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1.0  Introduction 
 
In November 2004, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) published a draft environmental 
impact statement (EIS) titled Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San 
Juan Counties, Utah, Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The EIS was prepared in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations that implement the procedural 
provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500–1508), and the DOE 
procedures implementing NEPA (10 CFR 1021). After preparing the draft EIS, DOE requested 
public and agency comments on the document in accordance with the CEQ and DOE NEPA 
regulations (40 CFR 1503.1; 10 CFR 1021.313). DOE has prepared this Comment Response 
Document to assess and consider comments received on the draft EIS pursuant to 40 CFR 1503.4 
and 10 CFR 1021.314(c). In compliance with regulations, the Comment Response Document 
reprints all substantive comments received on the draft EIS, either individually or collectively. 
 
Chapter 2.0 of this Comment Response Document describes the processes DOE used to solicit 
comments on the draft EIS, shows the number and types of comment documents received, 
summarizes key issues identified in the comment documents, and identifies the major changes 
made in the final EIS in response to comments received on the draft EIS. Chapter 3.0 describes 
the process DOE used to analyze and organize the comment documents to facilitate responding 
to them and reproduces all comments that required a unique response. Chapter 4.0 provides 
DOE’s response to each comment document. Chapter 5.0 lists references cited in DOE responses 
to comment documents.  
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2.0  Public and Agency Review of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement – Process and Results 

 
Section 2.1 documents the process DOE used to solicit public and agency comments on the draft 
EIS and shows the number and types of comment documents received, Section 2.2 summarizes 
key issues identified in the comment documents, and Section 2.3 identifies major changes made 
in the final EIS in response to comments received on the draft EIS.  
 
2.1  Overview of Review Process 
 
The 90-day comment period on the draft EIS began with the issuance of the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Notice of Availability on November 12, 2004 (69 Fed. Reg. 65427 
(2004)), and ended on February 18, 2005. All comments received were considered and addressed 
by DOE, including comments submitted after the public comment period officially ended. DOE 
also issued a Notice of Availability of the EIS on December 3, 2004 (69 Fed. Reg. 70256 
(2004)). Copies of the draft EIS were distributed to members of Congress; to federal, state, and 
Indian tribal agencies and governments; to local officials; and to persons and organizations who 
expressed an interest in the EIS. The draft EIS was made available electronically on the DOE 
Grand Junction Office website and on the DOE NEPA website. Copies of the draft EIS were also 
placed in the Grand County Public Library, the Blanding Branch Library, the White Mesa Ute 
Administrative Building, and the DOE Public Reading Room in Grand Junction, Colorado.  
 
During the public comment period, DOE held four public hearings in Utah to present 
information and receive oral and written comments on the draft EIS. These meetings were held 
in Green River (January 25, 2005), 7 attendees; Moab (January 26, 2005), 93 attendees; White 
Mesa (January 27, 2005), 21 attendees; and Blanding (January 27, 2005), 19 attendees. 
Information about the meetings was published in DOE’s Notice of Availability in the Federal 
Register and in local Utah newspapers.  
 
DOE received approximately 1,600 comment documents on the draft EIS. Comment documents 
were submitted by electronic mail (e-mail), voice mail, facsimile, and regular mail. Oral 
comments given at the public hearings were transcribed and entered into a relational database. 
Most comment documents were brief, raising a single issue pertaining to the draft EIS. Other 
comment documents were lengthy, raising multiple issues; in these cases, individual comments 
were extracted and a separate response was prepared for each comment. 
 
All comment documents and their responses were tracked in the relational database. Table 2−1 
shows the number of comment documents received, broken out by type of submittal.  
 

Table 2–1. Number of Comment Documents Received 

Type of Submittal Number 
Orally at Public Hearings 

Moab ........................................... 30 
White Mesa ................................. 13 
Green River ................................... 4 
Blanding ........................................ 2 

E-mail............................................ 1,289 
Voice Mail ........................................ 146 
Fax and U.S. Mail ............................ 103 
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2.2  Major Issues Raised in Comment Documents  
 
DOE analyzed all comment documents to identify the major issues raised in them. About 
90 percent of the approximately 1,600 comment documents shared a common sentiment: the 
tailings pile should be moved from its present location adjacent to the Colorado River. The many 
comment documents supporting relocation included a wide range of reasons for doing so. 
Among the comments that strongly supported moving the pile “somewhere,” many were equally 
adamant about where the pile should not be moved—specifically, that it should not be moved to 
the White Mesa Mill alternative location. However, a few comment documents did support 
relocation to White Mesa Mill, especially by slurry pipeline. This section summarizes the 
thirteen major issues raised in the comment documents and gives a synopsis of DOE’s response 
or position. 
 
2.2.1 Catastrophic Failure. The pile should be relocated because a major earthquake or 
500-year flood could result in a catastrophic failure of the pile. 
 
Many comments expressed concern that a catastrophic failure of the pile caused by an 
earthquake or a 500-year flood could spill the contents of the pile into the Colorado River and 
thereby pose an unacceptable downstream risk to human health, the environment, and the 
recreational use and value of the river.  
 
DOE does not agree that seismic issues are a significant concern at the Moab site. The seismic 
characteristics of the Moab site are addressed in Section 3.1.1.4 of the EIS. In the vicinity of the 
site, the Moab Fault consists of two branches⎯the main Moab Fault and the west branch of the 
Moab Fault. No historical macroseismicity has been noted along the Moab Fault, and 
microseismicity studies have not revealed any earthquakes associated with the fault. The site area 
is in Uniform Building Code 1, indicating lowest potential for earthquake damage. For geologic 
and geophysical reasons, the Moab Fault system is not a capable fault and does not pose a 
significant earthquake or surface-rupture threat to the present tailings pile. 
 
The EIS assumes that a catastrophic flood (300,000 cubic feet per second [cfs], the type of flood 
specified by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission [NRC] as a Probable Maximum Flood [PMF]) 
will occur no more than once in 500 years—twice during the 1,000-year regulatory period. The 
possibility of a catastrophic flood cannot be eliminated because part of the Moab site tailings 
impoundment is located within the 100-year floodplain of the Colorado River and within the 
floodplain of the PMF of both the Colorado River and Moab Wash. The 100-year floodplains for 
Moab Wash and the Colorado River occupy over one-third of the Moab site. However, during 
floods that exceed bankfull flow (that is, when water just begins to flow over a streambank) in 
the Colorado River, most of the flow and flow energy are dissipated in the Matheson Wetlands 
Preserve away from the tailings pile.  
 
Section 4.1.17 in the EIS addresses impacts from a catastrophic disposal cell failure. Although 
the likelihood of a catastrophic event would be very small over the design life of an on-site 
disposal cell, this type of failure was assumed to occur in order to evaluate the potential 
consequences because they would differ between on-site and off-site disposal alternatives. The 
EIS acknowledges that if 20 to 80 percent of the tailings pile were washed into the river, it would 
have serious adverse impacts on riparian plant and animal life and would affect the health and 
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safety of residents along the river and of river guides. The flood mitigation factors described in 
Section 2.2.2 below for periodic, less severe flooding would also mitigate the impacts of a 
catastrophic flood.  
 
2.2.2 Flooding. The pile should be relocated because episodic flooding of the site has occurred 
in the past, will occur in the future, and will wash contaminants into the river.  
 
DOE agrees that episodic flooding of the site has occurred in the past and will occur in the 
future. In Section 4.1.3.1, the EIS acknowledges the potential for episodic flooding of the tailings 
pile under the on-site disposal alternative, such as occurred in 1984, and quantifies the impacts 
that could result from such inundation. The floodplain area for the Colorado River extends the 
length of the eastern site boundary from the river’s edge to distances ranging from 500 to 
1,200 feet west and is approximately 10 feet above the average river level. Based on analyses in 
the EIS, DOE estimates that during a 100-year flood, the water level would be 3 to 4 feet above 
the base of the tailings pile. These impacts include additional leaching of contaminants into the 
ground water and subsequent migration to the river. Very conservative model results suggest that 
near the bank of the Colorado River, the maximum ammonia (as nitrogen) concentration in 
ground water could increase by just over 2 milligrams per liter (mg/L) in approximately 10 years 
after a 100-year flood. However, effects of the tailings inundation would decline rapidly over a 
period of approximately 20 years after the flood. As required in 10 CFR 1022, “Compliance with 
Floodplain and Wetlands Environmental Review Requirements,” a floodplain and wetlands 
assessment of the proposed alternative actions is provided in Appendix F of the EIS.  
 
The on-site disposal alternative includes measures to mitigate floodwater impacts. If on-site 
disposal were selected, an on-site disposal cell would include side slopes armored with riprap 
(Section 2.1.3.1) of sufficient size to mitigate erosion from floodwaters and a barrier wall 
(Section 2.1.4) between the river and the capped pile to deflect river encroachment. These 
engineered designs would further reduce the already low probability of a catastrophic failure of 
the pile should river migration (see Section 2.2.3 below) begin to occur unexpectedly. The 
descriptions of the conceptual cell cover and barrier wall design have been expanded in the EIS 
(Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.1.1.4) to state that riprap materials would be sized to withstand the 
maximum river forces recently identified by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and that the 
barrier wall would be of sufficient length to deflect river encroachment. The final design 
specifications for the wall (including, for example, its dimensions) would be developed in a 
remedial action plan if the on-site alternative were selected. The estimated cost range for 
remediation shown in Table 2−33, item #9, of the EIS would accommodate materials consistent 
with the recent USGS report. 
 
2.2.3 River Migration. The pile should be relocated because the river is migrating toward the 
pile, which will exacerbate flooding.  
 
There are responsible opposing views on the question of whether the Colorado River is migrating 
toward the tailings pile, which would tend to exacerbate flooding impacts, or away from the 
tailings pile, which would tend to mitigate flooding impacts. A new section has been added to the 
EIS (Section 2.6.4) to present these opposing views on river migration (and other topics) and to 
summarize their technical basis and implications. DOE’s view is that, although a conclusive 
prediction of future river movement is not possible, evidence suggests that the river is migrating, 
and will continue to migrate, to the south and east, away from the existing tailings pile, during 
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the 200- to 1,000-year regulatory performance period (see Section 2.6.4). The responsible 
opposing view is that the river channel has not migrated away from the Moab millsite in the past 
80 years, and that there is no reason to suppose that it will start to do so in the immediate future.  
 
The overall concern expressed by commentors is that the EIS has mischaracterized the available 
data and that the dynamic and often unpredictable nature of the river system, the site-specific 
conditions, and the inevitable migration of the river toward the site over geologic time make the 
on-site disposal alternative unacceptable because the potential impacts of river migration would 
pose unacceptable risks to local and downstream users and to ecological receptors of the 
Colorado River corridor. 
  
2.2.4 Endangered Fish. The pile should be relocated because it is leaching contaminated 
ground water into the river, which poses a threat to endangered fish. 
 
Underlying the many comments that expressed support for relocation is the view that the on-site 
disposal alternative would be unable to achieve surface water quality in the Colorado River 
adjacent to the tailings pile that would be protective of the endangered fish species known to 
inhabit those waters. DOE and the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) have 
responsible opposing views regarding the ammonia surface water standard (protective criteria) 
for a ground water cleanup goal that was used in the EIS. The EIS has been expanded to present 
and discuss these views (Section 2.6.4). The basis for the ammonia surface water standard for a 
ground water cleanup goal is discussed in Section 2.3.1 and was developed in consultation with 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS) as specified in the Endangered Species Act. The 
USF&WS states in its Biological Opinion (Appendix A3 of the EIS):  
 

“The FWS has considered all of UDEQ’s comments in our analysis of the effects to listed 
species associated with ground water remediation and we agree that many warrant further 
study (see Incidental Take Statement). Based on our review of the available information, 
and with recognition that there are uncertainties in both DOE’s and UDEQ’s analyses, the 
Service has determined that DOE’s premise that 3 milligrams per liter (mg/L) ammonia 
in groundwater will result in protective concentrations in all surface water habitats 
presents a reasonable approach to the problem.”  

 
DOE’s estimates of the duration and cost of ground water remediation are predicated on the 
assumption that 3 mg/L ammonia in ground water will result in protective concentrations in all 
surface water habitats. However, new Section 2.6.4 addresses, to the extent possible, the 
potential implications if the DOE and USF&WS view on this issue is in error and the UDEQ 
position is correct. If applicable protective criteria could not be achieved or would require longer 
than DOE estimates, DOE recognizes that the duration of ground water remediation, especially 
under the on-site disposal alternative, would be substantially longer than estimated in the EIS, 
and that the estimated $906,000 per year cost of ground water remediation would continue 
beyond the currently estimated 75 to 80 years.  

 
2.2.5 Subsidence. The pile should be relocated because it has no liner and will eventually come 
into permanent contact with ground water.  
 
Under the on-site disposal alternative, the pile would remain unlined. Over geologic time, the 
process of subsidence, which is caused by ground water dissolving the salt formations under the 
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tailings pile (Section 3.1.1.4 of the EIS) will eventually cause the bottom of the tailings pile to 
converge with the underlying ground water at an estimated rate of approximately 1.4 feet per 
1,000 years. At this rate, DOE estimates that the tailings in the disposal cell would come into 
permanent contact with ground water in approximately 7,000 to 10,000 years, assuming the 
minimum depth to ground water ranges from 5 to 7 feet.  
 
As described in Section 2.3.2 of the EIS, active ground water remediation would result in 
protective levels in surface water approximately 10 years after the issuance of a Record of 
Decision and implementation of remediation operations. Based on the analyses in the EIS, active 
ground water remediation could be terminated in 75 to 80 years, when ammonia concentrations 
in ground water reached the target goal. DOE acknowledges uncertainties in its ground water 
model assumptions and responsible opposing views regarding the applicable compliance 
standard and recognizes that these factors could result in longer active ground water remediation.  
 
Regardless of the duration of active ground water remediation, DOE believes that under the on-
site disposal alternative, protective levels in surface water could be achieved and sustained for 
the 200- to 1,000-year regulatory time frame despite the absence of a liner. However, DOE 
acknowledges that because of subsidence, under the on-site disposal alternative surface water 
concentrations could revert to levels that are not protective in 7,000 to 10,000 years. 
 
