small 
percentage to both Colorado, and U.S. GHG generated (up to 0.03% and 0.0005%, 
respectively). U.S. GHG emissions account for about one-fifth of global GHG emissions, and 
GHG emissions from ULP proposed action are up to about 0.0001%. The amount of GHG 
generated is generally used as a measure of the potential impacts on climate change . In 
contrast, ULP operations (followed by power generations at nuclear power plants) would 
displace considerable amounts of criteria and toxic air pollutants, and GHG emissions that 
would otherwise be released from fossil power plants. Accordingly, ULP operations would 
contribute to more positive impacts than adverse impacts on climate change. The text in the 
PEIS has been revised (see the same sections mentioned previously) to explain further how 
potential impacts from climate change were evaluated for the PEIS and what the results mean. 

T47-6 
(Cont.) 

 

T47-8 
 

T47-6 
(Cont.) 

 

T47-7 
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Cooper, Hilary, Commenter ID No. T47 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T47-9 The PEIS evaluates the potential for impact to the Dolores, San Miguel, and Colorado Rivers 

and the aquatic biota inhabiting those rivers. Measures to minimize potential impacts of ULP 
activities are provided in Table 4.6-1, which includes measures to avoid and minimize impacts 
to waterbodies and aquatic habitats for aquatic biota (see measures M-4 and M-7). As 
discussed in Section 4.3.6.1 and Table 4.6-1 (see M-4), impacts on the Dolores River and other 
jurisdictional streams within lease tracts would not likely be directly affected because mines 
would be required to be located at a distance from these streams (e.g., 1,300 ft [0.25 mi]). A 
Biological Assessment (BA) has been prepared for consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding potential impacts of the ULP on species listed under the 
ESA (including the Colorado River endangered fish species). PEIS text has been revised 
consistent with the BA and BO, see Appendix E and Section 4.3.6.4. 

 
 
T47-10 DOE considers the PEIS evaluation to be adequate in supporting decisions regarding the five 

alternatives in the range of reasonable alternatives. Site-specific information that has been 
incorporated provides adequate characterization of the ULP lease tracts. 

 
 
  

T47-9 

 

T47-8 
(Cont.) 

 

T47-10 
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Cort, George – W7 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W7-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 

the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
  

W7-1 
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Cort, George, Commenter ID No. W14 
 

 
Cort, George – W14 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W14-1 See response to W7-1. 
 
 
  

W14-1 
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Cort, George, Commenter ID No. W18 
 

 
Cort, George – W18 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W18-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

W18-1 
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Coulter, Sara, Commenter ID No. E65 
 

 
Coulter, Sara – E65 
 
 
 
 

E65-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E65-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E65-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E65-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E65-1 

 

E65-2 

 

E65-4 

E65-3 

E65-5 
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Coulter, Sara, Commenter ID No. E65 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E65-5  See responses to E65-1 and E65-2. 
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Crawford, Dave, Commenter ID No. T27 
 

 
Crawford, Dave – T27 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T27-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

T27-1 
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Crawford, Dave, Commenter ID No. T27 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T27-1 
(Cont.) 
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Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn, Commenter ID No. L37 
 

 
Crocker-Bedford – L37 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L37-1 The location of Slick Rock has been revised for Figure 3.3-10 based on geo-located (i.e., same 
as Google Earth) information. 

 
 
  

L37-1 
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Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn, Commenter ID No. L37 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L37-2 The estimates for radon are based on conservative assumptions and input data in order to 

bound potential impacts from the proposed action. However, implementation of the proposed 
action would be undertaken in such a manner as to assure compliance with regulatory 
requirements. Mitigation measures would also be implemented to further reduce the potential 
impacts.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L37-3 The measure discussed by the commenter is embodied in the measures identified in M-11 in 
Table 4.6-1 that are identified as compliance measures (i.e., required by law and would have to 
be implemented), however, the actual method to be implemented would be determined on 
case-by-case basis.  

 
 
  

L37-2 

L37-3 
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Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn, Commenter ID No. L37 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L37-4 Air emissions such as fugitive dust may be covered by a permit issued by CDPHE. Where such 
permits are not needed or required, CDRMS requires an operator to control dust if it has the 
potential to be hazardous. CRS 34-32-116(i) states all surface areas of the affected lands, 
including spoils piles, shall be stabilized and protected so as to effectively control ersoion and 
attendant air and water pollution.  

 
 
 
L37-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L37-6 Cotter Corporation’s C-SR-13A mine was reclaimed in 2003. The waste rock pile was re-
contoured, the available surface soil material (limited amount) was spread across the disturbed 
area, and it was reseeded. The site stabilized fairly quickly, except for one or two major storm 
events that caused some minor rilling through the site. Three other legacy mine sites on the 
lease tract were reclaimed by DOE in a similar fashion. As the commenter alludes, the whole 
area has limited vegetation and is quite susceptible to erosion during significant storm events. 
The area is also host to multiple uranium-bearing geologic formations that crop out on the 
surface and have been eroding away naturally for centuries. Inevitably, some mining related 
radiological contamination has been transported down stream by past storm events, but some 
of it also is naturally occurring. 

 
The runoff from lease tract C-SR-15 is a similar situation. Approximately 350 acres of land is 
drained by the drainages that the commentor mentions. The mines on the lease tract are surface 
mines or shallow underground mines, because the ore-bearing formation in the area crops out 
all along Cougar point. Accordingly, storm water from significant storm events has and will 
likely continue to carry radiological contamination (mining-related and naturally occurring) 
downslope and downstream. 

 
 
  

L37-4 

 

L37-6 

 

L37-5 
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Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn, Commenter ID No. L37 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L37-7 Measures are identified for water protection. DOE will address the suggested mitigation 

measure on a case-by-case basis consistent with state law. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L37-8 This mitigation measure has been added as a compliance mesasure. See Table 4.6-1 in M-3.  
 
 
  

L37-6 
(Cont.) 

 

L37-8 

 

L37-7 
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Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn, Commenter ID No. L37 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L37-9 See response to L37-8.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L37-10 DOE appreciates the conditions that the commenter describes. Required noise standards would 

be met in the implementation of ULP activities in addition to the implementation of mitigation 
measures and BMPs; see Section 4.6 and Table 4.6-1.  

 
 
  

L37-10 

 

L37-9 
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Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn, Commenter ID No. L37 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L37-11 DOE believes that BMPs will be effective. DOE is cognizant of their proximity to the lease 
tracts and will actively manage developments and implementation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L37-12 DOE believes that the five alternatives evaluated in the PEIS as the range of reasonable 

alternatives are adequate in addressing the purpose and need discussed in Section 1.4. See also 
discussion in I.3.3. 

 
 
  

L37-10 
(Cont.) 

 

L37-12 

 

L37-11 
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Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn, Commenter ID No. L37 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

L37-12 
(Cont.) 

 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-245 

M
arch 2014 

Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn, Commenter ID No. L37 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L37-13 Comment noted. Royalties are described in the leases. Cost considerations are not discussed to 
distinguish alternatives as NEPA documents such as this PEIS focus on the evaluation of 
environmental impacts.  

 
 
  

L37-13 

 

L37-12 
(Cont.) 
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Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn, Commenter ID No. L37 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

L37-13 
(Cont.) 
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Cunningham, Kirk, Commenter ID No. E96 
 

 
Cunningham, Kirk – E96 
 
 
 
 

E96-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E96-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E96-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E96-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E96-1 

 

E96-2 

 

E96-4 

E96-3 

E96-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E96-5  See responses to E96-1 and E96-2. 
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Daniels, Mel, Commenter ID No. E84 
 

 
Daniels, Mel – E84 
 
 
 
 

E84-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E84-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E84-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E84-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E84-1 

 

E84-2 

 

E84-4 

 

E84-3 

 

E84-5 
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Daniels, Mel, Commenter ID No. E84 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E84-5  See responses to E84-1 and E84-2. 
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Davidian, Jerry – W19 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W19-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
W19-2 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
W19-3 Alternative 1 does evaluate leaving the uranium ore in the ground. DOE considered all 

comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of the PEIS evaluation in identifying 
Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative.. 

 
W19-4 See response to W19-2. 
 
W19-5 See responses to W19-1 through W19-4. 
 
  

W19-1 

 
W19-2 

 

W19-4 
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W19-5 
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Davison, John, Commenter ID No. E87 
 

 
Davison, John – E87 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E87-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
  

E87-1 
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de Bivort, Lawry, Commenter ID No. T48 
 

 
de Bivort, Lawry – T48 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T48-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

T48-1 
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de Bivort, Lawry, Commenter ID No. T48 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T48-2 DOE's public participation process is consistent with NEPA recommendations. The time limit 
at the public hearings was established to provide all members of the public that attended the 
hearing an opportunity to speak or provide oral  comments. In addition to providing oral 
comments at the public hearings, written comments were also accepted, thus providing the 
opportunity to offer additional more exhaustive comments.  

 
 
  

T48-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T48-2 
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de Bivort, Lawry, Commenter ID No. T48 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T48-2 
(Cont.) 
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T48-3 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
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(Cont.) 
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T48-4 A comment response document or CRD is included in this PEIS as Appendix I. This appendix 

contains all the comments received on the Draft PEIS. Responses to the comments are also 
provided (see Section I.4). 
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Delaney, Betty, Commenter ID No. E69 

 

 
Delaney, Betty – E69 
 
 
 

E69-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E69-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E69-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E69-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E69-1 

E69-2 

E69-4 

E69-3 

E69-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E69-5  See responses to E69-1 and E69-2. 
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Deuter, Catherine, Commenter ID No. E54 
 

 
Deuter, Catherine – E54 
 
 
 
 

E54-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E54-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E54-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E54-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E54-1 

E54-2 

E54-4 

E54-3 

E54-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E54-5  See responses to E54-1 and E54-2. 
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Dix, Deborah, Commenter ID No. W15 
 

 
Dix, Deborah – W15 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W15-1 Evaluations done for the PEIS relied first on available science and information from the 
regulatory agencies such as the EPA, USFWS, USGS, and state agencies. (Health studies done 
by other groups were examined and used to guide the analysis, if relevant - the NAS study 
about uranium mining in Virginia was also referenced; however, very limited quantitative 
analysis was included in that study.) The primary health problem of concern associated with 
uranium mining, as identified in various studies, is the increased risk of cancer, which is 
assessed in the PEIS. In addition to the increased risk of cancer, the potential of adverse health 
effect associated with the chemical toxicity of uranium was also assessed in the PEIS.  

 
W15-2 DOE believes that the five alternatives evaluated in the PEIS as the range of reasonable 

alternatives are adequate in meeting the purpose and need. DOE considered the termination of 
the ULP in Alternatives 1 and 2. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the 
PEIS in addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred 
alternative for the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with 
exploration and mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for 
the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative 
identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
  

W15-1 

 

W15-2 
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Douglas, A. Paul – E38 
 
 
 
 

E38-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E38-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E38-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E38-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E38-1 

E38-2 

E38-4 

E38-3 

E38-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E38-5  See responses to E38-1 and E38-2. 
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Douglas, A. Paul, Commenter ID No. E80 
 

 
Douglas, A. Paul – E80 
 
 
 
 

E80-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E80-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E80-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts Section 

4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of influence. 
The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including those 
mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E80-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E80-1 

 

E80-2 

E80-4 

E80-3 

E80-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E80-5 See responses to E80-1 and E80-2. 
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Dye, Angela, Commenter ID No. T40 
 

 
Dye, Angela – T40 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T40-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T40-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
 
 
 
T40-3 Mitigation measures are listed in Table 4.6-1 so that they could be considered for 

implementation. The effectiveness of the measures would be determined in accordance with 
lease agreements and approved mine plans. 

 
  

T40-1 

 

 

T40-2 

 

T40-3 
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T40-4 Sections 4.1.8.1, 4.2.8, 4.3.8.1, 4.4.8.1, and 4.5.8.1 of the PEIS examine how a reduction in the 
recreation economy in the ROI could impact the local economy. In addition, text has been 
added to reflect non-economic impacts to recreation in the ROI. 