2.2.6 Matheson Wetlands Preserve. The pile should be relocated because contamination is 
migrating under the river and affecting the Matheson Wetlands Preserve.  
 
DOE’s position is that contamination is not migrating under the river and impacting the 
Matheson Wetlands Preserve. DOE’s conceptual model of ground water flow at and near the 
project site considers the Colorado River and perhaps a limited area just southeast of the river to 
be a site of both regional and local discharge for ground water. Ground water discharges to this 
area because the elevation of the river surface and shallow ground water to the immediate 
southeast is less than the flow potentials measured in ground water at the project site, in areas 
lying farther to the east and closer to the city of Moab, and in brine located below the river. 
Accordingly, ground water flow converges toward the river from all of these zones, and a ground 
water divide occurs either in the river itself or slightly east of the river. This flow pattern 
prevents water from migrating beneath the river to the Matheson Wetlands Preserve.  
 
However, there is a responsible opposing view of the fate and transport of site-derived 
contaminants in ground water. This view, which was expressed in many comments, states that 
these contaminants have migrated, and continue to migrate, under the Colorado River toward the 
Matheson Wetlands Preserve and that they pose a potential hazard to public health and the 
environment. This view is based primarily on the interpretation of three types of information: 
(1) a potentiometric surface map (water table) based on calculated hydraulic heads that account 
for the effects of salinity on flow potential, (2) measured uranium concentrations in ground water 
on both sides of the Colorado River, and (3) analysis of stable isotopes of the dissolved oxygen 
and hydrogen in ground water. 
 
Both views on the question of contaminant migration under the river are based on differing 
interpretations of technical data. A new section on responsible opposing views (Section 2.6.4) 
has been added to the EIS. The section presents both views in detail and also discusses the 
implications of these opposing views.  
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2.2.7 Uncertainties with On-site Disposal. The pile should be relocated because the numerous 
uncertainties, especially about long-term questions, could adversely affect the cost and 
reliability of on-site disposal. It is possible that on-site disposal would cost much more than 
DOE estimates. These uncertainties could be largely eliminated if the pile were moved to a 
newly constructed disposal cell with better geologic confinement.  
 
DOE agrees that there are numerous uncertainties and assumptions, including long-term ones, 
that could increase the duration of remedial action under the on-site disposal alternative and 
therefore could increase the lifetime cost of the on-site disposal alternative. In the EIS, DOE 
described each recognized area of uncertainty and the potential consequence, including cost 
where applicable (see Tables S−1 and 2−33 of the EIS). In addition, new Section 2.6.4 addresses 
areas of uncertainty about which there are responsible opposing views.  
 
In some instances, it is not possible to quantify the potential impacts of uncertainties on cost 
estimates. For example, one area of uncertainty frequently cited as potentially affecting the cost 
of the on-site disposal alternative is the applicable compliance standard for surface water 
ammonia and, by extension, the length of time required for ground water treatment to achieve 
protective concentrations in surface water. The EIS assumes that the lower end of the range of 
acute criteria (3 mg/L ammonia) applies. But if the more stringent lower end of the range of 
chronic criteria (0.6 mg/L ammonia) applied, it could significantly extend the duration of ground 
water remediation. Uncertainties associated with the cost, duration, and ability to achieve 
protective criteria in surface water depend on multiple and potentially additive or offsetting 
factors. Such factors include variations in the composition of the tailings pore water, 
geochemical changes that occur over time, transport of contaminants to the surface water, 
changing regulatory criteria, and the evolving geologic configuration of the near-bank river 
system. Accurately quantifying the individual and collective uncertainty of these factors would 
be an extremely complex exercise, and the value of the results in the decision-making process 
would likely be disproportionate with the required effort. Consequently, DOE acknowledges in 
the EIS that the estimated annual cost of ground water treatment ($906,000) and the cost of 
disposing of the resultant residual radioactive material could extend beyond the 80 years that 
DOE currently estimates for the on-site disposal alternative.  
 
Other areas of uncertainty where DOE acknowledges the potential to increase the lifetime cost of 
the on-site disposal alternative include the ground water and site conceptual model assumptions 
and the postulated, but as yet unconfirmed, presence of a salt layer in the tailings pile. These 
uncertainties are discussed in Table S−1 of the EIS.  
 
Finally, there are also areas of short-term uncertainty that apply solely or primarily to off-site 
disposal and that could increase the estimated cost of this alternative. Examples include (1) the 
final mass and volume of contaminated material in, under, and adjacent to the tailings pile that 
would need to be excavated and transported, and (2) worker dose rates and exposure times. 
These uncertainties are also discussed in Table S−1 of the EIS.  
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2.2.8 Downstream Impacts. The pile should be relocated because of the potentially harmful 
impacts it poses to downstream recreational users, residents, and businesses.  

 
The public based its support for relocating the pile on a wide range of reasons, many of which 
reflected concerns over harmful impacts to downstream recreational users, residents, and 
businesses. DOE carefully considered the analyses provided in the EIS, the consequences of the 
uncertainties characterized in the EIS, all responsible opposing views, and the numerous public 
comments received on the draft EIS, including about 1,400 comment documents that supported 
relocating the tailings pile. Based on these considerations, in the final EIS DOE identifies off-site 
disposal at the Crescent Junction site using rail transportation and active ground water 
remediation as its preferred alternatives for the remediation of the Moab mill tailings, vicinity 
properties, and contaminated ground water. Section 1.4.5 further discusses the basis for DOE’s 
identification of these preferred alternatives.  
 
However, DOE is confident that any of the proposed actions described in the EIS would provide 
long-term protection of human health and the environment within the regulatory time frame of 
200 to 1,000 years. Moreover, DOE emphasizes that the final decision on which alternative will 
ultimately be selected and implemented will be announced in the Record of Decision, which 
DOE expects to issue in late 2005.  
 
DOE acknowledges the validity of the public’s concerns regarding the health and well-being of 
downstream users and grants that these concerns factored significantly into its decision-making 
in identifying its preferred alternative. Nevertheless, DOE disagrees with the underlying premise 
that the on-site disposal alternative would not provide human health and environmental 
protection commensurate with, if not exceeding, the requirements of 40 CFR 192. DOE believes 
that the final design of either an on-site or an off-site disposal cell would meet the requirements 
in 40 CFR 192 and would receive full review and concurrence from the NRC. A final disposal 
cell design would be developed in a remedial action plan after DOE issues its Record of 
Decision.  

 
2.2.9 Aesthetics and the Local Economy. The pile should be relocated because it is 
unattractive and discourages tourism in the Moab area.  
 
DOE agrees, and the EIS acknowledges, that the on-site disposal alternative would likely have 
unavoidable adverse impacts on visual resources (see Section 4.1.11.5). From key observational 
points, the predominantly smooth horizontal lines created by an on-site disposal cell would 
continue to produce a strong to moderate contrast with the adjacent sandstone cliffs. The visual 
contrasts that would occur under this alternative would not be compatible with the Class II 
objectives that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has assigned to the nearby landscapes. 
Although DOE is not required to meet the objectives of BLM’s visual resource management 
system on the DOE-owned Moab site, the system provides a useful way to measure the effects of 
a proposed action on visual resources.  
 
With regard to the potential impact on tourism, since 1995 tourism-recreation employment has 
grown by some 20 percent and now accounts for at least 45 percent of Grand County’s total 
employment (see Section 3.1.18.1 of the EIS). This implies that visual impacts from the tailings 
pile are not significantly discouraging tourism.  
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2.2.10 Public Health and Radon Risks. The pile should be relocated because it emits radon gas 
and poses a public health risk.  
 
For each of the proposed alternative actions, human health risks, including risks from exposure 
to radiation expressed as latent cancer fatalities, are analyzed and compared in the EIS (see 
Appendix D; Sections 4.1.15, 4.2.15, 4.3.15, 4.4.15; and the Summary). DOE agrees with the 
basic premise that relocating the tailings pile to a new isolated location would minimize long-
term public exposure to tailings-related radiation. Based on the analyses in the EIS, the greatest 
long-term risk to the public from radiation exposure at the Moab site, excluding vicinity property 
exposure, would be associated with the No Action alternative (see Figure S−17 of the EIS).  
 
Under any of the off-site disposal alternatives, during the period of surface remediation, there 
would be some increased public risk stemming from the need to disturb the existing tailings pile 
cover and transport the tailings. This temporary increase in public exposure and risk would not 
occur under the on-site disposal alternative because a fortified cap would be applied without 
disturbing the existing cap. Contaminated vicinity property material, which may be the greatest 
source of public exposure to mill-related radiation, would be removed and isolated under either 
the on-site or off-site disposal alternative. DOE considered public exposure in identifying an off-
site location as its preferred surface remediation alternative, and the Department will continue to 
consider public exposure in its final decision.  
 
2.2.11 Land Use. The pile should be relocated to make better use of the prime location it 
occupies.  
 
Several commentors expressed opinions that seemed to be based on a belief that relocating the 
tailings pile would quickly free up all or most of the Moab site for other uses. DOE recognizes 
the strategic location and potential value of the Moab site real estate. However, DOE does not 
believe it is appropriate to speculate on future land uses. Even under the off-site alternative, the 
land area required for ground water remediation, which could exceed 40 acres, would be 
unavailable for an estimated 75 years. Under any of the off-site alternatives, it would be DOE’s 
goal to have as much as possible of the 439-acre Moab site available for unrestricted use upon 
completion of surface remediation. However, as stated in the EIS, it is possible that even after 
completion of remediation, the entire 439-acre site would remain under federal control in 
perpetuity. Under any action alternative, final decisions on allowable future land use at the Moab 
site could be made only after the success of surface and ground water remediation was 
determined.  
 
2.2.12 Cultural Impacts to Native American Communities. The pile should not be relocated to 
White Mesa Mill because doing so under either of the two transportation modes proposed for 
the White Mesa Mill alternative, truck or slurry pipeline, would seriously (and, in some cases, 
irreversibly) disturb many Native American cultural sites and traditional cultural properties.  
 
The EIS analyzed the potential adverse impacts to both cultural sites and traditional cultural 
properties. Traditional cultural properties can include traditional cultural practices, ceremonies, 
and customs. Although only the Moab site and the White Mesa Mill site have been field 
surveyed for cultural sites, some cultural sites would probably be adversely affected under any of 
the proposed action alternatives, including on-site disposal. Under any of the action alternatives, 
4 to 11 cultural sites at the Moab site could be adversely affected. Under the off-site disposal 
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alternative, the number of additional cultural sites potentially adversely affected varies widely 
among the alternative locations and modes of transportation.  
 
Because of the proximity of the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe to the White Mesa Mill site, the White 
Mesa Mill disposal alternative would present unique and unavoidable potential adverse impacts 
to at least 10 traditional cultural properties. Impacts to traditional cultural properties would be far 
less likely at the Klondike Flats or Crescent Junction locations. Moreover, any mitigation to 
traditional cultural property impacts at White Mesa Mill would be extremely difficult or 
impossible and would involve numerous tribal entities. DOE considered adverse impacts to the 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe in its identification of Crescent Junction as its preferred disposal 
location and will continue to consider these impacts in its final decision.  
 
2.2.13 Traffic through Moab. The pile should not be relocated to White Mesa Mill by truck 
due to the major traffic impact on highly congested areas, especially in Moab.  
 
DOE agrees that relocating the tailings pile by truck to White Mesa Mill would necessitate 
traveling through the city of Moab on U.S. Highway 191 (US-191). As seen in Figures S−20 and 
2−63 of the EIS, transporting the tailings to the White Mesa Mill site by truck would result in an 
estimated 127-percent increase in average annual daily truck traffic through Moab—a severe and 
unavoidable adverse impact. Moreover, the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
considers this area to be highly congested. Trucking the tailings to White Mesa Mill would also 
mean traveling through Monticello and Blanding.  
 
In contrast, if the tailings were trucked to either Klondike Flats or Crescent Junction, the trucks 
would not have to pass through any cities or towns; however, the trucks would have to pass the 
entrance to Arches National Park.  
 
2.3  Major Revisions to the EIS  
 
This section lists the major revisions to the EIS. DOE made 10 major, substantive revisions and 
numerous minor or editorial revisions in response to comment documents received on the draft 
EIS. Substantive revisions to the text are marked by a sidebar in the margin. The following 
paragraphs summarize the 10 major revisions to the EIS and note where the revision occurs.  
 
and their ramifications, are discussed in new Section 2.6.4 and in the Summary of the EIS.  
 
2.3.1 Preferred Alternatives. In the draft EIS, DOE did not identify a preferred alternative. In 

Section 1.4.5 and the Summary of the EIS, DOE identifies the combination of off-site 
disposal at the Crescent Junction site using rail transportation and ground water 
remediation at the Moab site as its preferred alternatives. DOE’s bases for identifying 
these preferred alternatives are also discussed in Section 1.4.5 and the Summary.  

 
2.3.2 Responsible Opposing Views. Based on continuing consultations with cooperating 

agencies and comment documents received on the draft EIS, DOE has identified three 
issues about which there are responsible opposing views: (1) river migration, 
(2) transport of contaminated ground water beneath the Colorado River to the Matheson 
Wetlands Preserve, and (3) the applicable surface water and ground water compliance 
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standard. These opposing views, their potential ramifications, and DOE’s evaluation are 
discussed in new Section 2.6.4 and in the Summary of the EIS. 

 
2.3.3 USGS Maximum River Force Study. The descriptions of the conceptual cell cover and 

barrier wall design have been expanded in Sections 2.1.1.3 and 2.1.1.4 to state that 
riprap materials would be sized to withstand the maximum river forces recently 
identified by USGS and that the barrier wall would be of sufficient length to deflect 
river encroachment.  

 
2.3.4 USF&WS Biological Opinion. Appendix A3, the USF&WS Biological Opinion, has 

been added.  
 
2.3.5 Floodplain and Wetlands Statement of Findings. A Statement of Findings to 

Appendix F (Floodplain and Wetlands Assessment for Remedial Action at Moab Site) 
has been added. 