 
 
 
 

T40-5 Section 3.8 of the PEIS discusses economic conditions in the ROI, including agricultural 
activities and recreation. In addition, text has been added to reflect non-economic impacts to 
recreation in the ROI. 

 
 
 
 
T40-6 See response to T40-1. The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar 

energy or renewable energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope 
in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide 
variety of energy production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 Text has been revised to supplement the climate change discussion in Chapter 4 “Air Quality” 

sections. 
 
 
  

T40-3 
(Cont.) 
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Edge, Kristine, Commenter ID No. E61 
 

 
Edge, Kristine – E61 
 
 
 
 

E61-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E61-2 eclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E61-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E61-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E61-1 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E61-5 See responses to E61-1 and E61-2. 
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Ekenrode, Carol – L6 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L6-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
L6-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
L6-3 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
  

L6-2 

L6-1 
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Ellis, Ryan, Commenter ID No. T5 
 

 
Ellis, Ryan – T5 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-273 

M
arch 2014 

Ellis, Ryan, Commenter ID No. T5 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T5-1 Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in 

addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for 
the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and 
mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
  

T5-1 
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Ernst, Robert, Commenter ID No. E47 
 

 
Ernst, Robert – E47 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E47-1 The PEA of 2007 has been added to the reference list (see Section 8). 
 
 
 
  

E47-1 
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Esty, Jon and Rosemary, Commenter ID No. E3 
 

 
Esty, Jon and Rosemary – E3 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E3-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. DOE oversees 
the conduct of activities on the ULP lease tracts consistent with lease agreements including 
provisions in the lease agreements that lessees comply with Federal, state, and local 
requirements such as those required by CDRMS on reclamation. 

 

E3-2 The PEIS include evaluations on air quality, water quality, human health, land use, and 
socioeconomics. See discussion in Section I.3.2 for a summary of potential impacts evaluated. 

 
 

E3-3 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 
energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 
  

E3-2 

E3-1 

E3-3 
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Evans, Russell, Commenter ID No. E9 
 

 
Evans, Russel l– E9 
 
 
 
 

E9-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E9-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E9-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E9-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E9-1 

E9-2 

E9-4 

E9-3 

E9-5 
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Evans, Russell, Commenter ID No. E9 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E9-5 See responses to E9-1 and E9-2. 
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Evans, Russell, Commenter ID No. E67 
 

 
Evans, Russell – E67 
 
 
 
 

E67-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E67-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E67-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts Section 

4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of influence. 
The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including those 
mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E67-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E67-1 

 

E67-2 

E67-4 

E67-3 

E67-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E67-5  See responses to E67-1 and E67-2. 
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Evans, Russell, Commenter ID No. E115 
 

 
Evans, Russell – E115 
 
 
 
 

E115-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E115-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E115-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E115-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E115-1 

 

E115-2 

E115-4 

E115-3 

E115-5 
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Evans, Russell, Commenter ID No. E115 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E115-5  See responses to E115-1 and E115-2. 
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Fenn, Virgil, Commenter ID No. T7 
 

 
Fenn, Virgil – T7 
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Fenn, Virgil, Commenter ID No. T7 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T7-1 Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in 
addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for 
the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and 
mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
  

T7-1 

 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-284 

M
arch 2014 

Fenn, Virgil, Commenter ID No. T7 (Cont.) 
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(Cont.) 
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Field, Sally – E113 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E113-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 

the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 
  

E113-1 
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Fraser, Frances, Commenter ID No. E13 
 

 
Fraser, Frances – E13 
 
 
 
 

E13-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E13-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E13-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E13-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E13-1 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E13-5  See responses to E13-1 and E13-2. 
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Gabow, Bruce – E45 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E45-1 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
  

E45-1 
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Galloway, Danny, Commenter ID No. E58 
 

 
Galloway, Danny – E58 
 
 
 
 

E58-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E58-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E58-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E58-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E58-1 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E58-5  See responses to E58-1 and E58-2. 
 
 
  



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-291 

M
arch 2014 

Galloway, Danny, Commenter ID No. E102 
 

 
Galloway, Danny – E102 
 
 
 
 

E102-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E102-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E102-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E102-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E102-1 

E102-2 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E102-5  See responses to E102-1 and E102-2. 
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Glynn, David – T45 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T45-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
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T45-2 See response to T45-1. 
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Goin, Wayne – E129 
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Golden, Marcia – E40 
 
 
 
 

E40-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E40-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E40-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E40-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E40-1 

E40-2 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E40-5  See responses to E40-1 and E40-2. 
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Gray, Dick – E57 
 
 
 
 

E57-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E57-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E57-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E57-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E57-1 

E57-2 

 

E57-4 

 

E57-3 

 

E57-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E57-5 See responses to E57-1 and E57-2. 
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Gray, Dick – E99 
 
 
 
 

E99-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E99-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E99-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E99-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E99-1 

E99-2 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E99-5  See responses to E99-1 and E99-2. 
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Green, Robert – E101 
 
 
 
 

E101-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E101-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E101-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E101-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E101-5  See responses to E101-1 and E101-2. 
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Greene, Howard – E1 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E1-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
E1-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
E1-3 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 
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Greene, Howard – E16 
 
 
 
 

E16-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E16-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E16-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E16-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E16-5  See responses to E16-1 and E16-2. 
 
 
  



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-309 

M
arch 2014 

Greene, Nicole, Commenter ID No. E24 
 

 
Greene, Nicole – E24 
 
 
 
 

E24-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E24-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E24-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E24-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E24-1 

E24-2 

 

E24-4 

E24-3 

E24-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E24-5  See responses to E24-1 and E24-2. 
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Greene, Nicole – E68 
 
 
 
 

E68-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E68-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E68-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E68-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E68-1 

E68-2 

 

E68-4 

 

E68-3 

 

E68-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E68-5  See responses to E68-1 and E68-2. 
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Grieger, Shawna, Commenter ID No. L26 
 

 
Grieger, Shawna – L26 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L26-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. Alternative 4 
provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine development /mine 
operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another 
reasonable period. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L26-2 See response to L26-1. 
 
  

L26-1 

L26-2 
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Grossman, Robert – L51 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
L51-1 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
 Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 

which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
 In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 

prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 

 
L51-2 Appendix D of the Draft ULP PEIS describes the impacts assessment methodologies applied in 

the analysis. Section D.1 provides information on the approach that was taken which involved 
estimating air pollutant emissions from mine development and operations and reclamation, and 
then comparing estimated annual project-related emissions of criteria pollutants and VOCs 
with annual emissions in the three counties that encompass the DOE ULP lease tracts. This 
comparison (provided in Table 4.7-12 in Chapter 4 of the Draft PEIS) indicated that these 
emissions would only constitute a small percentage of the three-county combined 
emissions.  Given the small percentages estimated, further air dispersion modeling is not 
warranted. The emission factors applied in the Air Quality analysis are based on the EPA 
WebFIRE database, which contains emissions factors developed by the EPA for criteria 
pollutants and HAP for industrial and non-industrial processes (see URL: 
http://cfpub.epa.gov/webfire/). For each EPA emissions factor, WebFIRE contains descriptive 
information such as industry and source category type, control device information, the 
pollutants emitted, and supporting documentation (e.g., test reports), and was designed to be a 
way of publicly providing as much information as possible in the development of each 
emission factor. The WebFIRE approach is highly transparent. It should be noted that the 
WebFIRE emission factors are in general independent of the local meteorological conditions 
for the type of construction and reclamation equipment projected to be used in the PEIS 
(e.g., the amount of CO2 emitted by an automobile is nearly independent of the wind speed, 
etc.). With timely receipt and incorporation of data from most performance tests, the EPA will 
be able to ensure that emission factors in WebFIRE, when updated, represent the most current 
range of operational practices.   

L51-1 

 

L51-2 

 

http://cfpub.epa.gov/webfire/
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The WebFIRE emission factors do not currently account for uncertainty but a study was 
recently conducted to evaluate and develop adjustments to account for the uncertainty of 
WebFIRE air emission factors by RTI International on behalf of EPA (see URL: 
http://www.epa.gov/ttnchie1/conference/ei15/session14/neulicht.pdf). It appears that the results 
of this recent study have not been integrated in the WebFIRE database as of July 22, 2013. 
However, inclusion of uncertainties in the WebFIRE emission factors would not change the 
conclusion that emissions from PEIS activities would only constitute a small percentage of the 
three-county combined emissions.  

 
L51-3 We we agree that meteorological variability and wind field modeling can be important issues, 

but at this time, site-specific proposals and detailed plans have not been developed, and such 
considerations are appropriate when such site-specific proposals have been made by the 
lessees. At that time, site-specific NEPA reviews as required would be conducted.  

 
 
  

L51-2 
(Cont.) 

L51-3 
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L51-4 All phases and aspect of uranium mining at the ULP lease tracts including protocols for 
stockpiling ore have to comply with the lease agreements, Federal, state, and local 
requirements. These regulations have been established to provide protection of the 
environment and human health. 

 
 
 
 
L51-5 Text has been added to the Air Quality section as suggested to assure consistency between the 

Visual Impacts and Air Quality sections (see 4.4.1). 
 
 
 
  

L51-3 
(Cont.) 

L51-5 

 

L51-4 
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L51-6 Because water would be trucked in from outside the local area during reclamation, there would 

be no diversion of water from domestic, commercial, industrial, or agricultural uses. Moreover 
as mining and reclamation activities analyzed as part of the proposed leasing program would 
be small in scale, it is unlikely that competition for workers, equipment and other resources, 
including water, would be sufficient to threaten the continued operation of existing private or 
public sector activities. Environmental justice impacts of mining and reclamation activities 
under the proposed program, such as radiological air emissions, soil erosion, water quality, 
subsistence, visual, property values impacts, are expected to be minor, and there would be no 
impacts on water use for cultural, religious activities. 

 
 The effect of climate change for the near term (within future 20 years) is more uncertain than 

those for the mid-long term (future 50-100 years). Because of this uncertainty, the water use 
for mining activities was estimated from the current water use.  

 
 Section 3.4.3 explains that water rights in Colorado are governed by using the Doctrine of 

Prior Appropriation and are granted by a water court system and administered by the CDWR. 
Water allocation for each mining project would be identified when the specific mining plan is 
developed and the water development plan for the water supply would address options of 
either applying for a state water right permit or purchasing from another region. The PEIS 
analyzes the impact of uranium mining leasing and does not make judgments about whether 
water should be appropriated to prioritize agriculture, industry and local business, or uranium 
mining. The PEIS does state that employment required for mining and development operations 
would be relatively low, would not likely disrupt communities, and could provide an additional 
$15.6 million in income. 

 
  

L51-5 
(Cont.) 

L51-6 
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L51-7 The transportation impacts presented in Table 4.3-13 are for the peak year as noted in the table 
title. Thus, the range of fatalities for one year of operation of the lease program is 0.012 to 
0.060 according to the examples presented. The “Accidents per Round Trip” table heading 
above injuries and fatalities denotes that the empty return trip by the uranium haul trucks after 
each loaded ore shipment was considered in the total distance used for the injury and fatality 
estimates. Single shipment impacts are presented in Table 4.3-17. Accidental transportation 
spills are presented in Section 4.3.10.4. 

 
 

L51-8 In the PEIS, potential air quality impacts from activities at ULP lease tracts were analyzed by 
comparing estimated emissions from activities on the lease tracts to total emissions for three 
counties (Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel). At this DPEIS stage, no specific proposals have 
been made and site-specific information (such as the size and location of project, construction 
and operating schedules, staffing, and equipment inventories) are not available. Without such 
data, conducting detailed air quality modeling would be premature. During permit review for 
specific projects, detailed and realistic emission inventories and air dispersion modeling 
including near-field and far-field analyses (e.g., visibility, acid deposition, and/or ozone) at 
sensitive receptors (such as residences, wildlife habitats, nearby federal Class I areas and 
Colorado’s sensitive Class II areas) would be required by leasing and permitting agencies. 

 
 Site-specific analysis of noise impacts would also be required when a proponent applies for a 

lease and a permit.  
 
 
  

L51-6 
(Cont.) 

L51-8 
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Hallenberg, Steven, Commenter ID No. T21 
 

 
Hallenberg, Steven – T21 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T21-1 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 
which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 
prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program.

T21-1 
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T21-2 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 

the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
  

T21-1 
(Cont.) 

 

 

T21-2 
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Hallenborg, Lesley – E116 
 
 
 
 

E116-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E116-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E116-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E116-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E116-1 

E116-2 

 

E116-4 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E116-5  See responses to E116-1 and E116-2. 
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Hallenborg, Steven – E123 
 
 
 
 

E123-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E123-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E123-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E123-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E123-5  See responses to E123-1 and E123-2. 
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Halpern, Stuart – E95 
 
 
 
 

E95-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E95-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E95-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E95-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E95-5  See responses to E95-1 and E95-2. 
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Harrison, Zackoree – E17 
 
 
 
 

E17-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E17-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E17-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E17-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E17-5 See responses to E17-1 and E17-2. 
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Harrison, Zackoree, Commenter ID No. E90 
 

 
Harrison, Zackoree – E90 
 
 
 
 

E90-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E90-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E90-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E90-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E90-5  See responses to E90-1 and E90-2. 
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Hayes, Joe – E36 
 
 
 
 

E36-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E36-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E36-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E36-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E36-5  See responses to E36-1 and E36-2. 
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Hayes, Joe – E105 
 
 
 
 

E105-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E105-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E105-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E105-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E105-5  See responses to E105-1 and E105-2. 
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Hazelhurst, Sean – L11 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L11-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 

the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. Alternative 4 
provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine development /mine 
operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another 
reasonable period.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

L11-2 See response to L11-1. 
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Heinrich, Mindi – L27 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L27-1  Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 

the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. Alternative 4 
provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine development /mine 
operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another 
reasonable period.  
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Heuscher, Penny – E120 
 
 
 
 

E120-1 Comment noted. Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has 
been completed. There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately 
be reclaimed under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under 
DOE’s oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS. 

 
E120-2  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 

reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E120-3  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E120-4  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E120-5  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  
  

E120-1 
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 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-
migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population. 

 
 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 

152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E120-6  See responses to E120-1 and E120-2. 
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Hiatt, Nina – E5 
 
 
 
 

E5-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E5-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E5-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E5-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E5-5 See responses to E5-1 and E5-2. 
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Hiatt, Nina – E70 
 
 
 
 

E70-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E70-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E70-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E70-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E70-5  See responses to E70-1 and E70-2. 
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Hiatt, Nina – E91 
 
 
 
 

E91-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E91-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E91-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E91-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E91-5 See responses to E91-1 and E91-2. 
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T14-1 Comment noted. The PEIS evaluated potential impacts to water quality and determined that 
potential impacts to surface water and groundwater from uranium mining activities at the ULP 
lease tracts would be moderate. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and 
the results of the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
Alternative 4 provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period.  

 
 
T14-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS. 

 
 
  

T14-1 

T14-2 

 



 

 

Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-348 

M
arch 2014 

Hills, Penny, Commenter ID No. T14 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

T14-2 
(Cont.) 

  



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-349 

M
arch 2014 

Hoffmann, John, Commenter ID No. W5 
 

 
Hoffmann, John – W5 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W5-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 

the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
  

W5-1 
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Hoodwin, Marcia – E111 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E111-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 
energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 
  

E111-1 
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Hornback, Emily – E26 
 
 
 
 

E26-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E26-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E26-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E26-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E26-5  See responses to E26-1 and E26-2. 
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Hutcheson, Lorraine – L28 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L28-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 

the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 

L28-2 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives and that the 
information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of the alternatives (see 
discussion in Section I.3.2 for a summary of potential impacts discussed in the PEIS). 

 
  

L28-1 

L28-2 
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Johnson, Janet – T8 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T8-1 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 

T8-1 

 

 



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-355 

M
arch 2014 

Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID No. T8 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T8-2 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives and that the 

information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of the alternatives (see 
discussion in Section  I.3.2 for a summary of potential impacts discussed in the PEIS), and 
therefore, the PEIS does not need to be re-issued. DOE considered all comments received on 
the Draft PEIS and the results of the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s 
preferred alternative. 

 
Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
  

T8-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T8-2 
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T8-3 The text being quoted was intended to provide the perspective that regardless of the ULP, 
uranium processing elsewhere would continue and the issue of radioactive waste management 
and disposal would remain; and the waste disposal issue from processing of uranium ore 
generated at the ULP lease tracts would be small relative to the overall radioactive waste 
disposal issue in the U.S. Management of waste generated from the proposed uranium mining 
operations on the ULP lease tracts is discussed in the PEIS (see Sections 3.13 and 4.1.13, 
4.2.13, 4.3.13, 4.4.13, and 4.5.13). 

 
  

T8-2 
(Cont.) 

 
T8-3 
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T8-4 The purpose and need for the proposed action does not require expansion of the scope of the 

PEIS. As explained in PEIS Section 1.4, “Purpose and Need for Agency Action,” the 
underlying purpose and need for agency action was established by the U.S. Congress in two 
provisions of the Atomic Energy Act (AEA): 42 U.S.C. § 2096, which authorized and directed 
DOE to develop a supply of domestic uranium; and 42 U.S.C. § 2097, which authorized DOE, 
among other things, “to issue leases or permits for prospecting for, exploration for, mining of, 
or removal of deposits of source material [including uranium ore] in lands belonging to the 
United States.”  

 
 The Purpose and Need for agency action, as described in ULP PEIS Section 1.4, is to support 

the implementation of those two AEA provisions. Section 1.4 recognizes that in order to 
support these provisions “DOE needs to determine the future course of the ULP, including 
whether to continue leasing some or all of DOE’s withdrawn lands and other claims . . . for the 
exploration and production of uranium ores for the remainder of the ten-year period that was 
covered by the July 2007 PEA.” PEIS Section 1.6, “Scope of the ULP PEIS,” therefore 
describes the scope of its analysis as the evaluation of the five alternatives for managing the 
ULP, and the evaluation of “the three mining phases associated with the underground and 
surface open-pit mining methods,” which “are the exploration phase, mine development and 
operations phase, and reclamation phases.” Therefore, the AEA provisions are consistent with 
the present scope of the ULP PEIS, and do not require that the scope be expanded beyond the 
ULP to analyze the entire nuclear fuel cycle. Further, no DOE decision to be based on this 
PEIS would change the nation’s use of nuclear fuels, including use of nuclear power reactors 
and management of associated radioactive materials. These and other aspects of the back end 
of the nuclear fuel cycle are the subject of numerous other NEPA reviews, including many 
EISs prepared by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.   

T8-3 
(Cont.) 

 

T8-4 
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Johnson, Janet, Commenter ID No. T8 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T8-5 See responses to T8-1 to T8-4. 
 
 
  

T8-5 

  

T8-4 
(Cont.) 
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Jones, David, Commenter ID No. W11 
 

 
Jones, David – W11 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W11-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. See also 
discussion in Section I.3.2 for concerns regarding a “boom and bust” economy in the region as 
a result of uranium mining on the ULP lease tracts. 

 
 
  

W11-1 
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Joy, Jay, Commenter ID No. E44 
 

 
Joy, Jay – E44 
 
 
 
 

E44-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E44-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E44-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E44-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E44-1 

 

E44-2 

E44-4 

E44-3 

E44-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E44-5 See responses to E44-1 and E44-2. 
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Justice, Susan, Commenter ID No. E89 
 

 
Justice, Susan – E89 
 
 
 
 

E89-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E89-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E89-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E89-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E89-1 

 

E89-2 

 

E89-4 

 

E89-3 

 

E89-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E89-5  See responses to E89-1 and E89-2. 
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Kanter, Holly, Commenter ID No. L17 
 

 
Kanter, Holly – L17 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L17-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. Alternative 4 
provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine development /mine 
operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another 
reasonable period.  

 
 
  

L17-1 
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Keller, JR– L18 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L18-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. Alternative 4 
provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine development /mine 
operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another 
reasonable period.  

 
 
 
L18-2 See response to L18-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L18-3 See response to L18-1. 
 
  

L18-1 

L18-2 

 

L18-3 
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Kemper, Katie – E50 
 
 
 
 

E50-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E50-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E50-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E50-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E50-1 

 

E50-2 

 

E50-4 

 

E50-3 

 

E50-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E50-5  See responses to E50-1 and E50-2. 
 
 
  



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-368 

M
arch 2014 

Kendall, Don, Commenter ID No. L19 
 

 
Kendall, Don – L19 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L19-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of 
the PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. Alternative 4 
provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine development /mine 
operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another 
reasonable period.  

 
 
 
 
 

L19-2 See response to L19-1. 
 
 
 
 
 

L19-3 See response to L19-1. 
 
  

L19-1 

L19-2 

 

L19-3 
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Kllanxhja, Piera, Commenter ID No. W6 
 

 
Kllanxhja, Piera – W6 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W6-1 Alternative 1 evaluated in the Draft PEIS does provide such an analysis - this alternative 
involved the termination of the leases with reclamation at any areas requiring such. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W6-2 The cumulative impacts analyzed in this PEIS include the potential impacts of the proposed 

Piñon Ridge Mill. See Section 4.7.1.1. 
 
 
  

W6-1 

 

W6-2 
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Kllanxhja, Piera, Commenter ID No. E35 
 

 
Kllanxhja, Piera – E35 
 
 
 
 

E35-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E35-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E35-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E35-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E35-1 

 

E35-2 

E35-4 

E35-3 

 

E35-5 

 



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-371 

M
arch 2014 

Kllanxhja, Piera, Commenter ID No. E35 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E35-5  See responses to E35-1 and E35-2. 
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Kllanxhja, Piera, Commenter ID No. E118 
 

 
Kllanxhja, Piera – E118 
 
 
 
 

E118-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E118-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E118-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E118-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E118-1 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E118-5  See responses to E118-1 and E118-2. 
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Kllanxhja, Piera, Commenter ID No. E119 
 

 
Kllanxhja, Piera  – E119 
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E119-1 Alternative 1 evaluated in the Draft PEIS does provide such an analysis - this alternative 
involved the termination of the leases with reclamation at any areas requiring such. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E119-2 The cumulative impacts analyzed in this PEIS include the potential impacts of the proposed 

Piñon Ridge Mill. See Section 4.7.1.1. 
 
 
  

E119-1 

 

E119-2 
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Kolachov, Nick – T50 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T50-1 During a peak year, six to eight uranium ore haul trucks per day could pass along a local road 
that services a uranium mine as analyzed in Sections 4.3.10.2.1, 4.4.10.1.1, and 4.5.10.1.1. At 
the rate of about 1 truck an hour, the trucks may be noticed, but traffic is not expected to be 
impacted. 

 
 
  

T50-1 
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T50-2 DOE recognizes the quality of life provided by a number of areas in which the lease tracts are 

situated, and it is not expected to change much with DOE’s proposed action. It should also be 
recognized that the Atomic Energy Commission uranium leasing programs were begun in this 
area in 1948 and continue to this day as discussed in Section 1.1.  

 
 
  

T50-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T50-2 
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T50-3 Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 

evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
Alternative 4 provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period.  

 
 
  

T50-3 
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Konola, Claudette – T11 
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T11-1 Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 

evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
Alternative 4 provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T11-2 Comment noted. 
 
  

T11-1 

 

T11-2 
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T11-3 The potential impacts to water depletion in the Upper Colorado watershed are evaluated in this 

PEIS, and DOE has consulted with the USFWS with regards to how this water depletion would 
potentially impact the Colorado four endangered fish species. PEIS text has been revised to be 
consistent with the BA and BO (see Appendix E and Section 4.3.6.4). 