 
2.3.6 Worker Dose. In the draft EIS, DOE applied an overly conservative assumption for 

identifying the source term to which workers would be exposed under the on-site 
disposal alternative (Section 4.1.15). This analysis has been revised.  

 
2.3.7 State of Utah Regulatory Authority. Sections 2.2.5.2 and 7.3.4 have been revised to 

recognize the state’s regulatory authority at the White Mesa Mill / International 
Uranium (USA) Corporation (IUC) site.  

 
2.3.8 Flood Protection at Moab Site. Section 2.1.1.1 has been revised to state that the storm 

water management infrastructure at Moab site would be designed and constructed to 
control a reference 100-year flood rather than a 25-year flood.  

 
2.3.9 10-Fold Dilution Factor. Section 2.3.1.2 has been revised to reaffirm the 

appropriateness of assumed 10-fold dilution factor for ammonia as it migrates from 
ground water and enters surface water in the Colorado River. 

 
2.3.10 Contaminants of Potential Concern. Section 2.3.1.2 has been updated with an expanded 

discussion of the screening process for contaminants of potential concern. 
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3.0  Comments 
 
Regardless of its length, complexity, or originator, each of the approximately 1,600 comment 
documents DOE received was assigned a unique, sequential document identification (ID) 
number, roughly in the order in which the comment document was received. A relational 
database was used to track the pertinent information—document ID number, name of 
commentor, agency or organization (where applicable), and so forth—for all comment 
documents received.  
 
DOE’s analysis of the approximately 1,600 comment documents revealed that approximately 
1,450 of them could be readily encompassed by one of six “summary comments” that DOE 
developed to facilitate responding to very similar or identical comment documents. For example, 
approximately 650 comment documents supported removing the tailings pile from the banks of 
the Colorado River, usually without suggesting an alternate location for the tailings but stating at 
least one reason why the tailings should be moved. DOE developed one summary comment to 
represent all 650 comment documents that voiced this opinion. Another approximately 640 
comment documents supported relocating the pile to either Klondike Flats or Crescent Junction, 
and DOE developed another summary comment to represent those comment documents. These 
individual comments are maintained in the project files, and copies are available in the public 
reading rooms. The six summary comments were assigned document ID numbers S-1 through 
S-6; they are shown in Section 3.2. 
 
The remaining comment documents (approximately 150) could not be readily linked to a 
summary comment. Many of these were lengthy or addressed a range of different technical, 
regulatory, or policy topics. To facilitate the process of providing a comprehensive response to 
lengthy or multi-topic comment documents, DOE extracted discrete, unedited comments from 
the documents and assigned each comment its own number. The order of the comments reflects 
the original and unedited text of the comment document. Thus, a single comment document with 
a unique document ID number may have multiple comments. Within the set of approximately 
150 comment documents not linked to a summary comment, the number of extracted comments 
ranges widely, from one to more than 100; in all, more than 1,000 comments were extracted 
from the 150 comment documents. The comment documents are reproduced in their entirety in 
Section 3.2.  
 

3.1  Comment Document Index Tables 
 
Tables 3−1, 3−2, and 3−3 are cross-referenced index tables that collectively assist commentors in 
finding the unique document ID number assigned to his or her comment document. Table 3−1 
lists the document ID numbers in numerical sequence and shows the name of the individual 
submitting the comment (the commentor). If the commentor was affiliated with an agency or 
organization, that information is also included. Table 3−1 also gives the page number in 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 where a comment document or summary comment can be found. Table 3−2 
lists the same information indexed alphabetically by commentors’ names. This table allows 
commentors to quickly determine the unique document ID number assigned to their comment 
document.  
 
Table 3−3 lists the cooperating agencies alphabetically, the agencies’ document ID numbers, and 
the page number in Sections 3.2 and 4.2 where the agencies’ comment documents can be found. 
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In a very few instances, comment documents were deleted from the database after they had been 
assigned a document ID number. This was done only if the comment document was (1) a 
duplicate submittal (identical author and content), (2) subsequently withdrawn by the 
commentor, or (3) determined by DOE to be unrelated to the draft EIS.  
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Table 3–1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number 
 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
S-1 Summary Comment #1 n/a 3–71 4–71 
S-2 Summary Comment #2 n/a 3–72 4–77 
S-3 Summary Comment #3 n/a 3–72 4–78 
S-4 Summary Comment #4 n/a 3–72 4–78 
S-5 Summary Comment #5 n/a 3–72 4–79 
S-6 Summary Comment #6 n/a 3–73 4–81 
1 Wates, Don Individual 3–72 4–77 
2 Gilmour, Kenneth John Individual 3–71 4–71 
3 Roberts, Ricky Northern Arizona University 3–71 4–71 
4 Ross, John & Margaret Individual 3–71 4–71 
5 Cardella, Sylvia Individual 3–71 4–71 
6 McLaughlin, Blair Individual 3–71 4–71 
7 Wagner, Joanne L. Individual 3–71 4–71 
8 Hastings, Nora Lee Individual 3–71 4–71 
9 Orr, Joe Individual 3–71 4–71 

10 Rogers, MD, Alan Individual 3–71 4–71 
11 Bennett, Jean M. Individual 3–71 4–71 
12 Thompson, Robert R. Individual 3–71 4–71 
13 Kranz, Roy Individual 3–71 4–71 
14 Turkot, Patricia and Frank Individual 3–71 4–71 
15 Robins, Donna Robi Individual 3–71 4–71 
16 Wolf, Barry Individual 3–71 4–71 
17 Haugen, Bob Individual 3–71 4–71 
18 Bickel, Bettina Individual 3–71 4–71 
19 Blue, Jenny Individual 3–71 4–71 
20 Munroe, Rich Individual 3–71 4–71 
21 Truax, Wayne Individual 3–71 4–71 

22 Silberberg-Peirce, Susan Canyonlights 
Slides/Photography 3–71 4–71 

23 Jones, Ed.D., Robert A. The Empty Bell 3–71 4–71 
24 Lien, David A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
25 Darke, John Individual 3–74 4–83 
26 Darke, John Individual 3–75 4–84 
27 Darke, John Individual 3−77 4–86 
28 Cloud, Neil B. Southern Ute Indian Tribe 3–78 4–87 
29 Sellers, Charlie R. Individual 3–72 4–78 
30 Bates, Tony Individual 3–72 4–78 
31 Walker, Olene S. State of Utah 3–79 4–88 
32 Boyd, Dunston F. Individual 3–72 4–78 
33 Swasey, G.R. and Verla Individual 3–81 4–90 
34 Nielsen, M. Gail Individual 3–82 4–91 
35 Johnson, Brenda Deleted-Withdrawn by the U.S. Department of the Interior 
36 McDermott, Patrick Community of Bluff 3–83 4–92 
37 Darke, John Individual 3–84 4–94 
38 Darke, John Deleted-Duplicate of Document #37 
39 Black, John K. Individual 3–71 4–71 
40 Allen, Duncan Individual 3–72 4–78 
41 Pierson, Lloyd M. Individual 3–71 4–71 
42 Darke, John Individual 3–85 4–95 
43 Baker, Pamela W. Individual 3–86 4–97 
44 Bradford, Cleal Individual 3–72 4–77 
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Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 

45 Whiskers, Thelma White Mesa Concerned 
Community 3–87 4–100 

46 Lippman, Robert Deleted-Duplicate of Document #136 
47 Dohrenwend, John C. Individual 3–96 4–115 
48 Bailey, Carrie Individual 3–71 4–71 
49 Hazen, Gary Individual 3–71 4–71 
50 Bodner, David W. Individual 3–71 4–71 
51 Geiger, John Individual 3–71 4–71 
52 Harrington, Susie Individual 3–71 4–71 
53 Kercheu, Rob Individual 3–71 4–71 
54 Tate, LaVerne Individual 3–72 4–77 
55 Yazzie, Mary Jane Individual 3–72 4–77 
56 McDaniel, LaRue Individual 3–72 4–77 

57 Webb, Chris City of Blanding, City 
Manager 3–98 4–119 

58 Christie, Richard Lance Association for the Tree of 
Life 

3–99 4–122 

59 Baker, Quentin Individual 3–71 4–71 
60 Benson, Ashley John Burroughs School 3–71 4–71 
61 Davidson, Dale Individual 3–71 4–71 
62 Policaro, Don Individual 3–71 4–71 
63 Stewart, Robert F. Department of Interior 3–107 4–140 
64 Rippy, Jeff Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
65 Heart, Manuel Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 3–116 4–163 
66 Knight, Terry Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 3–118 4–167 
67 Knight, Carl Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 3–119 4–171 
68 Redhouse, John Diné CARE 3–121 4–176 
69 Badback, Yolanda Individual 3–122 4–177 
70 Whiskers, Thelma Individual 3–123 4–178 

71 Angel, Bradley Green Action for Health and 
Environmental Justice 3–125 4–184 

72 Fields, Sarah Individual 3–127 4–189 
73 Beck, Dudley Individual 3–128 4–193 
74 Atcitty, Elaine White Mesa Ute Indian Tribe 3–129 4–195 

75 Lehi, Malcom White Mesa Ute 
Administration 3–130 4–197 

76 Morgan, Manuel San Juan County 
Commission 3–131 4–198 

77 Goodman, Margaret Individual 3–132 4–200 
78 Weisheit, John Living Rivers 3–134 4–202 
79 Fields, Sarah Sierra Club 3–135 4–205 
80 Weisheit, John Living Rivers 3–136 4–207 
81 Fields, Sarah Sierra Club 3–137 4–208 
82 Tanner, Rex Grand County Council 3–139 4–210 
83 Sakrison, Dave City of Moab, Mayor 3–140 4–213 
84 Russell, Steve Individual 3–142 4–217 
85 Bodner, David Individual 3–143 4–220 
86 Seal, Franklin Individual 3–144 4–222 
87 Bliss, Eleanor Grand Canyon Trust 3–145 4–224 
88 Hazen, Gary Individual 3–146 4–228 
89 Weisheit, John Living Rivers 3–146 4–229 
90 Hancock, Karla Individual 3–147 4–230 
91 Inskip, Eleanor Individual 3–147 4–231 
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Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
92 Vaughn, Rita Individual 3–148 4–234 
93 Fitzburgh, Mary Beth Individual 3–149 4–235 
94 Harrison, Bruce Individual 3–149 4–236 
95 Carlson, Jim Individual 3–150 4–240 
96 Campbell, Jack Individual 3–151 4–241 
97 Hackley, Pam Individual 3–151 4–242 
98 Lippman, Bob Castle Valley Town Council 3–151 4–243 

99 Angel, Bradley Green Action for Health and 
Environmental Justice 3–153 4–247 

100 Hedden, Bill Grand Canyon Trust 3–154 4–250 

101 Oblak, Denise Utah Guides and Outfitters 
Association 

3–156 4–254 

102 Wait, Jeannine Individual 3–157 4–255 
103 Fields, Sarah Sierra Club 3–157 4–256 
104 Lowe, Janet Grand County 3–158 4–258 
105 McCleary, Jeff Individual 3–159 4–260 
106 Thuesen, Jim Individual 3–161 4–263 
107 Regehr, Ron Individual 3–162 4–266 
108 Graham, Audrey Individual 3–163 4–267 
109 Stolfa, Dave Individual 3–163 4–269 
110 Darke, John Individual 3–164 4–270 
111 Cozzens, Dave Individual 3–166 4–274 

112 Webb, Chris City of Blanding, City 
Manager 3–167 4–275 

113 Frazier, Ana Marie Diné CARE 3–168 4–278 

114 Loux, Robert Nevada Agency for Nuclear 
Projects 3–171 4–281 

115 Broughton, B.A. Individual 3–72 4–78 
116 Hinds, Don Individual 3–71 4–71 
117 Clark, David P. Individual 3–71 4–71 
118 Taparauskas, Irene Individual 3–71 4–71 

119 Congressional Delegation of 
Utaha 

U.S. Senators and 
Representatives 3–174 4–283 

120 Stafford, Michael J. Nevada Department of 
Administration 3–176 4–285 

121 Boling, William C. Individual 3–71 4–71 
122 Schulze, Jan R. Carney Individual 3–71 4–71 
123 Hill, Lu-Gray Individual 3–71 4–71 
124 Peppin, Catherine A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
125 von Koch, Mary Individual 3–71 4–71 
126 Juenger, Kate Individual 3–71 4–71 
127 McCleary, Jeff and Wren Individual 3–177 4–286 
128 Jones, Patricia Individual 3–71 4–71 
129 Sculpt, Lia Individual 3–72 4–78 
130 Morgan, Doc Individual 3–71 4–71 
131 Padilla, Randy Individual 3–71 4–71 
132 Smith, Loura Individual 3–71 4–71 
133 Root, Don Individual 3–71 4–71 
134 Noonan, Laura Individual 3–72 4–78 
135 Frias, Ralph A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
136 Lippman, Robert Castle Valley Town Council 3–179 4–292 
137 Town of Castle Valley Castle Valley 3–181 4–295 
138 Rand, Stephen and Carol Individual 3–71 4–71 
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Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
139 Castillo, Debbie Individual 3–71 4–71 
140 Richardson, Tom Individual 3–71 4–71 
141 Brown, Joel Individual 3–71 4–71 
142 Roslund, Dan Individual 3–71 4–71 
143 Lyons, Holly Individual 3–71 4–71 
144 Rabiee, Sheryl Individual 3–71 4–71 
145 Bassik, Ken Individual 3–71 4–71 
146 Fahey, Janice Individual 3–71 4–71 
147 Barnett, Tim Individual 3–71 4–71 
148 Lanphear, Michelle Individual 3–71 4–71 
149 Reinhard, Frank Individual 3–71 4–71 
150 Natkin, Jr., Robert E. Individual 3–71 4–71 
151 Whitley, Joan Individual 3–71 4–71 
152 Hansen, Laurel Individual 3–71 4–71 