 
 
  

T11-2 
(Cont.) 
 

 

T11-3 
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Krute, Robert – E39 
 
 
 
 

E39-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E39-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E39-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E39-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E39-1 

 

E39-2 

 

E39-4 

 

E39-3 

 

E39-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E39-5  See responses to E39-1 and E39-2.  
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Krute, Robert – E77 
 
 
 
 

E77-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E77-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E77-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E77-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E77-1 

 

E77-2 

 

E77-4 

 

E77-3 

 

E77-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E77-5  See responses to E77-1 and E77-2. 
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Leas, Rebecca – E81 
 
 
 
 

E81-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E81-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E81-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E81-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E81-1 

 

E81-2 

E81-4 

E81-3 

E81-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E81-5  See responses to E81-1 and E81-2. 
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Lee, Carol – E85 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E85-1 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 
which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 
prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 

 
E85-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
E85-3 The development of renewable energy on the ULP lease tracts is outside the scope of the PEIS 

and does not meet the “purpose and need” described in Section 1.4. 
 
E85-4 Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 

evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS.

E85-1 

 

E85-2 

 

E85-4 

 

E85-3 
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Leeds, Frank – E127 
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Leonard, Betsy – E10 
 
 
 
 

E10-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E10-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E10-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E10-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E10-1 

E10-2 

 

E10-4 

 

E10-3 

E10-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E10-5  See responses to E10-1 and E10-2. 
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Leonard, Betsy – E62 
 
 
 
 

E62-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E62-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E62-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E62-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E62-1 

E62-2 

 

E62-4 

 

E62-3 

 

E62-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E62-5  See responses to E62-1 and E62-2. 
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Light, Paul – E55 
 
 
 
 

E55-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E55-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E55-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E55-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E55-1 

E55-2 

E55-4 

E55-3 

E55-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E55-5  See responses to E55-1 and E55-2. 
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Livingston, Catherine – E51 
 
 
 
 

E51-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E51-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E51-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E51-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E51-1 

E51-2 

 

E51-4 

 

E51-3 

 

E51-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E51-5  See responses to E51-1 and E51-2. 
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Lobato, Tony, Commenter ID No. T53 
 

 
Lobato, Tony – T53 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T53-1 The ULP PEIS is intended to address the purpose and need for DOE’s action at the ULP lease 

tracts, and other uranium mining projects not within the lease tracts are outside the scope. It 
does, however, address other projects within the region of cumulative influence (within a 
50-mile radius from the ULP lease tracts) in the cumulative impacts evaluation.  

 
 
  

T53-1 

 

T53-1 
(Cont.) 
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Lohmiller, Bruce, Commenter ID No. L4 
 

 
Lohmiller, Bruce – L4 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L4-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

L4-1 
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Lyne, Beverly, Commenter ID No. T1 
 

 
Lyne, Beverly – T1 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T1-1 DOE welcomes and appreciates public participation on the NEPA process such as the one 
being conducted for the ULP PEIS. This process will continue. 

 
 The leases on the ULP lease tracts require detailed plans that include descriptions of 

monitoring and other activities that would be conducted.  
 
 All documents cited in the PEIS are available to the public via the project web site at 

http://ulpeis.anl.gov/ 
 
  

T1-1 
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Magoon, Janet – E64 
 
 
 
 

E64-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E64-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources. 

 
E64-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E64-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E64-1 

E64-2 

 

E64-4 

 

E64-3 

 

E64-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E64-5 See responses to E64-1 and E64-2. 
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Magtutu, Gabe, Commenter ID No. E103 
 

 
Magtutu, Gabe – E103 
 
 
 
 

E103-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E103-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E103-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E103-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E103-1 

 

E103-2 

 

E103-4 

 

E103-3 

 

E103-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E103-5 See responses to E103-1 and E103-2. 
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Mallard, Angela – L52 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
L52-1 The PEIS evaluates the potential impacts to the Dolores, San Miguel, and Colorado Rivers and 

the aquatic biota inhabiting those rivers. Measures to minimize potential impacts from uranium 
mining in the ULP lease tracts are provided in Table 4.6-1. These measures include measures 
to avoid and minimize impacts to waterbodies and aquatic habitats for aquatic biota (see 
measures M-4 and M-7). A Biological Assessment (BA) has been prepared for consultation 
with the the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)) regarding potential impacts of the ULP 
on species listed under the ESA (including the Colorado River endangered fish species and the 
Gunnison sage-grouse). PEIS text has been revised consistent with the BA and BO; see 
Appendix E and Section 4.3.6.4. Information on the desert bighorn sheep is provided in 
Section 3.6.2.3 of the PEIS. As evident from Table 3.6-15 in that section, the ULP lease tracts 
encompass only a small portion of the desert bighorn sheep activity areas within the three-
county ULP study area. Potential impacts on bighorn sheep are addressed in Section 4.3.6.2 of 
the PEIS. DOE did consult with Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) regarding the desert 
bighorn sheep during the preparation of the PEIS. Exclusion buffers from the Dolores River 
and sage grouse habitats, as well as desert bighorn sheep habitat protection or offsite habitat 
enhancement, may also be conditions of permits and lease requirements for mine sites. The 
Service, CPW, and BLM will have input on mitigation actions required under the ULP during 
their review of the EPPs.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L52-2 The evaluations presented in the PEIS are based on site-specific information available (see 

Section 1.3 for a summary of the site-specific information).  
 

DOE believes that the PEIS evaluation is adequate in addressing the range of reasonable 
alternatives consistent with the purpose and need described in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. 
Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
  

L52-1 

L52-1 
(C

ont.) 

L52-2 
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Maragon, Lisa – E41 
 
 
 
 

E41-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E41-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E41-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E41-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E41-1 

E41-2 

 

E41--4 

E41-5 

 

E41-3 



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-410 

M
arch 2014 

Maragon, Lisa, Commenter ID No. E41 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E41-5 See responses to E41-1 and E41-2. 
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Maragon, Lisa, Commenter ID No. E76 
 

 
Maragon, Lisa – E76 
 
 
 
 

E76-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E76-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E76-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E76-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E76-1 

 

E76-2 

 

E76--4 

 

E76-5 

E76-3 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E76-5  See responses to E76-1 and E76-2. 
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Marquardt, Michael, Commenter ID No. E34 
 

 
Marquardt, Michael – E34 
 
 

E34-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E34-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E34-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E34-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In any case, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E34-1 

 

E34-2 

E34-5 

E34-3 

 

E34-4 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E34-5  See responses to E34-1 and E34-2. 
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Marvel, Gail – W4 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W4-1 Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in 
addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for 
the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and 
mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
  

W4-1 
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May, Joan, Commenter ID No. T49 
 

 
May, Joan – T49 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T49-1 The evaluations presented in the PEIS for the various resources do address the potential 
impacts to San Miguel County. Based on the results of the PEIS evaluation and with 
implementation of mitigation measures, DOE believes that DOE’s preferred alternative 
(Alternative 4) can be conducted in a manner that would be protective of human health and the 
environment. 

 
 
  

T49-1 
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May, Joan, Commenter ID No. T49 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T49-2 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
 Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 

which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
 In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 

prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program.

T49-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T49-2 
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McKenney, Tom – E88 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E88-1 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 
does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
 Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 

which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
 In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 

prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 

 
 
  

E88-1 
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McTavish, Jodie, Commenter ID No. T16 
 

 
McTavish, Jodie – T16 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T16-1 Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 
evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
Alternative 4 provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period.  

 
 
  

 

T16-1 
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McTavish, Jodie, Commenter ID No. T16 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T16-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T16-1 
(Cont.) 
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T16-1 
(Cont.) 

  



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-422 

M
arch 2014 
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Mercer, Karen – E66 
 
 
 
 

E66-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E66-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E66-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E66-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E66-1 

E66-2 

E66-4 

 

E66-3 

 

E66-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E66-5  See responses to E66-1 and E66-2. 
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Michaelis, Karen, Commenter ID No. E14 
 

 
Michaelis, Karen – E14 
 
 
 
 

E14-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E14-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E14-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E14-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E14-1 

E14-2 

E14-4 

E14-3 

 

E14-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E14-5  See responses to E14-1 and E14-2. 
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Miller, Glen – T6 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T6-1 Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 

evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
Alternative 4 provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period.  

 
 
  

T6-1 
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Miller, Linda – T41 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T41-1 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
  

 
T41-1 
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T41-2  However infrequent, the uranium ore trucking companies have response contractors 
responsible for initial spill cleanup should an accident occur. CDOT and other agencies such as 
BLM may be required to provide permits for cleanup dependent on location. It is not expected 
that cleanup operations would involve an extended cleanup period due to cooperation among 
any state and federal agencies involved. As an example, an ore truck spilled its load over an 
embankment on U.S. 50, seven miles south of Salida, CO, on Thursday, February, 16, 2006. 
The highway was reopened the night of the accident after the initial spill cleanup. The area 
down the embankment where the majority of the ore spilled was stabilized the following 
morning. Despite the upcoming holiday (President’s Day was the coming Monday), permits 
were obtained over the weekend from CDOT and BLM for cleanup activities. Through 
cooperation among the trucking company, its cleanup contractors, the milling facility that was 
the original destination for the ore shipment, CDOT, BLM, and CDPHE, the spill was cleaned 
up and the site remediated by the following Thursday, February 23. 

 
 
  

T41-2 
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T41-3 Mitigation measures have been identified in the PEIS to provide a 1/4 mile buffer and 
minimize any potential impacts to the Dolores River and the waterways (see Section 4.6 and 
Table 4.6-1). 

 
 

T41-4 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
  

T41-2 
(Cont.) 

 

T41-3 

T41-4 
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(Cont.) 

 

T41-4 
(Cont.) 
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Mitchell, Dennis – T19 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T19-1  Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 

evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
Alternative 4 provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period.  

 
 
T19-2 See response to T19-1. 
 
  

 

T19-1 

 
T19-2 
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Mitchell, Dennis, Commenter ID No. T19 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T19-3 See response to T19-1. 
 
 
  

 

T19-2 
(Cont.) 

 

T19-3 



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-435 

M
arch 2014 

Moreng, Joseph, Commenter ID No. E33 
 

 
Moreng, Joseph – E33 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E33-1 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
 
  

E33-1 
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Myers, Chris, Commenter ID No. T33 
 

 
Myers, Chris – T33 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T33-1 Waste generated in addition to waste rock (which is mostly rock material removed to get to the 
ore deposits and is stockpiled and retained at the mine site location and then subsequently 
graded to a preferred slope, provided with a protective top-cover material, and seeded during 
reclamation) is either taken to a local landfill with a small amount of low-level radioactive 
waste, taken to the mill for processing along with the ore produced, or taken to a low-level 
radioactive waste disposal facility. 

 
 
  

 

T33-1 
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Myers, Chris, Commenter ID No. T33 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T33-2 The evaluation of the generation of revenues from mining is outside the scope of the PEIS and 

does not meet the purpose and need described in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. 
 
T33-3 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 
which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 
prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program.

T33-1 
(Cont.) 

T33-2 

 

T33-3 
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Myers, Chris, Commenter ID No. T33 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T33-4 The region of influence or ROI analyzed for potential cumulative impacts included the 

Telluride area. See discussion in Section 4.7 and Figure 4.7-1 for a map showing the areas 
covered in the analysis. 

 
 
  

T33-3 
(Cont.) 

 

T33-4 
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Myers, Chris, Commenter ID No. T33 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T33-5 The volume of water that is assumed to be needed for implementing the alternatives is based 

on historical or past mining conducted at the ULP lease tracts as discussed in Section 2.2. The 
volume of water assumed for Alternative 4 is presented in Table 2.2-5 and totals 6.3 million 
gallons per year for all the mines assumed to operate during a peak year.  