153 Lowenberg, Herman and 
Grace Individual 3–71 4–71 

154 Dunn, Barbara Individual 3–71 4–71 
155 Herriman, Wesley and Carol Individual 3–71 4–71 
156 Norris, Thomas Individual 3–71 4–71 
157 Gore, Douglas Individual 3–71 4–71 
158 Rand, Stephen Individual 3–71 4–71 
159 Moreno, Patrice Individual 3–72 4–78 
160 Wilcox, Stephanie Individual 3–71 4–71 
161 Aarestad, Kevin Individual 3–71 4–71 
162 Nelson, Mark H. Individual 3–71 4–71 
163 Siglin, Larry Individual 3–71 4–71 
164 Schauer, Ellen Individual 3–71 4–71 
165 Ludwigsndg Individual 3–71 4–71 
166 Warner, Rob Individual 3–71 4–71 
167 Kuhlman, David B. Individual 3–71 4–71 
168 Romero, Julie Individual 3–72 4–78 
169 Hernandez, Julie Individual 3–71 4–71 

170 Painter, Robert, Anne, and 
Alexander Individual 3–71 4–71 

171 Weinbaum, Ben Individual 3–71 4–71 
172 Psichogios, Tom Individual 3–71 4–71 
173 Willis, Larry Individual 3–71 4–71 
174 Applen, Kathleen Individual 3–71 4–71 
175 Hilliard, Lucy Bastida Individual 3–71 4–71 
176 Psichogios, Mary Individual 3–71 4–71 
177 Mather, Elizabeth L. Individual 3–71 4–71 
178 Bowers, Bruce and Ruth Individual 3–71 4–71 
179 Corrales, Max Individual 3–71 4–71 

180 Hawk, Tim, Michal, and 
Pauline Individual 3–71 4–71 

181 Wildenthal, Bryan H. Individual 3–71 4–71 
182 Bolton, Barbara Individual 3–71 4–71 
183 August, Gary Individual 3–71 4–71 
184 Rasmussen, Glen McFadden Individual 3–71 4–71 
185 Fanestil, Darrell D. Individual 3–71 4–71 
186 Banks, Tanya Individual 3–71 4–71 
187 saueronthegreen Individual 3–71 4–71 
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Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
188 Chavarria, Al Individual 3–71 4–71 
189 Schaps, Jack Individual 3–71 4–71 
190 Newell, James Individual 3–71 4–71 
191 Struthers, Eileen Individual 3–71 4–71 
192 Davis, Paul Individual 3–71 4–71 
193 Peck, Jr., John Individual 3–71 4–71 
194 Barad, Dean Individual 3–71 4–71 
195 von Eichhorn, John H. Individual 3–71 4–71 
196 valindp Individual 3–72 4–78 
197 Trogden, Stephanie Individual 3–71 4–71 
198 Gallagher, Bruce Individual 3–71 4–71 
199 Rumsey, Eric J. Individual 3–71 4–71 
200 Fisher, Steve and Amanda Individual 3–71 4–71 
201 Hayutin, Joyce Individual 3–71 4–71 
202 Acerro, Theresa Individual 3–71 4–71 
203 Hughes, Tom and Lois Individual 3–71 4–71 
204 Greenspan, Julie Individual 3–71 4–71 
205 Sinnen, Ronald Individual 3–71 4–71 
206 Gandenberger, Daniel Individual 3–71 4–71 
207 Lake, Mark Individual 3–71 4–71 
208 LaFontaine, Paul M. Individual 3–71 4–71 
209 Rekus, Dale Individual 3–71 4–71 
210 Roccoforte, Marilyn and Vito Individual 3–71 4–71 
211 Netanya Individual 3–71 4–71 
212 Alaris Individual 3–71 4–71 
213 Landa, Suzanne Individual 3–183 4–297 
214 Simonton, Cathy Individual 3–71 4–71 
215 Carlson, Vanessa Individual 3–71 4–71 
216 Stoneking, Link Individual 3–71 4–71 
217 Jones, Laverne and R.W. Individual 3–71 4–71 
218 Morrow, Ivy Individual 3–71 4–71 
219 Ringer, CE Individual 3–71 4–71 
220 Hemlock, Thomas Individual 3–71 4–71 
221 Gabor, Peter A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
222 Holmes, Linda Individual 3–71 4–71 
223 Haley, Luckie Individual 3–71 4–71 
224 Buser, John Paul Individual 3–71 4–71 
225 Michiwiec, Sr., David F. Individual 3–71 4–71 
226 Beneventi, Alan Individual 3–71 4–71 
227 Lindbloom, Robert Individual 3–71 4–71 
228 Pluth, Karen Individual 3–71 4–71 
229 Brown, Phyllis Individual 3–71 4–71 
230 Barnard, Janet A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
231 Hayes, Jenna Individual 3–71 4–71 
232 Mifflin, Robert H. Individual 3–72 4–78 
233 Breisch, Susan Individual 3–71 4–71 
234 Saporito, Gloria Individual 3–71 4–71 
235 Thibault, Laura Individual 3–71 4–71 
236 Weir, Barbara G. Campbell  Individual 3–71 4–71 
237 Garmen, Jon Individual 3–71 4–71 
238 Hill, Robert D. Individual 3–71 4–71 
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Document 
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Page 
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Page 
239 Pogue, Ann Individual 3–71 4–71 
240 Palfy, Frank and Joy Individual 3–71 4–71 
241 Dunn, Louis Individual 3–71 4–71 
242 Conklin, Sara Individual 3–71 4–71 
243 Kerr, G.R. Individual 3–71 4–71 
244 Murico, Ed Individual 3–71 4–71 
245 Conner, Carolyn Individual 3–71 4–71 

246 Alexander, James P. and 
Pamela G. Individual 3–71 4–71 

247 Abbott, Susan Individual 3–71 4–71 
248 Curtis, Cheryl Individual 3–71 4–71 
249 Duffy, Lorrain Individual 3–71 4–71 
250 Cooke, Sarah Individual 3–71 4–71 
251 Knighton, Jesse and Jane Individual 3–71 4–71 
252 Du, Lisa Individual 3–72 4–78 
253 A Concerned Reader Individual 3–71 4–71 
254 Fink, Keith University of San Diego 3–71 4–71 
255 Hendricks, Bonnie EDAW, Inc. 3–71 4–71 
256 Brown, Lynn Individual 3–71 4–71 
257 Gregory, Carrie Individual 3–71 4–71 
258 Leonard, John P. Individual 3–72 4–78 
259 Groth, Heidi Individual 3–71 4–71 
260 Fishman, Barbara Individual 3–71 4–71 
261 Hernandez, Greg and Lorie Individual 3–71 4–71 
262 Calvano, Rita Individual 3–71 4–71 
263 Carter, Brady Individual 3–71 4–71 