 
The water would most likely be purchased from Nucla or Naturita as has been the case in the 
past. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T33-6 Climate change was evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 4.5.1) in 

terms of greenhouse gas (GHG) generated by the ULP proposed action for the five alternatives, 
respectively. The results indicate that the ULP proposed action contributes a very small 
percentage to both Colorado, and U.S. GHG generated (up to 0.03% and 0.0005%, 
respectively). U.S. GHG emissions account for about one-fifth of global GHG emissions, and 
GHG emissions from ULP proposed action are up to about 0.0001%. The amount of GHG 
generated is generally used as a measure of the potential impacts on climate change . In 
contrast, ULP operations (followed by power generations at nuclear power plants) would 
displace considerable amounts of criteria and toxic air pollutants, and GHG emissions that 
would otherwise be released from fossil power plants. Accordingly, ULP operations would 
contribute to more positive impacts than adverse impacts on climate change. The text in the 
PEIS has been revised (see the same sections mentioned previously) to explain further how 
potential impacts from climate change were analyzed for the PEIS and what the results mean. 

 
  

T33-4 
(Cont.) 

 

T33-5 

T33-6 
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Myers, Chris, Commenter ID No. T33 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T33-7 The implementation of any alternative would be conducted with careful examination and 
determination of actual conditions at the time of implementation, and areas that need to be 
addressed or specific activities that would be conducted would be optimized and carried out in 
comformance of applicable regulatory requirements and best management practices. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T33-8 PEIS text has been revised consistent with the BA and BO, see Appendix E and 
Section 4.3.6.4. 

 
 
 

T33-9 Sections 4.1.8.1, 4.2.8, 4.3.8.1, 4.4.8.1, and 4.5.8.1 of the PEIS examine how a reduction in the 
recreation economy in the ROI could impact the local economy. In addition, text has been 
added to reflect non-economic impacts to recreation in the ROI. In addition, an overview of 
periods of boom and bust economic conditions in the ROI has been added to Section 3.8. 

 
  

T33-6 
(Cont.) 

T33-7 

T33-8 

 
T33-9 
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Myers, Chris, Commenter ID No. T33 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T33-9 
(Cont.) 
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W2 
 

 
Name Withheld – W2 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W2-1 The cumulative impacts analyzed in this PEIS include the potential impacts of the proposed 
Piñon Ridge Mill. See Section 4.7.1.1. 

 
  

W2-1 
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. W9 
 

 
Name Withheld – W9 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W9-1 Comment noted. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with 
exploration and mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for 
the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative 
identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
  

W9-1 
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Name Withheld, Commenter ID No. L27 
 

 
Name Withheld – L27 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L27-1 Comment noted. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with 
exploration and mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for 
the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative 
identified in this PEIS. 

 
 
  

L27-1 
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Niederkruger, Eric, Commenter ID No. T4 
 

 
Niederkruger, Eric – T4 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T4-1 Comment noted. Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has 
been completed. There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately 
be reclaimed under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under 
DOE’s oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
 
  

T4-1 
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Niederkruger, Eric, Commenter ID No. T4 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T4-1 
(Cont.) 
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Oakes, Meagan, Commenter ID No. W17 
 

 
Oakes, Meagan – W17 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W17-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

W17-1 
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Oday, Ky, Commenter ID No. L12 
 

 
Oday, Ky – L12 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L12-1 Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 

evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
Alternative 4 provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

L12-2 See response to L12-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L12-3 See response to L12-1. 
 
 
  

L12-1 

 

L12-2 

 

L12-3 
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Oday, Ky, Commenter ID No. L12 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L12-4 See response to L12-1. 
 
 
  

L12-3 
(Cont.) 

L12-4 
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M
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Oglesby, Betty, Commenter ID No. T23 
 

 
Oglesby, Betty – T23 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T23-1 Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 
evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
Alternative 4 provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period.  

 
 
 
  

T23-1 
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Oglesby, Betty, Commenter ID No. T23 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T23-1 
(Cont.) 
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Olmstead, Dennis, Commenter ID No. E104 
 

 
Olmstead, Dennis – E104 
 
 
 
 

E104-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E104-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E104-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E104-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E104-1 

E104-2 

E104-4 

E104-3 

E104-5 
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Olmstead, Dennis, Commenter ID No. E104 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E104-5  See responses to E104-1 and E104-2. 
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Palmer, Shauna, Commenter ID No. T34 
 

 
Palmer, Shauna – T34 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T34-1 While two lease tracts are currently not leased, the PEIS evaluation included those tracts for 

completeness, and DOE may consider leasing them in the future if warranted. 
 
 
  

T34-1 
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Palmer, Shauna, Commenter ID No. T34 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T34-2 The threshold number where a biological assessment is required is if potential water depletion 

impacts could be 0.1 acre-foot or more. The evaluation of Alternative 4 (DOE’s preferred 
alternative) indicates that the amount of water depleted from the Colorado River watershed is 
about 19 acre-feet for the assumed 10 years of mining operation at the peak year scenario. 
Because of this estimate, DOE prepared a Biological Assessment (BA) to submit to the 
USFWS for their consideration. The USFWS has issued a biological opinion. PEIS text has 
been revised to be consistent with the BA and BO (see Appendix E for the BA and the BO, and 
Section 4.3.6.4 for the revised text). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T34-3 The cumulative impacts analysis in Section 4.7 of the PEIS was done consistent with CEQ 
guidelines and analyzed past, present and foreseeable future actions within the region of 
cumulative influence determined as a 50-mile radius for this PEIS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T34-4 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 
energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
See discussion in Section I.3.6 regarding concerns for export of uranium. 

  

T34-1 
(Cont.) 

T34-2 

T34-3 

 

T34-4 
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Palmer, Shauna, Commenter ID No. T34 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T34-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T34-4 
(Cont.) 

T34-5 
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Palmer, Shauna, Commenter ID No. T34 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T34-6 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T34-5 
(Cont.) 

 

T34-6 

 

T34-6 
(Cont.) 
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Parish, Barbara, Commenter ID No. E71 
 

 
Parish, Barbara – E71 
 
 
 
 

E71-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E71-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E71-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E71-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor.There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E71-1 

E71-2 

E71-4 

 

E71-3 

E71-5 
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Parish, Barbara, Commenter ID No. E71 (Cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E71-5  See responses to E71-1 and E71-2. 
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Parker, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. W8 
 

 
Parker, Jennifer – W8 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W8-1 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
W8-2 DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in addition to public 

comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for the PEIS. 
Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 

 
With regard to concerns that there is already a stockpile of uranium in the U.S. for domestic 
use, the development of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by Congress in 
the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present time, whatever 
its exact level may turn out to be in the future. 

 
 
  

W8-1 

W8-2 
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Parker, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. T36 
 

 
Parker, Jennifer – T36 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T36-1 Comment noted. DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the PEIS 

evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative in this PEIS. 
 
 
 
  

T36-1 
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Parker, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. T36 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T36-2 With regard to concerns that there is already a stockpile of uranium in the U.S. for domestic 

use, the development of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by Congress in 
the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present time, whatever 
its exact level may turn out to be in the future. 

 
 
 
 

T36-3 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 
  

T36-2 

 

T36-3 
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Parker, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. L13 
 

 
Parker, Jennifer – L13 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L13-1 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
L13-2 With regard to concerns that there is already a stockpile of uranium in the U.S. for domestic 

use, the development of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by Congress in 
the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present time, whatever 
its exact level may turn out to be in the future. 

 
  

L13-1 

L13-2 
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Parker, Randy – T35 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T35-1  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
Lease tract operations are currently covered by reclamation bonds, calculated by DOE based 
on site-specific conditions and deemed sufficient to reclaim those conditions in coordination 
with CDRMS. 

 
 
 
T35-2 The cumulative impacts analysis for a 50-mile buffer area is adequate as it emcompasses the 

largest region of influence (ROI) for any of the resource areas evaluated in the PEIS (see 
Chapter 3 for ROI descriptions for each resource area evaluated in the PEIS).  Past, present, 
and foreseeable future projects (regardless of ownership) within the 50 mile buffer area are 
addressed in the cumulative impacts analysis in Section 4.7 of the PEIS.   

 
The range of reasonable alternatives evaluated in the PEIS includes reclamation. Reclamation 
standards for uranium mines at the ULP lease tracts are consistent with DOE's lease 
agreements, BLM's, and state (CDRMS) requirements.  

T35-1 

 

 

T35-2 
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T35-3 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
  

T35-2 
(Cont.) 

T35-3 
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Parker, Randy, Commenter ID No. T35 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T35-3 
(Cont.) 
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Parker, Tehri – E25 
 
 
 
 

E25-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E25-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E25-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E25-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.   

E25-1 

 

E25-2 

 

E25-4 

 

E25-3 

 

E25-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E25-5  See responses to E25-1 and E25-2. 
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Peterson, Catherine, Commenter ID No. T37 
 

 
Peterson, Catherine – T37 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T37-1  Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
  

T37-1 
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T37-2 The PEIS addresses all aspects of ecological resources; in addition to threatened and 
endangered species, potential impacts to vegetation, wildlife, and aquatic biota are also 
addressed. See Sections 4.1.6, 4.2.6, 4.3.6, 4.4.6, and 4.5.6. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T37-3 For Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, the transport of uranium ore would result in some impacts as 

provided in the PEIS. As discussed in Sections 4.3.10.2.1, 4.4.10.1.1, and 4.5.10.1.1, the 
potential truck traffic on Colorado’s highways could increase by less than 2% to about 74% of 
current conditions depending on location and implementation of alternatives as analyzed for a 
peak year. However, environmental impacts from any accidental release of uranium ore during 
transportation are anticipated to be minimal and short-term as described in Section 4.3.10.4 
because of the low-grade nature of the ore, the immobile nature of the hazardous constituents, 
and prompt cleanup. 

  

T37-1 
(Cont.) 

T37-2 

T37-3 
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T37-4 See response to T37-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T37-5 Section 3.8 of the PEIS discusses the current and historic economic environment in the ROI. 

An overview of periods of boom and bust economic conditions in the ROI has been added. 
 
 Socioeconomic impacts of each of the alternatives are evaluated in terms of employment and 

income. Direct impacts include wages and salaries as well as the purchase of goods and 
services required for uranium mining and reclamation. Indirect and induced impacts include 
the purchase of goods and services that would subsequently circulate through the economy, 
creating additional employment and income to ROI residents.  

 
 
 
 
 
T37-6 Climate change was evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 4.5.1) in 

terms of greenhouse gas (GHG) generated by the ULP proposed action for the five alternatives, 
respectively. The results indicate that the ULP proposed action contributes a very small 
percentage to both Colorado, and U.S. GHG generated (up to 0.03% and 0.0005%, 
respectively). U.S. GHG emissions account for about one-fifth of global GHG emissions, and 
GHG emissions from ULP proposed action are up to about 0.0001%. The amount of GHG 
generated is generally used as a measure of the potential impacts on climate change. In 
contrast, ULP operations (followed by power generations at nuclear power plants) would 
displace considerable amounts of criteria and toxic air pollutants, and GHG emissions that 
would otherwise be released from fossil power plants. Accordingly, ULP operations would 
contribute to more positive impacts than adverse impacts on climate change. The text in the 
PEIS has been revised (see the same sections mentioned previously) to explain further how 
potential impacts from climate change were analyzed for the PEIS and what the results mean. 

T37-3 
(Cont.) 

T37-4 

T37-5 

T37-6 
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Peterson, Catherine, Commenter ID No. T37 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T37-6 
(Cont.) 

T37-6 
(Cont.) 

 

T37-6 
(Cont.) 
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Pfaff, Kristin – T2 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T2-1 The potential human health impacts from uranium mining are evaluated thoroughly in the PEIS 

addressing exploration, mine development and operation, and reclamation aspects of the 
proposed action and consideration of all possible exposure scenarios. See Section 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 
4.3.5, 4.4.5, and 4.5.5; and 4.7 for potential cumulative human health impacts. 