264 Oblak, Denise Utah Guides and Outfitters 
Association 3–184 4–299 

265 Diehl, Linda Provence Individual 3–71 4–71 
266 Reed, Jess Individual 3–72 4–78 
267 Boling, William C.  Deleted-Duplicate of Document #121 
268 Yang, James Individual 3–71 4–71 
269 David Individual 3–186 4–302 
270 Carey, Shreya Individual 3–71 4–71 
271 Pfeidough Individual 3–71 4–71 
272 Marshall, Victoria Individual 3–71 4–71 
273 Tall, Rebecca Individual 3–72 4–78 
274 Angelico, Dean and Phyllis Individual 3–71 4–71 
275 Bracey, Michael Individual 3–71 4–71 
276 Irwin, Keith G. Individual 3–71 4–71 
277 Morgal, Rick Individual 3–71 4–71 
278 La Rosa, Frank and Evelyn Individual 3–71 4–71 
279 Dailey-White, Laurel Individual 3–71 4–71 
280 Hurley, Tamara Individual 3–71 4–71 
281 Papayoanou, David C. Individual 3–71 4–71 
282 Frederick, Cari Individual 3–71 4–71 
283 Mecke, James Individual 3–71 4–71 
284 McKay, Linda Individual 3–71 4–71 
285 Moreau, Donna Individual 3–72 4–78 
286 Taggert, Marilyn Individual 3–72 4–78 
287 Sowder, Judith T. San Diego State University 3–71 4–71 
288 Lemons, Helene E. Individual 3–71 4–71 
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Page 
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Page 
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361 Starbuck, Willaim L. Individual 3–71 4–71 
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746 Barker, M. J. Individual 3–71 4–71 
747 Burke, Mack Individual 3–71 4–71 
748 Leason, Mark Individual 3–71 4–71 
749 Drogin, Ken Individual 3–71 4–71 
750 Duncan, Michael Individual 3–71 4–71 
751 McDougal, Michele Individual 3–71 4–71 
752 Wurth, Michelle Individual 3–71 4–71 
753 Blair, Patricia Individual 3–71 4–71 
754 Huckaby, Marlene Individual 3–71 4–71 
755 Reed, Mary Individual 3–71 4–71 
756 Mattewson, Phillip L. Individual 3–71 4–71 
757 Stern, Rochelle Individual 3–72 4–78 
758 Karcher, Samuel Individual 3–71 4–71 
759 Hughes, Sandy & Harold Individual 3–71 4–71 
760 Suplee, Serena Individual 3–71 4–71 
761 Woodard, Patty Individual 3–72 4–78 
762 Fugit, Victoria Individual 3–71 4–71 
763 Rains, Gail Individual 3–72 4–79 
764 Armour, Peggy Individual 3–72 4–79 
765 St Raynis Individual 3–72 4–79 
766 Singer, Kay Individual 3–72 4–79 
767 Stefanow, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
768 Paley, Jan Individual 3–72 4–79 
769 Griffith, Dian Individual 3–72 4–79 
770 McCloud, Russell Individual 3–72 4–79 
771 Bauchau, Clara Individual 3–72 4–79 
772 Bauchau, Mijanou Individual 3–72 4–79 
773 Bauchau, Enduit Individual 3–72 4–79 
774 English, Rebecca Individual 3–72 4–79 
775 Villavicencio, Alan Individual 3–72 4–79 
776 Moore, Kristie Individual 3–72 4–79 
777 G.H., Sara Individual 3–72 4–79 
778 Anderson, Ellen Individual 3–72 4–79 
779 Hoyt, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
780 Manto, Jonathan Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–19 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
781 Ross, Aimee Individual 3–72 4–79 
782 Dukes, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
783 Stewart, Diane Individual 3–72 4–79 
784 Freel, Elizabeth Sloan Individual 3–72 4–79 
785 Orcholski, Gerald Individual 3–72 4–79 
786 Holmes, Ronald Individual 3–72 4–79 
787 Minde, Cynthia Individual 3–72 4–79 
788 Williams, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
789 Curnow, Connie Individual 3–72 4–79 
790 Barnard, Michele L. Individual 3–72 4–79 
791 Stokes, Debra Individual 3–72 4–79 
792 Petrowski, Todd Individual 3–72 4–79 
793 Lisi, Julius Individual 3–72 4–79 
794 Carr, Donna Individual 3–72 4–79 
795 Kempter, Shahido Individual 3–72 4–79 
796 Morris, Ray Individual 3–72 4–79 
797 Marshall, Sandy Individual 3–72 4–79 
798 Loeff, Peter Individual 3–72 4–79 
799 Glazer, Steve Individual 3–72 4–79 
800 Reyes, Fran Individual 3–72 4–79 
801 Berliner, Diane Individual 3–72 4–79 
802 Granich, Sandra Individual 3–72 4–79 
803 Spallina, Jann Individual 3–72 4–79 
804 Thompson, Stephen Individual 3–72 4–79 
805 McLaughlin, Laurie Individual 3–72 4–79 
806 Bruner, Scott M. Individual 3–72 4–79 
807 Key, Lonnie Individual 3–72 4–79 
808 Hoffman, Wendy Individual 3–72 4–79 
809 Slawson, Camly Individual 3–72 4–79 
810 Albright, Evan Individual 3–72 4–79 
811 Wagoner, Robyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
812 Clark, Frances Individual 3–72 4–79 
813 Garcia, Jeffery A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
814 Bassett, Anne Individual 3–72 4–79 
815 Lo, Donovan Individual 3–71 4–71 
816 Munk, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
817 Schneider, Marilyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
818 Clark, Pamela Individual 3–72 4–79 
819 Dowling, Anna Individual 3–72 4–79 
820 Springer, Paul Individual 3–72 4–79 
821 Niel, Roma Individual 3–72 4–79 
822 Johnson, Emily Individual 3–72 4–79 
823 Rocker, Carol Individual 3–72 4–79 
824 Moore, Estella Individual 3–72 4–79 
825 Aguilar, Felix Individual 3–72 4–79 
826 Kosmicki, Teresa Individual 3–72 4–79 
827 Quinn, April Individual 3–72 4–79 
828 De Morelli, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
829 Schacht, Troy Individual 3–72 4–79 
830 Coburn, Bruce Individual 3–72 4–79 
831 Walworth, David Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–20 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
832 Gaede, Marnie Individual 3–72 4–79 
833 Gale, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
834 Peirce, Roger Individual 3–72 4–79 
835 Luedecke, Alison J. Individual 3–72 4–79 
836 Koo, Rebecca Individual 3–72 4–79 
837 Shanahan, Timothy Individual 3–72 4–79 
838 Loar, Carol Individual 3–72 4–79 
839 Robison, Anne Individual 3–72 4–79 
840 Bell, Ray Individual 3–72 4–79 
841 O'Shea, Desmond Individual 3–72 4–79 
842 Ackerman, Frank A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
843 Emery, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
844 Hahn, Dr. Dee Individual 3–72 4–79 
845 Garrett, Katherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
846 Shively, Kelly Individual 3–72 4–79 
847 Scotti, O. Bisogno Individual 3–72 4–79 
848 Apkarian, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
849 Goldstein, Judith Individual 3–72 4–79 
850 Nicolaisen, Jaime Individual 3–72 4–79 
851 Provenzano, James Individual 3–72 4–79 
852 Perry, Mary Ann Tomasko Individual 3–72 4–79 
853 Galello, Pat Individual 3–72 4–79 
854 Baker, Connie Individual 3–72 4–79 
855 Berman, Nancy Individual 3–72 4–79 
856 Robinson, Saliane Individual 3–72 4–79 
857 Weinhold, Robert Individual 3–72 4–79 
858 Anderson, Russ Individual 3–72 4–79 
859 Riddell, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
860 Lynn, Sheree Individual 3–72 4–79 
861 Wallace, Sondra Individual 3–72 4–79 
862 Kurz, Robert R. Individual 3–72 4–79 
863 Lippert, Virginia Individual 3–72 4–79 
864 Kaplan, Morris Individual 3–72 4–79 
865 Bailey, Ellen Individual 3–72 4–79 
866 Adkins, Elizabeth Individual 3–72 4–79 
867 Ross, Marie Individual 3–72 4–79 
868 Lewis, Gail Individual 3–72 4–79 
869 Indermuehle, Timothy Individual 3–72 4–79 
870 Lawrence, Vicki Individual 3–72 4–79 
871 Weiner, Maury Individual 3–72 4–79 
872 Miller, Nathan A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
873 Zeissler, Chandra Individual 3–72 4–79 
874 Januzelli, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
875 Henze, Christine Individual 3–72 4–79 
876 Odin, Jane Individual 3–72 4–79 
877 Reed, Lisa Individual 3–72 4–79 
878 Wenner, M. W. Individual 3–72 4–79 
879 Masters, Athena Individual 3–72 4–79 
880 Nolte, Linda PhD,  Individual 3–72 4–79 
881 Lyman, Anne Individual 3–72 4–79 
882 Goggins, Alan Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–21 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
883 Bryan, D. Individual 3–72 4–79 
884 Stratford, S. J. Individual 3–72 4–79 
885 Rieber, Emily Individual 3–72 4–79 
886 Landau, D. Individual 3–72 4–79 
887 Frazier, Anne Individual 3–72 4–79 
888 Werner, Kirstyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
889 Greeson, Kathryn Individual 3–72 4–79 
890 Busse, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
891 Watkins, Billie Individual 3–72 4–79 
892 Richards, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
893 Healy, Leah Individual 3–72 4–79 
894 Hall, Brook & Linda Individual 3–72 4–79 
895 Weller, Ross Individual 3–72 4–79 
896 Sears, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
897 Manewal, William Individual 3–72 4–79 
898 McDermott, Ann Individual 3–72 4–79 
899 Nacheff, Marni Individual 3–72 4–79 
900 Ruegg, Leona Individual 3–72 4–79 
901 Feuer, Heather Individual 3–72 4–79 
902 Stewart, Richard Individual 3–72 4–79 
903 Griest, Fred Individual 3–72 4–79 
904 Ransom, Jill Individual 3–72 4–79 
905 Bowman, Nan Singh Individual 3–72 4–79 
906 Liese, Suzanne Individual 3–72 4–79 
907 Harris, Kelly Individual 3–72 4–79 
908 Caico, Anthony Individual 3–72 4–79 
909 Warren, Betsie Individual 3–72 4–79 
910 Cooney, Erin Individual 3–72 4–79 
911 Confectioner, Vira Individual 3–72 4–79 
912 Anelli, Darla Individual 3–72 4–79 
913 Reich, Andrew Individual 3–72 4–79 
914 Jenkins, Basil Individual 3–72 4–79 
915 Brown, Ronald Individual 3–72 4–79 
916 Bretz, William Individual 3–72 4–79 
917 Klohr, Antonia Individual 3–72 4–79 
918 Bousseau, M. Individual 3–72 4–79 
919 Root, Charlene Individual 3–72 4–79 
920 Bowman, Margaret Individual 3–72 4–79 
921 Speer, Kirsten Individual 3–72 4–79 
922 Maccallum, Crawford Individual 3–72 4–79 
923 Cramer, Mary Ann Individual 3–72 4–79 
924 Aguirre, Patricia Individual 3–72 4–79 
925 Day-Evers, Julianne Individual 3–72 4–79 
926 Griffithq, Dian Individual 3–72 4–79 
927 Melin, Ronnie Individual 3–72 4–79 
928 Palmer, Mara Individual 3–72 4–79 
929 Faich, Ron Individual 3–72 4–79 
930 Millhollen, Candice Individual 3–72 4–79 
931 Dougherty, Mona Individual 3–72 4–79 
932 Scott, Sidney Ramsden Individual 3–72 4–79 
933 Harrod, Katherine Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–22 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
934 Wiser, Steven J. Individual 3–72 4–79 
935 Brittenbach, Dennis Individual 3–72 4–79 
936 Morton, Jeffery Individual 3–72 4–79 
937 Harrour, Linda Individual 3–72 4–79 
938 Herman, Kathy Individual 3–72 4–79 
939 Kaehn, Max Individual 3–72 4–79 
940 Graham, Kimberley Individual 3–72 4–79 
941 V, Sakura Individual 3–72 4–79 
942 Miller, Paul Individual 3–72 4–79 
943 Waldref, Lois Individual 3–72 4–79 
944 Tracey, Kayta Individual 3–72 4–79 
945 Keeney, Sharon Individual 3–72 4–79 
946 Dunn, Sheryl Individual 3–72 4–79 
947 Claudio, Hereen Individual 3–72 4–79 
948 Young, Chad Individual 3–72 4–79 
949 Shockley, Mark Individual 3–72 4–79 
950 Gardiner, Shayna Individual 3–72 4–79 
951 Levin, Robert Individual 3–72 4–79 
952 Spensley, Gail Individual 3–72 4–79 
953 Youngson, Patricia Individual 3–72 4–79 
954 Harper, Mark Individual 3–72 4–79 
955 Perryman, Joann Individual 3–72 4–79 
956 Schweitzer, Hilde Individual 3–72 4–79 
957 Dameron, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
958 Chavez, Kerry Individual 3–72 4–79 
959 Carr, Gaile & Bob Individual 3–72 4–79 
960 McKuhen, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
961 Anderson, Clifford Individual 3–72 4–79 
962 Heinrichsdorff, G. Individual 3–72 4–79 
963 Kerr, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
964 Jenkins, Jon Individual 3–72 4–79 
965 Rolland, Terri Individual 3–72 4–79 
966 Bertetta, Thomas Individual 3–72 4–79 
967 Gibson, Jim Individual 3–72 4–79 
968 Sutphin, Madelaine Individual 3–72 4–79 
969 Frank, Lee Individual 3–72 4–79 
970 Levy, Mark Individual 3–72 4–79 
971 Taylor, Robert Individual 3–72 4–79 
972 France, Catherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
973 Holland, Patrick W. Individual 3–72 4–79 
974 Banoczy, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
975 Van Zee, Drew Individual 3–72 4–79 
976 Piloyan, Diana Individual 3–72 4–79 
977 Feldman, Mark Individual 3–72 4–79 
978 Bright, Jeff Individual 3–72 4–79 
979 Enevoldsen, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
980 Olson, Ruth Individual 3–72 4–79 
981 La Follette, Peter Individual 3–72 4–79 
982 Brzeczek, Amy Individual 3–72 4–79 
983 Moore, Lynne Individual 3–72 4–79 
984 Marine, Duke Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–23 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
985 Dee, Diana Individual 3–72 4–79 
986 Cavallo, Sharon Individual 3–72 4–79 
987 Daniels, Patricia Individual 3–72 4–79 
988 Gonzalez, Autumn Individual 3–72 4–79 
989 Muller, Audrey Individual 3–72 4–79 
990 Silvers, Catherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
991 Crowley, Lawrence Individual 3–72 4–79 
992 Bennett, Jean Individual 3–72 4–79 
993 Tonsberg, B. Individual 3–72 4–79 
994 Greenman, Jessea Individual 3–72 4–79 
995 Brost, Hety Individual 3–72 4–79 
996 Follingstad, Gretel Individual 3–72 4–79 
997 Brown, Kimberley Individual 3–72 4–79 
998 Edmonson, Scott Individual 3–72 4–79 
999 Buech, Heidi Individual 3–72 4–79 