 
 
 
  

T2-1 
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Phillips, Benita – E121 
 
 
 
 

E121-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E121-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E121-3  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E121-4  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
  

E121-1 

E121-2 

E121-4 

E121-3 

E121-5 

E121-6 
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E121-5  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 
accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population. 

 
 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 

152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E121-6  See responses to E121-1 and E121-2. 
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Phillips, Benita – T12 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T12-1 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T12-2 The term “not applicable” was used and intended to mean that human health impacts are more 
appropriately compared to regulatory requirements and the terms used in this table 
“negligible,” “minor,” “moderate,” and “major” do not apply in that sense. This table has been 
revised for the human health presentation to denote the comparison of the potential impact 
estimates to regulatory requirements, as regulatory requirements exist. 

 
  

T12-1 

 

T12-2 
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T12-3 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
  

T12-2 
(Cont.) 

 
T12-3 
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T12-3 
(Cont.) 
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Pierce, Carol – W3 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
W3-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

W3-1 
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Prendergast, Jim – E7 
 
 
 
 

E7-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E7-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E7-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E7-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E7-1 

 

E7-2 

E7-4 

E7-3 

E7-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E7-5 See responses to E7-1 and E7-2. 
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Quade, Wayne – T28 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T28-1 Lease tract operations are currently covered by reclamation bonds, calculated by DOE based 

on site-specific conditions and deemed sufficient to reclaim those conditions in coordination 
with CDRMS. 

 
 
  

T28-1 
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T28-2 The effectiveness of reclamation is based on meeting DOE requirements that are consistent 

with those established by BLM and CDRMS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T28-3 The re-vegetation efforts conducted on the ULP lease tracts have to meet requirements in 
accordance with CDRMS and lease agreements. 

 
  

T28-2 

 

T28-3 
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Radley, Rad – E46 
 
 
 
 

E46-1 Reclamation of mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. There are 
currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed under the 
ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s oversight or 
authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E46-2  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 

reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E46-3 See response to E46-1.) 
 
E46-4 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E46-5 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur  

  

E46-1 

E46-2 

E46-4 

E46-3 

E46-5 

E46-6 
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given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population. 

 
 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 

152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E46-6  See responses to E46-1 and E46-2. 
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Rahmann, Susan – L35 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L35-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

L35-1 
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Ramey, James – E109 
 
 
 
 

E109-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E109-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E109-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E109-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E109-1 

E109-2 

E109-4 

E109-3 

E109-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E109-5  See responses to E109-1 and E109-2.  
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Reams, John – T54 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T54-1  Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T54-2 See response to T54-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T54-3 See response to T54-1. 
 
 
  

T54-1 

 

T54-2 

T54-3 
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(Cont.) 
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Rechel, Eric – T10 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T10-1 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 
which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 
prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 
See also discussion in Section I.3.6 in this appendix. 

 
T10-2 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
T10-3 ULP lease tract operations are currently covered by reclamation bonds, calculated by DOE 

based on site-specific conditions and deemed sufficient to reclaim those conditions in 
coordination with CDRMS.  

T10-1 

 

 

T10-2 

T10-3 
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T10-4 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T10-3 
(Cont.) 

 

T10-4 
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Redmond, Mary – E53 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E53-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

E53-1 
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Rensenbrink, Willy – E92 
 
 
 
 

E92-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E92-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E92-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E92-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E92-1 

E92-2 

E92-4 

 

E92-3 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E92-5  See responses to E92-1 and E92-2.  
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Rice King, Karen – E42 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E42-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

E42-1 
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Riddell, Jim – T26 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T26-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T26-1 
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T26-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T26-3 Reclamation standards for uranium mines at the ULP lease tracts are consistent with DOE’s 
lease agreements, BLM’s, and state (CDRMS) requirements. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T26-4 DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in addition to public 
comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for the PEIS. 
Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine 
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year 
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS. 
Under DOE’s preferred alternative, uranium mining would occur within the time period of the 
lease agreements based on approved mine plans.  

 
 
 
  

T26-2 

T26-3 

T26-4 
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T26-5 Site-specific information available on the lease tracts has been incorporated into the evaluation 

in the PEIS. The information is summarized in Section 1.3. This information includes that 
incorporated in the Environmental Protection Plan (EPPs) prepared for some of the lease tracts 
(i.e., EPPs prepared by Cotter Corporation for their ULP lease tracts).  

 
The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 
energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
 
 
  

T26-4 
(Cont.) 

 

T26-5 
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Ries, Erin – L7 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L7-1  Water depletion and water quality potential impacts are analyzed in the PEIS (see 
Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, 4.4.4, and 4.5.4). The implementation of DOE’s preferred 
alternative at the ULP lease tracts will be under DOE’s oversight in conjunction with the other 
Federal, state, and local agencies. 

 
L7-2  Sections 4.1.8.1, 4.2.8, 4.3.8.1, 4.4.8.1, and 4.5.8.1 of the PEIS examine how a reduction in the 

recreation economy in the ROI could impact the local economy. Text has been added to the 
recreation impacts sections to identify a variety of reasons that could impact recreation 
spending, including increased traffic. In addition, text has been added to reflect non-economic 
impacts to recreation in the ROI. 

 
 
 
  

L7-1  

L7-2  
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L7-3  DOE identified the range of reasonable alternatives evaluated in the PEIS based on the purpose 

and need described in Section 1.4. The analysis of potential impacts to air quality includes 
analyses of climate change. 

 
 
L7-4  Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
  

L7-2 
(Cont.) 

L7-3 

L7-4  
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Roberts, Gary – E73 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E73-1 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
See discussion in Section I.3.2 regarding concerns for a boom and bust industry from uranium 
mining. 

 
 
 
  

E73-1 
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Robinson, Rita – E21 
 
 
 
 

E21-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E21-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E21-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E21-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E21-1 

E21-2 

 

E21-4 
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E21-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E21-5 See responses to E21-1 and E21-2. 
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Rogers, Don – E22 
 
 
 
 

E22-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E22-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E22-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E22-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E22-1 

E22-2 

E22-4 

E22-3 

 

E22-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E22-5  See responses to E22-1 and E22-2. 
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Rogers, Don – E75 
 
 
 
 

E75-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E75-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E75-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E75-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E75-1 

 

E75-2 

 

E75-4 

E75-3 

 

E75-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E75-5  See responses to E75-1 and E75-2. 
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Rogers, Missy, Commenter ID No. E126 
 

 
Rogers, Missy – E126 
 
 
 
 

E126-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E126-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E126-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E126-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large scale-development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E126-1 

 

E126-2 

 

E126-4 

E126-3 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E126-5  See responses to E126-1 and E126-2. 
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Rozycki, Mike – T39 
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T39-1 The PEIS evaluated potential impacts for 13 resource areas and human health from the range 

of reasonable alternatives considered to meet the purpose and need described in Section 1.4 of 
the PEIS. The evaluation included that of potential impacts from managing waste that could be 
generated. Under waste management, waste generated in addition to waste rock (which is 
mostly retained at the mine site location and graded to a preferred slope, provided with a 
protective top-cover material, and seeded during reclamation) is either taken to a local landfill 
or to the mill or a low-level radioactive waste disposal facility. See also discussion in 
Section I.3.2. 

 
 
 
 
 

T39-2  Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

T39-2 

 

T39-1 
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T39-3  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 

reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. 

 
 
  

T39-2 
(Cont.) 

 

T39-3 
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Rupp, Marjorie, Commenter ID No. E52 
 

 
Rupp, Marjorie – E52 
 
 
 
 

E52-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E52-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E52-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E52-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E52-1 

 

E52-2 

 

E52-4 

 

E52-3 

 

E52-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E52-5  See responses to E52-1 and E52-2. 
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Sadowski, Vicki – T31 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T31-1  Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T31-1 
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T31-2 Information regarding the PEIS and the NEPA process undertaken by DOE can be found on 
the project web site. 

 
  

T31-1 
(Cont.) 

T31-2 
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T31-3 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
  

T31-3  
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Safken, Melody – E83 
 
 
 
 

E83-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E83-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E83-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E83-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E83-1 

E83-2 

E83-4 

 

E83-3 

E83-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E83-5  See responses to E83-1 and E83-2. 
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Safken, Melody – E128 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

 

 



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-526 

M
arch 2014 

Saftler, Michael, Commenter ID No. T44 
 

 
Saftler, Michael – T44 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T44-1  The human health evaluation performed for this PEIS is discussed in Sections 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 
4.3.5, 4.4.5, and 4.5.5, for Alternatives 1 to 5, respectively. The evaluation considers the 
potential for latent cancer fatalities from the exploration, mine development/mine operations, 
and reclamation for the five alternatives. The estimates for the alternatives indicate that 
potential impacts to off-site residents and on-site recreationists would be within regulatory 
requirements.  

 
 
  

T44-1 
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T44-2  See response to T44-1. 
 
 
  

T44-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T44-2 
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T44-3 The term “finding of no significant impact” has not been used in the PEIS for making any 

conclusions. See response to T44-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T44-4 Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 4.5.1 evaluate potential impacts to air quality for the five 

alternatives. 
 
 
  

T44-2 
(Cont.) 

T44-3 

T44-4  
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T44-5 Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, 4.4.4, and 4.5.4 evaluate potential impacts to water resources for 

the five alternatives. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T44-6 Comment noted. 
 
  

T44-4 
(Cont.) 

 

T44-5 

 

T44-6  
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Sandberg, Nick – W12 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W12-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

W12-1 

 



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-532 

M
arch 2014 

Sands, Ed, Commenter ID No. E29 
 

 
Sands, Ed – E29 
 
 
 
 

E29-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E29-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E29-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E29-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E29-1 

E29-2 

E29-4 

 

E29-3 

E29-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E29-5 See responses to E29-1 and E29-2. 
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Saunders, Bob – T32 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T32-1 Uranium is a natural radioactive element as discussed in Section 3.5.1.1 of the PEIS. All 

isotopes of uranium eventually decay to form radioactive isotopes of other elements.  
 
 
  

T32-1  

T32-1 
(Cont.) 
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 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-537 

M
arch 2014 

Saunders, Bob, Commenter ID No. T32 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T32-2 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation (including potential air quality and water resources and quality impacts) in 
identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
The lessees are required to be in compliance with Federal, state, and local requirements. 

 
 
  

T32-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T32-2  
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T32-3  Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

T32-2 
(Cont.) 

 

T32-3  
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Savant, Sam – W13 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W13-1 The evaluations in the PEIS do address the endangered or threatened species and water 
quality/water depletion issues. DOE has consulted with the USFWS. The Biological 
Assessment (BA) prepared for consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
regarding potential impacts of the ULP on species listed under the ESA and the Biological 
Opinion (BO) issued by the USFWS in August 2013, are presented in Appendix E of this 
PEIS. PEIS text has been revised consistent with the BA and BO, see Appendix E and 
Section 4.3.6.4. 

 
W13-2 Lease tract operations are currently covered by reclamation bonds, calculated by DOE based 

on site-specific conditions and deemed sufficient to reclaim those conditions in coordination 
with CDRMS. 

 
 
  

W13-1 

 

W13-2 
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Schoettler, Joanne – E82 
 
 
 
 

E82-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E82-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E82-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E82-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E82-1 

E82-2 

E82-4 

E82-3 

 

E82-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E82-5 See responses to E82-1 and E82-2. 
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Schofield, Mark – E15 
 
 
 
 

E15-1 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E15-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E15-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E15-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E15-1 

E15-2 

E15-4 

E15-3 

E15-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E15-5  See responses to E15-1 and E15-2. 
 
 
 
  



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-545 

M
arch 2014 

Sharp, Rod, Commenter ID No. L20 
 

 
Sharp, Rod – L20 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L20-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L20-2 See response to L20-1. 
 
  

L20-1 

L20-2 
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Siglin, Patrick – T18 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T18-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

T18-1 
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Smith, Wally – T24 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T24-1 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
 Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 

which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 
prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program.

T24-1 
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Stettner, Paul – E11 
 
 
 
 

E11-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E11-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E11-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E11-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E11-1 

E11-2 

E11-4 

E11-3 

E11-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E11-5  See responses to E11-1 and E11-2. 
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Stettner, Paul – E63 
 
 
 
 

E63-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E63-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E63-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E63-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E63-1 

E63-2 

 

E63-4 

E63-3 

 

E63-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E63-5  See responses to E63-1 and E63-2. 
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Stucklen, Deborah – W1 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

W1-1 The evaluation for potential impacts on human health including impacts from potential 
exposure to uranium and radon are discussed in Sections 4.1.5, 4.2.5, 4.3.5, 4.4.5, and 4.5.5 for 
Alternatives 1 to 5, respectively. Human health cumulative impacts are discussed in 
Section 4.7. The results indicate that with adherence to regulatory requirements and 
implementation of mitigation measures, the uranium mining activities can be conducted in a 
manner protective of the human health and the environment. 

 
 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
 
 
  

W1-1 
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Syldona, Maria – E6 
 
 
 
 

E6-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E6-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E6-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E6-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E6-1 

E6-2 

E6-4 

 

E6-3 

E6-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E6-5  See responses to E6-1 and E6-2. 
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Szilagyi, Paul, Commenter ID No. T38 
 

 
Szilagyi, Paul – T38 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T38-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. Alternative 4 
provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine development /mine 
operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another 
reasonable period.  

 
 
  

T38-1 
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T38-2 See response to T38-1. 
 
 
  

T38-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T38-2  
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T38-3 See response to T38-1. 
 
 
  

T38-2 
(Cont.) 

 

T38-3 
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T38-4 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T38-3 
(Cont.) 

T38-4 
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Taylor, Kristin, Commenter ID No. L9 
 

 
Taylor, Kristin – L9 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L9-1 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
 Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 

which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
 In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 

prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 

 
L9-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
L9-3 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources.

L9-1  

L9-2 

L9-3 
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Taylor, Linda – E124 
 
 
 
 

E124-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E124-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E124-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E124-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E124-1 

E124-2 

E124-4 

E124-3 

E124-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E124-5 See responses to E124-1 and E124-2. 
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Terrill, Nancy – E27 
 
 
 
 

E27-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E27-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E27-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E27-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E27-1 

E27-2 

E27-4 

E27-3 

E27-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E27-5  See responses to E27-1 and E27-2. 
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Terry, Noalani – E72 
 
 
 
 

E72-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E72-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E72-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E72-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E72-1 

E72-2 

E72-4 

E72-3 

E72-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E72-5 See responses to E72-1 and E72-2. 
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Terry, Noalani – E106 
 
 
 
 

E106-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E106-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E106-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E106-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E106-1 

E106-2 

 

E106-4 

E106-3 

E106-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E106-5  See responses to E106-1 and E106-2.  
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Thompson, Donald – E110 
 
 
 
 

E110-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E110-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E110-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E110-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E110-1 

E110-2 

 

E110-4 

E110-3 

E110-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E110-5 See responses to E110-1 and E110-2.  
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Thompson, Jane, Commenter ID No. T57 
 

 
Thompson, Jane – T57 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T57-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T57-1 
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T57-1 
(Cont.) 
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Thurston, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. T43 
 

 
Thurston, Jennifer – T43 
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T43-1 Comment noted. DOE appreciates and welcomes public participation (and comments) on the 

PEIS process. 
 
 
  

T43-1 
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Thurston, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. T43 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T43-2 DOE included all 31 lease tracts in the PEIS evaluation as they are all part of the ULP 
withdrawn lands. DOE will consider mitigation measures on a case-by-case or lease-by-lease 
basis to assure that potential impacts are minimized to the extent possible including the use of 
the land for recreational purposes as pointed out by the commenter. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T43-3 Cumulative impacts evaluation as defined by CEQ guidelines involves the consideration of 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions as was done in Section 4.7 of the PEIS. 

 
  

T43-1 
(Cot.) 

T43-2 

 

T43-3 
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T43-3 
(Cont.) 
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Thurston, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. T43 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T43-4 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
The PEIS identifies a mitigation measure that prohibits new mining development within 
1/4 mile of the Dolores River (see Section 4.6 and Table 4.6-1). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T43-5 The public comment period that was to close May 31, 2013 (a 14-day extension from the 

original end date) was subsequently extended to July 1, 2013. 
 
  

T43-3 
(Cont.) 

T43-4 

 

T43-5 



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-578 

M
arch 2014 

Thurston, Jennifer, Commenter ID No. T43 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T43-6 State permits and inspection reports to date reflect the activities of the lessee in addressing 

existing concerns with Lease Tract 13. 
 
 
  

T43-6 
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Townsend, Carl, Commenter ID No. E48 
 

 
Townsend, Carl – E48 
 
 
 
 

E48-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E48-2 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E48-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E48-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E48-1 

 

E48-2 

E48-4 

 

E48-3 

E48-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E48-5  See responses to E48-1 and E48-2. 
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Turner, Greg, Commenter ID No. L29 
 

 
Turner, Greg – L29 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L29-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L29-2 See response to L29-1. 
 
  

L29-1 

 

L29-2 
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Unfred, Alisa, Commenter ID No. L14 
 

 
Unfred, Alisa – L14 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L14-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L14-2 See response to L14-1. 
 
  

L14-1 

 

L14-2 
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Unfred, Craig, Commenter ID No. L15 
 

 
Unfred, Craig – L15 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L15-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L15-2 See response to L15-1. 
 
  

L15-1 

 

L15-2 
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van West, Rein and Jan, Commenter ID No. E86 
 

 
van West, Rein and Jan – E86 
 
 
 
 

E86-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E86-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E86-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E86-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E86-1 

 

E86-2 

E86-4 

 

E86-3 

E86-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E86-5  See responses to E86-1 and E86-2. 
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van West, Rein and Jan – E112 
 
 
 
 

E112-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E112-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E112-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2.  

 
E112-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E112-1 

 

E112-2 

E112-3 

E112-4 

E112-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E112-5 See responses to E112-1 and E112-2. 
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Vandersloot, George – T30 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T30-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

T30-1 
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Vandersloot, George, Commenter ID No. T30 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

T30-1 
(Cont.) 
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Vanek, Jolana – E114 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E114-1 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 
does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations.  

 
Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 
which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 
prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 

 
E114-2 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

E114-1 

E114-2 
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Varecha, Debbie – E98 
 
 
 
 

E98-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E98-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E98-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E98-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E98-1 

 

E98-2 

E98-3 

E98-4 

E98-5 
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Varecha, Debbie, Commenter ID No. E98 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E98-5 See responses to E98-1 and E98-2. 
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Wallace, Troy, Commenter ID No. T56 
 

 
Wallace, Troy – T56 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T56-1 Comment noted. The evaluations presented in the PEIS utilized methodologies and 

information reflecting the science that is recommended by regulatory agencies for such 
evaluations. Based on the results of the PEIS evaluation and with implementation of mitigation 
measures, DOE believes that its preferred alternative can be conducted in a manner that would 
be protective of human health and the environment. 

 
  

 

T56-1 
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T56-1 
(Cont.) 
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Wetzel, Angela, Commenter ID No. L21 
 

 
Wetzel, Angela – L21 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L21-1  Comment noted. The “purpose and need” described in Section 1.4 is consistent with the 

comment made here. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L21-2  Based on the results of the PEIS evaluation and with implementation of mitigation measures, 
DOE believes that its preferred alternative (Alternative 4) can be conducted in a manner that 
would be protective of human health and the environment. 

 
  

L21-1 

L21-2 
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Wheels, Kim, Commenter ID No. E125 
 

 
Wheels, Kim – E125 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E125-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation (including potential impacts to water resources and quality) in identifying 
Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
E125-2 A discussion regarding dust layering in snowpacks has been added in the PEIS (see 

Section 3.1) 
 
E125-3 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable 

energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” 
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for 
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE 
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy 
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources. 

 
E125-4 The possibility that uranium or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported 

does not undermine the PEIS’s stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s 
scope be expanded to analyze the export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic 
uranium or uranium ore from any source within the United States, including the ULP lease 
tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the 
AEA and the NRC regulations, which impose requirements that must be satisfied before the 
NRC will grant a license to export any domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 
42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations, 10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 
42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any person to export from the United States 
any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance of such a license “would be inimical 
to the common defense and security” or the health and safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 
gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any export of uranium ore. Many more 
specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited provisions of the AEA and the NRC 
regulations. 

 
Therefore, DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over 
which the NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not 
analyze the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export.  

 
In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after a 
prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary 
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: 
to support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of 
domestic uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or 
removal of deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE 
deems necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active 
ULP program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program. 

 
With regard to concerns that there is already a stockpile of uranium in the U.S. for domestic 
use, the development of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by Congress in 
the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present time, whatever 
its exact level may turn out to be in the future. 

 
Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 

E125-1 

E125-2 

E125-3 

E125-4 
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under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
E125-5 The evaluations conducted for the PEIS used site-specific information (see Section 1.3 for a 

summary of this information). DOE considers the information adequate to support the 
alternatives evaluated and for making any decisions relative to these alternatives. Although 
site-specific information for future mines will not be available until the lessees submit specific 
mine plans, information available from past mining activities such as the understanding on 
cultural resources, threatened and endangered species, waste rock and ore characteristics, and 
transportation practices and routes is sufficient for supporting the analyses of potential impacts 
from future mining activities for the five alternatives. 

 
 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.  

 
E125-6 DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 

reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. 

 
As discussed in Section 4.3.6.1 and Table 4.6-1 (see M-4), impacts on the Dolores River and 
other jurisdictional streams within lease tracts would not likely be directly affected because 
mines would be required to be located at a distance from these streams (e.g., 1,300 ft 
[0.25 mi]). A Biological Assessment (BA) has been prepared for consultation with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding potential impacts of the ULP on species 
listed under the ESA (including the Colorado River endangered fish species). A Biological 
Opinion (BO) was issued by the USFWS in August 2013. PEIS text has been revised 
consistent with the BA and BO, see Appendix E and Section 4.3.6.4. 

 
E125-7  Climate change was evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 4.5.1) in 

terms of greenhouse gas (GHG) generated by the ULP proposed action for the five alternatives, 
respectively. The results indicate that the ULP proposed action contributes a very small 
percentage to both Colorado, and U.S. GHG generated (up to 0.03% and 0.0005%, 
respectively). U.S. GHG emissions account for about one-fifth of global GHG emissions, and 
GHG emissions from ULP proposed action are up to about 0.0001%. The amount of GHG 
generated is generally used as a measure of the potential impacts on climate change . In 
contrast, ULP operations (followed by power generations at nuclear power plants) would 
displace considerable amounts of criteria and toxic air pollutants, and GHG emissions that 
would otherwise be released from fossil power plants. Accordingly, ULP operations would 
contribute to more positive impacts than adverse impacts on climate change. The text in the 
PEIS has been revised (see the same sections mentioned previously) to explain further how 
potential impacts from climate change were analyzed for the PEIS and what the results mean. 

 
E125-8 The PEIS acknowledges the potential for impact to the Dolores, San Miguel, and Colorado 

Rivers and the aquatic biota inhabiting those rivers. Measures to minimize potential impacts 
from uranium mining in the ULP lease tracts are provided in Table 4.6-1. These measures 
include measures to avoid and minimize impacts to waterbodies and aquatic habitats for 
aquatic biota (see measures M-4 and M-7).  As discussed in Section 4.3.6.1 and Table 4.6-1 
(see M-4), impacts on the Dolores River and other jurisdictional streams within lease tracts 
would not likely be directly affected because mines would be required to be located at a  

  

E125-4 
(Cont.) 

 

E125-5 

E125-6 

E125-7 

E125-8 

E125-9 
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distance from these streams (e.g., 1,300 ft [0.25 mi]).  A Biological Assessment (BA) has been 
prepared for consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. A Biological Opinion was 
issued by the USFWS in August of 2013. See Section 6 and Appendix E.  