1000 Lewis, Donna Individual 3–72 4–79 
1001 Morander, Billy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1002 Strauss, Mark Individual 3–72 4–79 
1003 Shaw, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
1004 Sebastian, Joseph Individual 3–72 4–79 
1005 Sakacs, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
1006 Perkins, Randi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1007 Rose, Pandora Individual 3–72 4–79 
1008 Ferguson, Tom Individual 3–72 4–79 
1009 Tom, Janette Individual 3–72 4–79 
1010 Rucker, Christi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1011 Scianna, Maria Individual 3–72 4–79 
1012 Bordenave, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
1013 Brennan, Matt Individual 3–72 4–79 
1014 Williams, Charles Individual 3–72 4–79 
1015 Brush, Debbie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1016 Collins, Sandra Individual 3–72 4–79 
1017 Larkin, Laura Individual 3–72 4–79 
1018 Boer, Evert Individual 3–72 4–79 
1019 Terhune, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
1020 Chan, Kai Individual 3–72 4–79 
1021 Swan, Rebecca Individual 3–72 4–79 
1022 Harte, Mary Ellen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1023 Pierce, Roger Individual 3–72 4–79 
1024 Futral, Joel Individual 3–72 4–79 
1025 Ackerman, Beverly Individual 3–72 4–79 
1026 Feijo, Babi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1027 Jelinek, Alex Individual 3–72 4–79 
1028 Sigmund, Chandra Individual 3–72 4–79 
1029 Laporte, Ryan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1030 Pier, Mollie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1031 Caton, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
1032 Smith-Hileman, Joanne Individual 3–72 4–79 
1033 Overholt, Roger Individual 3–72 4–79 
1034 Peterson, Kimberly Individual 3–72 4–79 
1035 Williams, Bob Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–24 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1036 Anderson, Jeffry Individual 3–72 4–79 
1037 Hall, Sarah Jane Individual 3–72 4–79 
1038 Johnson, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
1039 Lareau, Audrey Individual 3–72 4–79 
1040 Kennedy, Bill Individual 3–72 4–79 
1041 Dillon, Deb Individual 3–72 4–79 
1042 Sams, James Individual 3–72 4–79 
1043 Kelly, Alice Individual 3–72 4–79 
1044 Sefton, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
1045 Weimer, Margaret Individual 3–72 4–79 
1046 Hetherington, Lance Individual 3–72 4–79 
1047 Malmuth, Sonja Individual 3–72 4–79 
1048 Melton, Michelle Individual 3–72 4–79 
1049 Scott, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
1050 Evans, Michael W. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1051 Rytina, Jenna Individual 3–72 4–79 
1052 La Frinere, Rochelle Individual 3–72 4–79 
1053 Kline, Laree Individual 3–72 4–79 
1054 Trimble, Robert C. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1055 Kaku, Agness Individual 3–72 4–79 
1056 Evans, Dinda Individual 3–72 4–79 
1057 Santana, Kathryn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1058 Kirby, Rya Individual 3–72 4–79 
1059 Delker, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
1060 Hung, Eumy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1061 Crews, Amy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1062 Sherwood, Maris Individual 3–72 4–79 
1063 Bookidis, Paul Individual 3–72 4–79 
1064 Erickson, Karen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1065 Foss, Janice Individual 3–72 4–79 
1066 Raghav, Shyla Individual 3–72 4–79 
1067 Winterer, Ted Individual 3–72 4–79 
1068 Whitnah, Claudia Individual 3–72 4–79 
1069 Gagomiros, Keith Individual 3–72 4–79 
1070 Rudolph, Ana Individual 3–72 4–79 
1071 Oravec, Lora J. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1072 Tabib, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
1073 Ives, Brandon Individual 3–72 4–79 
1074 Zahller, Guy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1075 Mungle, Terri Individual 3–72 4–79 
1076 Pan, Pinky Jain Individual 3–72 4–79 
1077 Bolt, Patricia Individual 3–72 4–79 
1078 Viglia, Peter Individual 3–72 4–79 
1079 Weber, Majill-Lee Individual 3–72 4–79 
1080 Parisi-Smith, Nicole Individual 3–72 4–79 
1081 Lien, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
1082 Harrington, Chris Individual 3–72 4–79 
1083 Maddox, Melvyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1084 Kirschling, Karen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1085 Barker, Helen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1086 Seymour, Laurie S. Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–25 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1087 Campbell, Amy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1088 Mclean, Sarah Individual 3–72 4–79 
1089 Folsom, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1090 Starke-Livermore, Shanna Individual 3–72 4–79 
1091 Osman, Kristen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1092 Ganz, Shiela Individual 3–72 4–79 
1093 DaSilva, Ena Individual 3–72 4–79 
1094 Stimmel, Rodney Individual 3–72 4–79 
1095 Jones, Allan B. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1096 Doob, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
1097 Hudgins, William G. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1098 Booth, Howard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1099 Rubens, Mari Individual 3–72 4–79 
1100 Pennington, Heather Individual 3–72 4–79 
1101 Urani, Thomas B. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1102 DuPont, Collette Individual 3–72 4–79 
1103 Wagner, G. Blu Individual 3–72 4–79 
1104 Seidler, Chuck Individual 3–72 4–79 
1105 Zarchin, Paul Individual 3–72 4–79 
1106 Navarrete, Paloma Individual 3–72 4–79 
1107 de Greiff, Juan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1108 Tutihasi, R-Laurraine Individual 3–72 4–79 
1109 Bremner, Marlene Individual 3–72 4–79 
1110 Hanley, Jim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1111 Jenvey, Lottie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1112 Riley, Deborah Cloven Individual 3–72 4–79 
1113 Williams, Seanna Individual 3–72 4–79 
1114 Wolters, Mel Individual 3–72 4–79 
1115 Carlson, Cathleen A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1116 Stone, Jim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1117 Woodcock, Angela Individual 3–72 4–79 
1118 Woodcock, Angela Deleted-Duplicate of Document #1117 
1119 Wolf, Rachel Individual 3–72 4–79 
1120 Tuckman, Roy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1121 Reimers, Andy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1122 Scherek, Roxane Individual 3–72 4–79 
1123 Fischer, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
1124 Spotts, Richard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1125 Irwin, Craig Individual 3–72 4–79 
1126 Khalsa, Mha Atma Individual 3–72 4–79 
1127 Roberson, Keegan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1128 Macdonald, BC Individual 3–72 4–79 
1129 Bunch, Christopher Individual 3–72 4–79 
1130 Moore, Jackie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1131 Crowell, Sam Individual 3–72 4–79 
1132 Blalack, Russell Individual 3–72 4–79 
1133 Riddle, Donna Individual 3–72 4–79 
1134 Thomas, Kim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1135 Brownrigg, Sarah Individual 3–72 4–79 
1136 Johnston, Bob Individual 3–72 4–79 
1137 Manning, Alexis Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–26 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1138 Thomas, Lori Individual 3–72 4–79 
1139 Key, Lynda Individual 3–72 4–79 
1140 Kite, Karen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1141 Barnes, Joel Individual 3–72 4–79 
1142 Papi, Maria Individual 3–72 4–79 
1143 March, Marie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1144 Clark, Brad Individual 3–72 4–79 
1145 Spitz, Marlene T. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1146 Garland, Wayne Individual 3–72 4–79 
1147 Price, Hedy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1148 Havens, Craig Individual 3–72 4–79 
1149 York, Carole Individual 3–72 4–79 
1150 Jones, Penni Individual 3–72 4–79 
1151 Romero, Monika Individual 3–72 4–79 
1152 Davidson, Jon Individual 3–72 4–79 
1153 Fayman, Bruce Individual 3–72 4–79 
1154 Huser, Verne Individual 3–72 4–79 
1155 Keefer, Nina Individual 3–72 4–79 
1156 Newcomer, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
1157 Dupre, Christine Individual 3–72 4–79 
1158 Rodda, Beth Individual 3–72 4–79 
1159 Bajwa, Raghbir Individual 3–72 4–79 
1160 Chase, Lisa Individual 3–72 4–79 
1161 Jempel, Marilyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1162 Wayne, Jerry Individual 3–72 4–79 
1163 Breiding, Joan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1164 Khan, Nezer Individual 3–72 4–79 
1165 Markus, Mary Individual 3–72 4–79 
1166 Samenfeld, Herbert Individual 3–72 4–79 
1167 McMillan, Erik Individual 3–72 4–79 
1168 Langdon, Christine Individual 3–71 4–71 
1169 Brown, Myrna Individual 3–72 4–79 
1170 Wong, Teresa Individual 3–72 4–79 
1171 Cobb, Dean Individual 3–72 4–79 
1172 Randall, Holly Individual 3–72 4–79 
1173 Verry, James Individual 3–72 4–79 
1174 Vangi-Stern, Eva Individual 3–72 4–79 
1175 Rosher, Ellen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1176 Soraghan, Conor Individual 3–72 4–79 
1177 Dudrick, Roseann Individual 3–72 4–79 
1178 Henderson, Sharrie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1179 Berman, Irwin and Lila Individual 3–72 4–79 
1180 Berman, Lila and Irv Individual 3–72 4–79 
1181 Spencer, Gayle Individual 3–72 4–79 
1182 Declario, A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1183 Adams, Lani J. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1184 Monterroso, Sara Individual 3–72 4–79 
1185 Russell, Dorothy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1186 Carren, Claire Individual 3–72 4–79 
1187 Sheets, Kevin Individual 3–72 4–79 
1188 Kearns, D Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–27 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1189 Schuler, Urs Individual 3–72 4–79 
1190 Landin, Mireya Individual 3–72 4–79 
1191 Carr-Fingerle, Joelyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1192 Diehl, Marina Individual 3–72 4–79 
1193 McClintock, Catherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
1194 Parker, Vaughan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1195 Seltzer, Robert Individual 3–72 4–79 
1196 Dennis, Larry Individual 3–72 4–79 
1197 Rousselot, Patrick Individual 3–72 4–79 
1198 Kleinert, Julie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1199 Embrey, Stephanie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1200 Fein, M D Individual 3–72 4–79 
1201 Nabas, Jeff Individual 3–72 4–79 
1202 Weisz, Russel Individual 3–72 4–79 
1203 Morgan, Jacob Individual 3–72 4–79 
1204 Saltzman, Barry Individual 3–72 4–79 
1205 Richardson, Matthew Individual 3–72 4–79 
1206 Weymouth, Douglass Individual 3–72 4–79 
1207 Newton, Peter Individual 3–72 4–79 
1208 Triplett, Tia Individual 3–72 4–79 
1209 Sankey, Diana Individual 3–72 4–79 
1210 Peirce, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1211 Grossman, Paul B Individual 3–72 4–79 
1212 Karsh, Lynn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1213 Mierau, Gary Individual 3–72 4–79 
1214 Basnar, Lee Individual 3–72 4–79 
1215 Burian-Mohr, Eleanor Individual 3–72 4–79 
1216 Patrickson, Shela Individual 3–72 4–79 
1217 Bauer, Gwynne Individual 3–72 4–79 
1218 Hicks, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
1219 Suhy, Jim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1220 Aguado, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
1221 Huupponen, Tristen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1222 Ewing, Tracy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1223 Roden, Tessa Individual 3–72 4–79 
1224 Cuddeback, Ken Individual 3–72 4–79 
1225 Drake, Mercy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1226 Noah, Ian Individual 3–72 4–79 
1227 Hamel, Bob Individual 3–72 4–79 
1228 Fielder, Lynn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1229 Dunn, Eddy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1230 Carmichael, Jan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1231 Trujillo, Rebecca Individual 3–72 4–79 
1232 Anderson, Corina Individual 3–72 4–79 
1233 Brook, Dan Dept of Soc 3–72 4–79 
1234 Fahlberg, Maureen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1235 Riley, Callie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1236 Clark, Dustin Individual 3–72 4–79 
1237 Cupp, Jonathan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1238 Moore, Judy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1239 Hayes, Sara Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–28 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1240 Evans, Lauren Individual 3–72 4–79 
1241 Riley, Raymond Individual 3–72 4–79 
1242 Miller, Lisa Individual 3–72 4–79 
1243 Blackwell, Randi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1244 Ellis, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
1245 Woo, Howard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1246 Wahose, Mare Individual 3–72 4–79 
1247 Samuels, Harold A Individual 3–72 4–79 
1248 Marsten, Catherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
1249 Collins, Brian Individual 3–72 4–79 
1250 Smeal, Mindy A Individual 3–72 4–79 
1251 Kaczmarek, Periel Individual 3–72 4–79 
1252 DeBo/Stauffer, Melanie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1253 Marugg, Cynthia Individual 3–72 4–79 
1254 Peer, Kevin Individual 3–72 4–79 
1255 Clark, Dustin Deleted-Duplicate of Document #1236 
1256 Shelton, Brand Individual 3–72 4–79 
1257 Overstreet, Jan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1258 Wallner, Mary Ann Individual 3–72 4–79 
1259 Mason, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
1260 Stutz, Kathleen G Individual 3–72 4–79 
1261 Hudson, Joan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1262 Nemeth, Teresa Individual 3–72 4–79 
1263 Gauthier-Campbell, Catherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
1264 Heintzelman, Chris Individual 3–72 4–79 

1265 Wohl, Ellen 
Department of Earth 
Resources Colorado State 
University 

3–72 4–79 

1266 King, Jayne L Individual 3–72 4–79 
1267 Drake, Cindi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1268 Berglas, Silvia Individual 3–72 4–79 
1269 Bryant, Richard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1270 Kluscor, Carmen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1271 Dicamillo, Jessica Individual 3–72 4–79 
1272 M., Lexi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1273 Kollmeyer, Charlotte Individual 3–72 4–79 
1274 Warne, Pete Individual 3–72 4–79 
1275 O'Donnell, Kelly Individual 3–72 4–79 
1276 Valenzuela, Andrea Individual 3–72 4–79 
1277 Harper, Laura Individual 3–72 4–79 
1278 Pierce, Deborah Individual 3–72 4–79 
1279 Young, Mary Individual 3–72 4–79 
1280 Dzienius, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1281 Williams, Janet Individual 3–72 4–79 
1282 Lauder, Leona L Individual 3–72 4–79 
1283 Whitcomb, Matthew S Individual 3–72 4–79 
1284 Lyon, Jay Individual 3–72 4–79 
1285 Wilber, Douglas Individual 3–72 4–79 
1286 Mallard, Angela Individual 3–72 4–79 
1287 Miller, Nancy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1288 Bernacchi, Carol Individual 3–72 4–79 
1289 Kay, Joni Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–29 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1290 Zoline, Abigail Individual 3–72 4–79 
1291 Latham, Zach Individual 3–72 4–79 
1292 Whitcomb, Paulette Individual 3–72 4–79 
1293 Heinold, Christian Individual 3–72 4–79 
1294 Reilly, Robert Individual 3–72 4–79 
1295 Lee, Debra Individual 3–72 4–79 
1296 Burger, Bitsa Individual 3–72 4–79 
1297 Goitein, Ernest Individual 3–72 4–79 
1298 Brandon, Victoria Individual 3–72 4–79 
1299 Gilland, James Individual 3–72 4–79 
1300 Plotkin, Christine Individual 3–72 4–79 
1301 Roach, Kenneth Individual 3–72 4–79 
1302 Hoxeng, Jessica Individual 3–72 4–79 
1303 Landowne, Deborah Individual 3–72 4–79 
1304 Houghton, Jack Individual 3–72 4–79 
1305 Pena, Debbie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1306 Segall-Anable, Linda Individual 3–72 4–79 
1307 Brown, Brenda Individual 3–72 4–79 
1308 Laplaca, Nancy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1309 Webber, Rita Individual 3–72 4–79 
1310 Buss, Jennie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1311 Fritzler, Cyndi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1312 Hahler, Pamela Individual 3–72 4–79 
1313 Young, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
1314 Hotchkiss, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
1315 Esmond, Scott Individual 3–72 4–79 
1316 Pollock, Jeri Individual 3–72 4–79 
1317 Johnson, Kim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1318 Sanford, Julie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1319 Benson, Richard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1320 Kemmerer, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
1321 Johnson, Kim Deleted-Duplicate of Document #1317 
1322 Vertrees, Gerald Individual 3–72 4–79 
1323 Signorile, Karen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1324 Taylor, Steven Individual 3–72 4–79 
1325 Conroy, Thomas Individual 3–72 4–79 
1326 Pierpont, Leslie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1327 Neuhauser, Alice Individual 3–72 4–79 
1328 Tyler, Steve Individual 3–72 4–79 
1329 Souza, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
1330 Michals, Jessica Individual 3–72 4–79 
1331 Donatoni, Matthew Individual 3–72 4–79 
1332 Burgett, Jessica Individual 3–72 4–79 
1333 Pollard, Jason Individual 3–72 4–79 
1334 Thomas, Kevin Individual 3–72 4–79 
1335 Kemmerer, Carol Individual 3–72 4–79 
1336 Gerety, Sheryl Lynn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1337 Firshein, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
1338 Galloway, Jeanette Individual 3–72 4–79 
1339 Specht, Chris Individual 3–72 4–79 
1340 Evans, Nancy Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–30 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1341 Cahill, Tom Individual 3–72 4–79 
1342 Schilder, Mary Individual 3–72 4–79 
1343 Womble, Jeffrey Individual 3–72 4–79 
1344 Meierdierck, Jay Individual 3–72 4–79 
1345 Oden, Beth Individual 3–72 4–79 
1346 Schaffer, Gabe Individual 3–72 4–79 
1347 Reynolds, Debra Individual 3–72 4–79 
1348 Cerello, Robert M Individual 3–72 4–79 
1349 Piper, Gayle Individual 3–72 4–79 
1350 Lyon, Kelly Individual 3–72 4–79 
1351 Thing, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1352 Cirina, Cathy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1353 Arikat, Amin Individual 3–72 4–79 
1354 Barile, Dominic Individual 3–72 4–79 
1355 Turek, Gabriella Individual 3–72 4–79 
1356 Hempel, Marilyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1357 Marsh, Marie Individual 3–72 4–79 

1358 Musco, Danielle Point Loma Nazarene 
University 

3–71 4–71 

1359 Ferullo, Michael Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
1360 Saith, Arun Individual 3–71 4–71 
1361 Le, Timmy Individual 3–71 4–71 

1362 Gonzalez, Michael BA, BS, 
MBA, JD  

UC San Diego 3–71 4–71 

1363 Nyman, Suiko Dam Individual 3–71 4–71 
1364 Kambak, Jackie Individual 3–72 4–78 
1365 Luckyman Individual 3–71 4–71 
1366 Isensee, Chris Individual 3–72 4–79 
1367 Thompson, Mr. Deleted-Duplicate of Document #421 

1368 Davenport, James H. Colorado River Commission 
of Nevada 3–468 4–736 

1369 Hunter, Duncan Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
1370 Bostic, Wayne Individual 3–71 4–71 
1371 Mishiwiec, Sr., David F. Individual 3–71 4–71 
1372 Alexander, Bob Individual 3–71 4–71 
1373 Colosimo, Joe Individual 3–72 4–78 
1374 Hartung, Doug Individual 3–71 4–71 
1375 Price, Roberta Individual 3–72 4–78 
1376 Farhana Individual 3–71 4–71 
1377 Leichtling, Suzanne Individual 3–73 4–81 
1378 Hughes, Shannon Individual 3–73 4–81 
1379 Breiding, Joan Individual 3–73 4–81 
1380 Burger, Bitsa Individual 3–73 4–81 
1381 Bernstein, Bob Individual 3–73 4–81 
1382 Baughman, Jamie Individual 3–73 4–81 
1383 Gustus, Robin Individual 3–73 4–81 
1384 Burton, G. Individual 3–73 4–81 
1385 Fedorchuk, Justina Individual 3–73 4–81 
1386 Burbridge, Scott Individual 3–73 4–81 
1387 Bernstein, Linda Individual 3–73 4–81 
1388 Rogers, Lila Individual 3–73 4–81 
1389 Copeland, Lisa Individual 3–73 4–81 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–31 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1390 Sobanski, Sandra Individual 3–73 4–81 
1391 Howell, Jr., Ruben J. Individual 3–73 4–81 
1392 Zlevor, JoAnne Individual 3–73 4–81 
1393 Nadelman, Fred Individual 3–73 4–81 
1394 Chase, Maureen Individual 3–73 4–81 
1395 Wells, Kimball Individual 3–73 4–81 
1396 Feinstein, Dianne U.S. Senate 3–471 4–739 
1397 Rivera, Gloria A. Imperial Irrigation District 3–71 4–71 

1398 Smith, Darrell H. Salt Lake County Council of 
Governments 3–473 4–741 

1399 Morgan, Edward C. Town of Carefree 3–71 4–71 

1400 Zimmerman, Gerald R. Colorado River Board of 
California 

3–478 4–742 

1401 Smith, Edward D. "Tito" Chemehuevi Indian Tribe 3–71 4–71 
1402 McDowell, Nora Fort Mojave Indian Tribe 3–71 4–71 
1403 Hedden, Bill Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
1404 Fields, Sarah M. Individual 3–482 4–746 

1405 Brian, Danielle Project on Government 
Oversight 3–492 4–764 

1406 Dobyns, Mary Individual 3–71 4–71 
1407 Goodlove, Glenn Individual 3–71 4–71 
1408 Schulze, Jane Carney Individual 3–71 4–71 
1409 Pinzon, Genny Individual 3–72 4–78 
1410 Hobza, Tony Individual 3–71 4–71 
1411 Hurd, Thomas Individual 3–72 4–78 
1412 Holmes, Jennifer Individual 3–71 4–71 
1413 Kantola, Angela T. Individual 3–71 4–71 
1414 Elliott, Rob Arizona Raft Adventures, Inc. 3–72 4–78 
1415 Fred Individual 3–71 4–71 

1416 Henry, Will Point Loma Nazarene 
University 3–71 4–71 

1417 Pamper, John Individual 3–72 4–78 
1418 Castlevega Individual 3–71 4–71 
1419 Diener, Evelyn Individual 3–71 4–71 
1420 Games, John Individual 3–72 4–78 
1421 Cowie, Laura Individual 3–71 4–71 
1422 Paul, Courtney Individual 3–71 4–71 
1423 Schroeder, Sandra Individual 3–71 4–71 
1424 Paul, Nichole Individual 3–71 4–71 
1425 Hobbs, Terri Individual 3–71 4–71 
1426 O'Connell, Colleen Individual 3–71 4–71 
1427 Wong, Lauren Individual 3–71 4–71 
1428 Bray, Emily Individual 3–71 4–71 
1429 Sussman, Deb Individual 3–71 4–71 
1430 Darke, John Individual 3–494 4–766 
1431 Landrum, Sheryl Individual 3–71 4–71 
1432 Gosnell, James Individual 3–495 4–767 
1433 Inaba, Nancy Individual 3–71 4–71 
1434 Bailey, Janeen and Wyane Individual 3–71 4–71 

1435 Ridder, Ross Direct Marketing Resources, 
Inc. 

3–71 4–71 

1436 Baldwin, Rob Individual 3–72 4–78 
1437 Repp, David Individual 3–71 4–71 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–32 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1438 Rajgopal, Rohini Individual 3–71 4–71 
1439 Waclawik, Matthew Individual 3–71 4–71 
1440 Moore, Marsha Individual 3–71 4–71 
1441 Pembersee, Gary Individual 3–71 4–71 
1442 Juskalian, Lee Individual 3–71 4–71 
1443 Koda, Dennis Individual 3–71 4–71 
1444 Keck, Marcella L. Individual 3–71 4–71 
1445 Roache, Kevin Individual 3–71 4–71 
1446 Evans, Laura Individual 3–71 4–71 
1447 Call, Russ Individual 3–71 4–71 
1448 C., J.A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
1449 Smolin, Ron Individual 3–71 4–71 
1450 Joyal, Lou Ann Individual 3–72 4–79 
1451 Voss, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
1452 Waring, Dawn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1453 Ransom, G. Harry Individual 3–72 4–79 
1454 Graham, Ariel Individual 3–72 4–79 
1455 Baker, Tanya Individual 3–72 4–79 
1456 Hanks, Kim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1457 Sanders, Gary Individual 3–72 4–79 
1458 Schlomberg, Kurt Individual 3–72 4–79 
1459 Pasichnyk, Richard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1460 Faulk, Janeen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1461 Denny, Rachael Individual 3–72 4–79 
1462 Deutsch, Eileen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1463 Groome, Malcolm Individual 3–72 4–79 
1464 Garvin, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
1465 Dye, Claire Individual 3–72 4–79 
1466 Norton, Asiel Individual 3–72 4–79 
1467 Benson, Sheila Individual 3–72 4–79 
1468 Kitchin, Millie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1469 Estes, Douglas Individual 3–72 4–79 
1470 Landis-Hanna, Amanda Individual 3–72 4–79 
1471 Shockley, Mark Deleted-Duplicate of Document #949 
1472 Quilici, Jill Individual 3–72 4–79 
1473 Taylor, Linda Lee Individual 3–72 4–79 
1474 Wiget Ii, Francis X. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1475 Kjonaas, Raechel Individual 3–72 4–79 
1476 Greiner, Tony Individual 3–72 4–79 
1477 Brown, Keri Individual 3–72 4–79 
1478 Zamora, Delilah Individual 3–72 4–79 
1479 Salgado, Diego Individual 3–72 4–79 
1480 Fuller, Michelle Individual 3–72 4–79 
1481 Ryan, Bela Individual 3–72 4–79 
1482 Tamminen, Lenn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1483 Strawn, Lori Individual 3–72 4–79 
1484 Zeldas, Sandy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1485 Leenerts, Kathleen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1486 Parkinson, Jean Individual 3–72 4–79 
1487 Enders, Todd Individual 3–72 4–79 
1488 Greene, Jack Individual 3–72 4–79 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–33 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1489 Bergman, Barbie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1490 Heilpern, Slim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1491 Soderlind, Johan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1492 Hollister, Richard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1493 White, Sharlene Individual 3–72 4–79 
1494 Peeplez, Kelle Individual 3–72 4–79 
1495 Bogear, Lee A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1496 Kirschbaum, Norton and Sara Individual 3–72 4–79 
1497 Bushnell, Martha Individual 3–72 4–79 
1498 Rashall, Rosa Individual 3–72 4–79 

1499 Williams, Jane California Communities 
Against Toxics 3–71 4–71 

1500 Harper, David Mohave Cultural Preservation 
Program 3–71 4–71 

1501 Eddy, Jr., Daniel Colorado River Indian Tribes 3–496 4–769 
1502 Mitchell, William and Leslie Individual 3–71 4–71 
1503 Juan-Sanders, Vivian Inter Tribal Council of Arizona 3–498 4–770 
1504 Wolfe, John Individual 3–71 4–71 
1505 Beeman, Daniel Individual 3–72 4–78 
1506 Costa, Eileen Individual 3–71 4–71 
1507 Landis-Hanna, Amanda Individual 3–73 4–81 
1508 Harlib, Amy Individual 3–73 4–81 
1509 Townshend, Arianne Individual 3–73 4–81 
1510 Beckner, Azel Individual 3–73 4–81 
1511 Jenkins, Basil Individual 3–73 4–81 
1512 MacKer, Bonnie Individual 3–73 4–81 
1513 Stanersen, Brad Individual 3–73 4–81 
1514 Rex, Carrie Individual 3–73 4–81 
1515 Muhs, Casey Individual 3–73 4–81 
1516 Sampson, Christie Individual 3–73 4–81 
1517 Maron, Country Individual 3–73 4–81 
1518 Daughterty, Crystal Individual 3–73 4–81 
1519 Bonk, Dale Individual 3–73 4–81 
1520 Lord, Danyel Individual 3–73 4–81 
1521 Dunkleberger, David Individual 3–73 4–81 
1522 Szymanski, Debbie Individual 3–73 4–81 
1523 Reynolds, Debra Individual 3–73 4–81 
1524 Costa, Demelza Individual 3–73 4–81 
1525 Kroth, Denise Individual 3–73 4–81 
1526 Radcliffe, Donald Individual 3–73 4–81 
1527 Dunn, Eddy Individual 3–73 4–81 
1528 Cubero, Edward Individual 3–73 4–81 
1529 Royer, Erica Individual 3–73 4–81 
1530 De La Ossa, Farid Individual 3–73 4–81 
1531 Sanders, Gary Individual 3–73 4–81 
1532 Sullivan, Gayle Individual 3–73 4–81 
1533 Nash, Gloria Individual 3–73 4–81 
1534 Rhodes, Harriet Individual 3–73 4–81 
1535 Steffens, Howard Individual 3–73 4–81 
1536 Jorgensen, James Individual 3–73 4–81 
1537 Blackiston, Janeanne Individual 3–73 4–81 
1538 Foss, Janice Individual 3–73 4–81 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–34 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1539 Walden, Jeanette Individual 3–73 4–81 
1540 Andrews, Jenna Individual 3–73 4–81 
1541 Derzon, Jim Individual 3–73 4–81 
1542 Miller, John Davidson Individual 3–73 4–81 
1543 Mock, John Individual 3–73 4–81 
1544 Manto, Jonathan Individual 3–73 4–81 
1545 Edwards, Judi Individual 3–73 4–81 
1546 Vincent, Judy Individual 3–73 4–81 
1547 Wixon, Karen Individual 3–73 4–81 
1548 Ravenstein, Kate Individual 3–73 4–81 
1549 Rode, Katharine Individual 3–73 4–81 
1550 Gardner, Katherine Individual 3–73 4–81 
1551 Steele, Kathleen Individual 3–73 4–81 
1552 Herren, Ken Individual 3–73 4–81 
1553 Powanda, Kim Individual 3–73 4–81 
1554 Hanson, Kristin Individual 3–73 4–81 
1555 Aviles, Lauren & Olivia Individual 3–73 4–81 
1556 Raddish, Leah Individual 3–73 4–81 
1557 Marshall, Lisa Individual 3–73 4–81 
1558 Jenvey, Lottie Individual 3–73 4–81 
1559 Blue, Malcolm Individual 3–73 4–81 
1560 Layden, Marcella Individual 3–73 4–81 
1561 Babcock, Maria Individual 3–73 4–81 
1562 Corriere, Marianne Individual 3–73 4–81 
1563 Feldman, Mark Individual 3–73 4–81 
1564 Maddox, Melvyn Individual 3–73 4–81 
1565 Loscaizo-Stumpf, Merry Individual 3–73 4–81 
1566 Chase, Michael Individual 3–73 4–81 
1567 MacDougall, Mike Individual 3–73 4–81 
1568 Allen, Monique Individual 3–73 4–81 
1569 Fanos, Nancy Individual 3–73 4–81 
1570 Spears, Nancy Individual 3–73 4–81 
1571 Oggiono, Nanette Individual 3–73 4–81 
1572 Masek, Norma Individual 3–73 4–81 
1573 Brawn, Pam Individual 3–73 4–81 
1574 Martinsen, Paula Individual 3–73 4–81 
1575 Joannidis, Peter Individual 3–73 4–81 
1576 C'De Baca, Phillip Individual 3–73 4–81 
1577 Pooni, Ranjit Individual 3–73 4–81 
1578 Long, Rebecca Individual 3–73 4–81 
1579 Wilkinson, Richard Individual 3–73 4–81 
1580 Blackiston, Robert Individual 3–73 4–81 
1581 Loucks, Robert Individual 3–73 4–81 
1582 Schultz, Robert Individual 3–73 4–81 
1583 Press, Roland Individual 3–73 4–81 
1584 Avila, Ron Individual 3–73 4–81 
1585 Weisz, Russell Individual 3–73 4–81 
1586 Schwartz, Sally Individual 3–73 4–81 
1587 Monterroso, Sara Individual 3–73 4–81 
1588 Wozniak, Shawn Individual 3–73 4–81 
1589 Feyne, Stephanie Individual 3–73 4–81 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−1. Index of Comment Documents by Document ID Number (continued) 
 

 3–35 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1590 Glazer, Steve Individual 3–73 4–81 
1591 McClain, Trent Individual 3–73 4–81 
1592 Boyd, Veronika Individual 3–73 4–81 
1593 Whitacre, Vickie Individual 3–73 4–81 
1594 Bonsignore, Victoria Individual 3–73 4–81 
1595 Hatch, Orrin Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 
1596 Bennett, Robert F. Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 
1597 Cannon, Chris Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 
1598 Matheson, Jim Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 
1599 Bishop, Rob Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 
1600 Rich, Diane Individual 3–71 4–71 
1601 Williams, David Deleted-Not an EIS comment 

aSignatories: Orrin G. Hatch, U.S. Senator 
 Robert F. Bennett, U.S. Senator 
 Chris Cannon, U.S. Representative 
 Jim Matheson, U.S. Representative 
 Rob Bishop, U.S. Representative 
bSignatories: Jim Matheson, U.S. Representative 
 Chris Cannon, U.S. Representative 
 Grace Napolitano, U.S. Representative 
 David Dreier, U.S. Representative 
 Lucille Roybal-Allard, U.S. Representative 
 Bob Filner, U.S. Representative 
 Shelley Berkley, U.S. Representative 
 J.D. Hayworth, U.S. Representative 
 Dennis Cardoza, U.S. Representative 
 Susan Davis, U.S. Representative 
 Mark Udall, U.S. Representative 
 Henry Waxman, U.S. Representative 
 Juanita Millender-McDonald, U.S. Representative 
 Rick Renzi, U.S. Representative 
 George Miller, U.S. Representative 
 Rob Bishop, U.S. Representative 
 Joe Baca, U.S. Representative 
 Linda Sanchez, U.S. Representative 
 Raul Grijalva, U.S. Representative 
 Jeff Flake, U.S. Representative 
 Hilda Solis, U.S. Representative 
 
 

 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–36 

Table 3–2. Index of Comment Documents by Document Author 
 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
253 A Concerned Reader Individual 3–71 4–71 
161 Aarestad, Kevin Individual 3–71 4–71 
247 Abbott, Susan Individual 3–71 4–71 
202 Acerro, Theresa Individual 3–71 4–71 

1025 Ackerman, Beverly Individual 3–72 4–79 
842 Ackerman, Frank A. Individual 3–72 4–79 

1183 Adams, Lani J. Individual 3–72 4–79 
470 Adams, Muriel Individual 3–71 4–71 
866 Adkins, Elizabeth Individual 3–72 4–79 