 
Information on the desert bighorn sheep is provided in Section 3.6.2.3 of the PEIS. As evident 
from Table 3.6-15 in that section, the ULP lease tracts encompass only a small portion of the 
desert bighorn sheep activity areas within the three-county ULP study area. Potential impacts 
on bighorn sheep are addressed in Section 4.3.6.2 of the PEIS. DOE did consult with Colorado 
Parks and Wildlife (CPW) regarding the desert bighorn sheep and other sensitive species 
during the preparation of the PEIS. Since issuing the Draft PEIS, the DOE has become aware 
that the river otter is a state threatened species that could occur in the Dolores River in or near 
the lease tracts. Evaluation of this species was added to the Final PEIS.  Exclusion buffers 
from the Dolores River and sage grouse habitats, as well as desert bighorn sheep habitat 
protection or offsite habitat enhancement, may also be conditions of permits and lease 
requirements for mine sites. 

 
E125-9 The PEIS evaluation has incorporated site-specific information available and has analyzed 

current conditions adequately (see Section 1.3 and Chapter 3). The economic study suggested 
is outside the PEIS scope and does not meet the purpose and need described in Section 1.4. 
DOE has been in consultation with the USFWS and has included as Appendix E in this Final 
PEIS - the biological assessment (BA) submitted by DOE to the USFWS and the biological 
opinion (BO) received from the USFWS. 
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White, Carolyn, Commenter ID No. L40 
 

 
White, Carolyn – L40 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L40-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

L40-1 
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Wickham, Roger, Commenter ID No. L42 
 

 
Wickham, Roger – L42 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L42-1 The scope of the PEIS is uranium mining on the ULP lease tracts. However, oil and gas 

activities within the 50-mile region of influence were addressed in the cumulative impacts 
analysis discussed in Section 4.7 of the PEIS. Additional information on BLM’s oil and gas 
leases has been added to this document. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L42-2 Potential impacts to water resources are evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, 

4.4.4, and 4.5.4). See also discussion in Section I.3.2 for a summary of potential impacts. 
 

The concern about water quality due to the proximity to the Dolores River and its tributary has 
been considered. One of the mitigation measures to assure protection of surface water body 
from contamination and sedimentation was the inclusion of a mitigation measure to restrict 
activities within ¼ mile of perennial streams (Table 4.6-1). 

 
The proposed action would be implemented in accordance with Federal, state, and local 
requirements including those for the protection of water quality. 

  

L42-1 

L42-2 
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Williams, Glen, Commenter ID No. T22 
 

 
Williams, Glen – T22 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T22-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
  

 

T22-1 
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T22-2 PEIS text has been revised consistent with the BA and BO, see Appendix E and 
Section 4.3.6.4. 

 
 
  

T22-2 
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Williams, Glen – T46 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T46-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
  

 

T46-1 
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T46-2 Comment noted. As noted by the commenter, reclamation at all legacy mine sites under DOE’s 

oversight has been completed. 
 
 
  

T46-1 
(Cont.) 

 

T46-2 
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Williams, Glen, Commenter ID No. T46 (Cont.) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T46-3 Comment noted. 
 
 
  

T46-2 
(Cont.) 

 

T46-3 
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Williams, Glen – T55 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T55-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T55-2 See response to T55-1. 
 
  

 

T55-1 

 

T55-2 
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Wilson, Kylynn, Commenter ID No. L30 
 

 
Wilson, Kylynn – L30 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L30-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the DPEIS and the results of the 

PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L30-2 See response to L30-1. 
 
 
  

L30-2 

 

L30-1 
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Wilson, Mary Lou, Commenter ID No. L31 
 

 
Wilson, Mary Lou – L31 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L31-1 Comment noted. DOE considered all comments received on the PEIS and the results of the 
PEIS evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L31-2 See response to L31-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L31-3 See response to L31-1. 
 
 
  

L31-1 

L31-2 

L31-3 
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Wizer, Joyce – E19 
 
 
 
 

E19-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E19-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E19-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E19-4 DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E19-1 

E19-2 

E19-3 

E19-4 

 

E19-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E19-5 See responses to E19-1 and E19-2. 
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Wizer, Joyce, Commenter ID No. E20 
 

 
Wizer, Joyce – E20 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E20-1 The majority of the waste generated from uranium mining is in the form of waste rock which 
contains radioactivity at levels similar to what is typically in the area (i.e., background), as the 
waste rocks would be primarily overburden material that needs to be removed in order to get to 
the ore deposits. The waste rock (kept as a pile or piles) would remain on the mine site, be 
contoured, provided with an adequate thickness of top cover material, and revegetated. Waste 
that contains low-level radioactivity would either be taken to the mill for proper disposition 
and/or taken to a licensed low-level radioactive waste disposal facility. Wastes that are 
generally trash or garbage (e.g., from lunch rooms or packaging material) would be taken to a 
local landfill for disposal. 

 
 The evaluation of the use of the land for development of renewable energy is outside the scope 

of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the 
PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for purposes such as development of 
renewable energy is not excluded by the ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, 
DOE oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of 
energy production technologies including many based on renewable sources.  

 
 
  

E20-1 
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Wong, Choi – T15 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T15-1  Uranium mining conducted by Energy Fuels is not within the scope of the PEIS. Potential 

socioeconomics and human health impacts from the proposed action for the ULP lease tracts 
are presented in Chapter 4 of the PEIS. The largest number of direct and indirect jobs that 
could be generated during mine operations would be about 253 and 152, respectively. Potential 
human health impacts evaluations indicated that potential risk from living about 2500 meters 
away from a mine location would be 1 in 100,000 per year of exposure in addition to the 3 in 
10,000 per year from exposure to background sources of radiation (i.e., potential risk would 
potentially be 0.00031 instead of 0.00030). 

 
 
  

 

T15-1 
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Wood, Linda – E100 
 
 
 
 

E100-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E100-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E100-3 DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E100-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E100-1 

E100-2 

 

E100-3 

 

E100-4 

E100-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E100-5 See responses to E100-1 and E100-2. 
 
 
  



 Final U
LP PEIS  

Appendix I: C
om

m
ent Response D

ocum
ent 

 
I-620 

M
arch 2014 

Woodward, Joan, Commenter ID No. T17 
 

 
Woodward, Joan – T17 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T17-1 With regard to concerns that there is already a stockpile of uranium in the U.S. for domestic 
use, the development of a domestic uranium supply, as authorized and directed by Congress in 
the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is uncertain at the present time, whatever 
its exact level may turn out to be in the future. 

 
 The consideration of alternative energy development on the ULP lease tracts is outside the 

scope of the PEIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T17-2 Potential impacts to water resources are evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.4, 4.2.4, 4.3.4, 

4.4.4, and 4.5.4). See also discussion in I.3.2 for a summary of potential impacts. 
 

The concern on water quality due to the proximity to the Dolores River and its tributary has 
been considered. One of mitigation measures to assure protection of surface water body from 
contamination and sedimentation was the inclusion of a mitigation measure to restrict activities 
within ¼ mile of perennial streams (Table 4.6-1). 

 
The proposed action would be implemented in accordance with Federal, state, and local 
requirements including those for the protection of water quality.  

 

T17-1 

T17-2 
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T17-3 For the lease tract operations that are currently covered by reclamation bonds, the bonds were 

calculated by DOE based on site-specific conditions and deemed sufficient to reclaim those 
conditions in coordination with CDRMS. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T17-4 Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of 
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS. 

 
  

T17-2 
(Cont.) 

 

T17-3 

T17-4 
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Yoho-Wikse, Nicholas – T52 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

T52-1 DOE considered all comments received on the Draft PEIS and the results of the PEIS 
evaluation in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE’s preferred alternative. The withdrawal of the 
land comprising the ULP lease tracts was based on similar reasons given by the commenter 
with regard to the land containing prime uranium ore deposits. 

 
 
  

T52-1 
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T52-2 Uranium mining experience that resides in the area is evident based on past mining activities. 

DOE believes that its preferred alternative involving continued mining activities at the lease 
tracts would continue to make use of all the valuable mining experience accumulated assuring 
protection of human health and the environment. 

 
 
  

T52-1 
(Cont.) 

T52-2 
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T52-2 
(Cont.) 
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T52-3 Comment noted. See response to T52-2. 
 
 
  

T52-3 
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Ziegler, Cynthia – E23 
 
 
 
 

E23-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E23-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E23-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E23-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E23-1 

E23-2 

E23-3 

E23-4 

 

E23-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E23-5  See responses to E23-1 and E23-2. 
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Ziegler, Cynthia – E60 
 
 
 
 

E60-1  DOE believes it has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives (including 
reclamation) and that the information and analysis in the PEIS are adequate to support any of 
the alternatives. Use of ULP lease tracts to develop renewable energy is outside the scope of 
the PEIS and the authorization of the public land orders. DOE requires all mining activities 
conducted on the lease tracts to be compliant with lease terms and Federal, state, and local 
regulations that address protection of the public and the environment.  

 
 Royalty rates are established in the lease at the time of solicitation. DOE establishes bonding to 

be the amount adequate to reclaim the lessee’s proposed activities as identified in the PEIS in 
Section 1.2.1. Royalties are based on uranium ore production tonnage and would be applicable 
to only Alternatives 3, 4, and 5. 

 
 The reclamation provisions would be consistent with lease requirements, BLM’s reclamation 

closures guidelines, and CDRMS’s regulations as stated in Section 2.1.3 in the PEIS and 
included in Appendix C. As a cooperating agency, U.S. EPA Region 8 has provided guidance 
on reclamation requirements that was included in the mitigation measures discussed in the 
PEIS (see Table 4.6-1).  

 
E60-2  Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed. 

There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed 
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are outside of the ULP and are not under DOE’s 
oversight or authority to reclaim.  

 
 The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of “clean energy that prioritizes 

mine reclamation and safer energy alternatives” (except for renewable energy) is encompassed 
by Alternatives 1 and 2 of the ULP PEIS. The evaluation of the use of the land for 
development of solar energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the 
“Purpose and Need” discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority 
of the ULP land for purposes such as development of renewable energy is not excluded by the 
ULP program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE oversees numerous programs that are 
investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy production technologies including many 
based on renewable sources.  

 
E60-3  DOE has conducted a thorough analysis of cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts 

Section 4.7 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mile region of 
influence. The cumulative impacts analyses addressed all of the 13 resource areas (including 
those mentioned in this comment) and are evaluated in the PEIS in Section 4.7.2. 

 
E60-4  DOE has studied the demographics within the regions of influence of the proposed action in 

accordance with the Council of Environmental Quality guidance on environmental justice and 
did not identify any minority or low-income populations. While there are a small number of 
minority and low-income individuals in the 50-mile region of influence for cumulative impacts 
evaluated in the PEIS, they account for less than 50% of the population, and do not exceed 
20 percentage points above the state average, in any census block group. In addition, the 
impacts in most environmental resource areas and human health analyzed in this PEIS are 
minor. There would be no high or adverse impacts on the minority or low-income population 
groups or the general population.  

 
 Large-scale development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-

migration of workers and their families from outside the region. However, it is likely that all 
workers required for the mining and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come 
from within the three-county area. With no demographic impacts therefore likely to occur 
given the relatively small-scale of development under each of the alternatives, no boom and 
bust scenario is likely to affect either low-income and minority populations or the general 
population.  

E60-1 

E60-2 

E60-3 

 

E60-4 

 
E60-5 
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 The socioeconomic evaluation for the alternatives indicates that as many as 253 direct jobs and 
152 indirect jobs could be created (for Alternative 5 which would create the most number of 
the five alternatives). This additional employment constitutes a 0.6 percent increase in total 
employment in the three-county ROI. 

 
 Average unemployment for Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel counties for 2011 was reported 

to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%, respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). 
 
E60-5 See responses to E60-1 and E60-2. 
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