1220 Aguado, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
825 Aguilar, Felix Individual 3–72 4–79 
924 Aguirre, Patricia Individual 3–72 4–79 
212 Alaris Individual 3–71 4–71 
810 Albright, Evan Individual 3–72 4–79 

1372 Alexander, Bob Individual 3–71 4–71 

246 Alexander, James P. and 
Pamela G. Individual 3–71 4–71 

650 Allen, Aimee Individual 3–71 4–71 
40 Allen, Duncan Individual 3–72 4–78 

1568 Allen, Monique Individual 3–73 4–81 
709 Alsup, Adel Individual 3–71 4–71 
406 Alton, Diane Individual 3–71 4–71 

438 Ambrose, Laura, Jeff, Brett, 
and Cole Individual 3–71 4–71 

296 Ampe, Tim Individual 3–71 4–71 
961 Anderson, Clifford Individual 3–72 4–79 

1232 Anderson, Corina Individual 3–72 4–79 
778 Anderson, Ellen Individual 3–72 4–79 
320 Anderson, Jane Individual 3–71 4–71 

1036 Anderson, Jeffry Individual 3–72 4–79 
858 Anderson, Russ Individual 3–72 4–79 
611 Anderson, Wayne Individual 3–71 4–71 

1540 Andrews, Jenna Individual 3–73 4–81 
407 Andykaz Individual 3–71 4–71 
912 Anelli, Darla Individual 3–72 4–79 

71 Angel, Bradley Green Action for Health and 
Environmental Justice 3–125 4–184 

99 Angel, Bradley Green Action for Health and 
Environmental Justice 3–153 4–247 

534 Angel, Bradley Greenaction for Health & 
Environmental Justice 

3–71 4–71 

547 Angel, Bradley Green Action 3–260 4–400 
274 Angelico, Dean and Phyllis Individual 3–71 4–71 
310 Anonymous 1 Individual 3–72 4–78 
478 Anonymous 1 Feb 16 Individual 3–71 4–71 
316 Anonymous 2 Individual 3–71 4–71 
339 Anonymous 3 Individual 3–71 4–71 
342 Anonymous 4 Individual 3–71 4–71 
708 Anonymous 5 Individual 3–72 4–78 
713 Anonymous 6 Individual 3–71 4–71 
715 Anonymous 7 Individual 3–71 4–71 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−2. Index of Comment Documents by Document Author (continued) 
 

 3–37 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
716 Anonymous 8 Individual 3–71 4–71 
717 Anonymous 9 Individual 3–71 4–71 
477 Anonymous Feb 16 Individual 3–71 4–71 
447 Anonymous San Diego Individual 3–72 4–78 
500 Anthony, Linda R. Individual 3–71 4–71 
848 Apkarian, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
174 Applen, Kathleen Individual 3–71 4–71 

1353 Arikat, Amin Individual 3–72 4–79 
764 Armour, Peggy Individual 3–72 4–79 
565 Arnold, Chris Individual 3–71 4–71 
74 Atcitty, Elaine White Mesa Ute Indian Tribe 3–129 4–195 

640 Atkins, Dr. Sue Point Loma Nazarene 
University 3–71 4–71 

183 August, Gary Individual 3–71 4–71 
737 Austin, Janina Individual 3–71 4–71 

1584 Avila, Ron Individual 3–73 4–81 
1555 Aviles, Lauren & Olivia Individual 3–73 4–81 
577 Babbitt, James Individual 3–71 4–71 
580 Babcock, Arlinda & Jeffrey Individual 3–71 4–71 

1561 Babcock, Maria Individual 3–73 4–81 
69 Badback, Yolanda Individual 3–122 4–177 
48 Bailey, Carrie Individual 3–71 4–71 

865 Bailey, Ellen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1434 Bailey, Janeen and Wyane Individual 3–71 4–71 
685 Bain, Frank Individual 3–71 4–71 

1159 Bajwa, Raghbir Individual 3–72 4–79 
854 Baker, Connie Individual 3–72 4–79 
43 Baker, Pamela W. Individual 3–86 4–97 
59 Baker, Quentin Individual 3–71 4–71 

1455 Baker, Tanya Individual 3–72 4–79 
1436 Baldwin, Rob Individual 3–72 4–78 
315 Balistrary, Frank Individual 3–71 4–71 
186 Banks, Tanya Individual 3–71 4–71 
400 Bannister, Daryl Individual 3–71 4–71 
974 Banoczy, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
194 Barad, Dean Individual 3–71 4–71 
331 Barca, Ron Individual 3–71 4–71 

1354 Barile, Dominic Individual 3–72 4–79 
1085 Barker, Helen Individual 3–72 4–79 
625 Barker, James Individual 3–71 4–71 
359 Barker, John H. Individual 3–71 4–71 
746 Barker, M. J. Individual 3–71 4–71 
230 Barnard, Janet A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
790 Barnard, Michele L. Individual 3–72 4–79 

1141 Barnes, Joel Individual 3–72 4–79 
147 Barnett, Tim Individual 3–71 4–71 
424 Barton, John and Mildred Individual 3–71 4–71 

1214 Basnar, Lee Individual 3–72 4–79 
814 Bassett, Anne Individual 3–72 4–79 
145 Bassik, Ken Individual 3–71 4–71 
595 Bates, Hedda Individual 3–71 4–71 
30 Bates, Tony Individual 3–72 4–78 
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773 Bauchau, Enduit Individual 3–72 4–79 
772 Bauchau, Mijanou Individual 3–72 4–79 

1217 Bauer, Gwynne Individual 3–72 4–79 
1382 Baughman, Jamie Individual 3–73 4–81 
570 Bauman, Sarah Individual 3–71 4–71 
548 Bauman, Valeria Individual 3–71 4–71 
73 Beck, Dudley Individual 3–128 4–193 

304 Beck, Mike and Gina Individual 3–71 4–71 
1510 Beckner, Azel Individual 3–73 4–81 
450 Beeman, Daniel Individual 3–71 4–71 

1505 Beeman, Daniel Individual 3–72 4–78 
518 Belcher, Barbara Century 21 Carole Realty 3–71 4–71 
585 Belkin, Alan Individual 3–71 4–71 
840 Bell, Ray Individual 3–72 4–79 
226 Beneventi, Alan Individual 3–71 4–71 
664 Bennett, Dr. Jean Individual 3–71 4–71 
736 Bennett, James Individual 3–72 4–78 
992 Bennett, Jean Individual 3–72 4–79 
11 Bennett, Jean M. Individual 3–71 4–71 

529 Bennett, Larry E. Individual 3–71 4–71 
1596 Bennett, Robert F. Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 

60 Benson, Ashley John Burroughs School 3–71 4–71 
1319 Benson, Richard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1467 Benson, Sheila Individual 3–72 4–79 
1268 Berglas, Silvia Individual 3–72 4–79 
1489 Bergman, Barbie Individual 3–72 4–79 
801 Berliner, Diane Individual 3–72 4–79 

1179 Berman, Irwin and Lila Individual 3–72 4–79 
1180 Berman, Lila and Irv Individual 3–72 4–79 
855 Berman, Nancy Individual 3–72 4–79 

1288 Bernacchi, Carol Individual 3–72 4–79 
1381 Bernstein, Bob Individual 3–73 4–81 
1387 Bernstein, Linda Individual 3–73 4–81 
442 Berryhill, Tamarah Individual 3–71 4–71 
966 Bertetta, Thomas Individual 3–72 4–79 
18 Bickel, Bettina Individual 3–71 4–71 

694 Bifulci, Danielle Individual 3–71 4–71 
351 Binyon, Jean Sierra Club, Utah Chapter 3–207 4–338 
402 Binyon, Michael L. Individual 3–71 4–71 
525 Bishop, Louise & Donn Individual 3–71 4–71 

1599 Bishop, Rob Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 
39 Black, John K. Individual 3–71 4–71 

374 Black, Steve Individual 3–72 4–78 
1537 Blackiston, Janeanne Individual 3–73 4–81 
1580 Blackiston, Robert Individual 3–73 4–81 
1243 Blackwell, Randi Individual 3–72 4–79 
753 Blair, Patricia Individual 3–71 4–71 

1132 Blalack, Russell Individual 3–72 4–79 
691 Bleakley, Caroline Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
87 Bliss, Eleanor Grand Canyon Trust 3–145 4–224 
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19 Blue, Jenny Individual 3–71 4–71 

1559 Blue, Malcolm Individual 3–73 4–81 
388 Blume, Donald Individual 3–71 4–71 
85 Bodner, David Individual 3–143 4–220 
50 Bodner, David W. Individual 3–71 4–71 

1018 Boer, Evert Individual 3–72 4–79 
1495 Bogear, Lee A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
121 Boling, William C. Individual 3–71 4–71 
267 Boling, William C.  Deleted-Duplicate of Document #121 

1077 Bolt, Patricia Individual 3–72 4–79 
182 Bolton, Barbara Individual 3–71 4–71 

1519 Bonk, Dale Individual 3–73 4–81 
1594 Bonsignore, Victoria Individual 3–73 4–81 
1063 Bookidis, Paul Individual 3–72 4–79 
1098 Booth, Howard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1012 Bordenave, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
484 Bose, Norman Individual 3–71 4–71 

1370 Bostic, Wayne Individual 3–71 4–71 
918 Bousseau, M. Individual 3–72 4–79 
399 Bowden, Karen Individual 3–71 4–71 
178 Bowers, Bruce and Ruth Individual 3–71 4–71 
622 Bowles, Philip Individual 3–71 4–71 
615 Bowles, Sharon Individual 3–71 4–71 
920 Bowman, Margaret Individual 3–72 4–79 
905 Bowman, Nan Singh Individual 3–72 4–79 
32 Boyd, Dunston F. Individual 3–72 4–78 

1592 Boyd, Veronika Individual 3–73 4–81 
275 Bracey, Michael Individual 3–71 4–71 
44 Bradford, Cleal Individual 3–72 4–77 

1298 Brandon, Victoria Individual 3–72 4–79 
348 Brant, Richard H. Individual 3–71 4–71 
308 Brasow, Carl Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
561 Braun, Joseph Individual 3–71 4–71 

1573 Brawn, Pam Individual 3–73 4–81 
1428 Bray, Emily Individual 3–71 4–71 
1163 Breiding, Joan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1379 Breiding, Joan Individual 3–73 4–81 
233 Breisch, Susan Individual 3–71 4–71 

1109 Bremner, Marlene Individual 3–72 4–79 
517 Breneman Jr., Tom Individual 3–71 4–71 

1013 Brennan, Matt Individual 3–72 4–79 
916 Bretz, William Individual 3–72 4–79 

1405 Brian, Danielle Project on Government 
Oversight 3–492 4–764 

978 Bright, Jeff Individual 3–72 4–79 
507 Brinn, Charlene Individual 3–71 4–71 
935 Brittenbach, Dennis Individual 3–72 4–79 

1233 Brook, Dan Dept of Soc 3–72 4–79 
995 Brost, Hety Individual 3–72 4–79 
115 Broughton, B.A. Individual 3–72 4–78 

1307 Brown, Brenda Individual 3–72 4–79 
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550 Brown, Frederick Individual 3–71 4–71 
141 Brown, Joel Individual 3–71 4–71 

1477 Brown, Keri Individual 3–72 4–79 
997 Brown, Kimberley Individual 3–72 4–79 
256 Brown, Lynn Individual 3–71 4–71 

1169 Brown, Myrna Individual 3–72 4–79 
229 Brown, Phyllis Individual 3–71 4–71 
915 Brown, Ronald Individual 3–72 4–79 
473 Brown, Virginia Individual 3–71 4–71 
554 Browne, Robert Individual 3–71 4–71 

1135 Brownrigg, Sarah Individual 3–72 4–79 
475 Bruckell, Cindy Individual 3–71 4–71 
806 Bruner, Scott M. Individual 3–72 4–79 
696 Bruno, Jeanne-Marie Park Water Company 3–426 4–675 

1015 Brush, Debbie Individual 3–72 4–79 
883 Bryan, D. Individual 3–72 4–79 
563 Bryant, Gary Individual 3–71 4–71 

1269 Bryant, Richard Individual 3–72 4–79 
982 Brzeczek, Amy Individual 3–72 4–79 
999 Buech, Heidi Individual 3–72 4–79 

1129 Bunch, Christopher Individual 3–72 4–79 
1386 Burbridge, Scott Individual 3–73 4–81 
1296 Burger, Bitsa Individual 3–72 4–79 
1380 Burger, Bitsa Individual 3–73 4–81 
1332 Burgett, Jessica Individual 3–72 4–79 
1215 Burian-Mohr, Eleanor Individual 3–72 4–79 
747 Burke, Mack Individual 3–71 4–71 
481 Burnett, Jake Individual 3–71 4–71 

1384 Burton, G. Individual 3–73 4–81 
224 Buser, John Paul Individual 3–71 4–71 

1497 Bushnell, Martha Individual 3–72 4–79 
1310 Buss, Jennie Individual 3–72 4–79 
890 Busse, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
392 Butterfield, Jean and Michael Individual 3–71 4–71 

1448 C., J.A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
741 Cafry, John Individual 3–71 4–71 

1341 Cahill, Tom Individual 3–72 4–79 
908 Caico, Anthony Individual 3–72 4–79 

1447 Call, Russ Individual 3–71 4–71 
262 Calvano, Rita Individual 3–71 4–71 

1087 Campbell, Amy Individual 3–72 4–79 
96 Campbell, Jack Individual 3–151 4–241 

1597 Cannon, Chris Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 
614 Cantrell, Chase Individual 3–71 4–71 
692 Capano, Sandra and Richard Individual 3–71 4–71 

5 Cardella, Sylvia Individual 3–71 4–71 
270 Carey, Shreya Individual 3–71 4–71 

1115 Carlson, Cathleen A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
95 Carlson, Jim Individual 3–150 4–240 

597 Carlson, Jim Individual 3–71 4–71 
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215 Carlson, Vanessa Individual 3–71 4–71 
560 Carlson, Virginia Individual 3–359 4–541 

1230 Carmichael, Jan Individual 3–72 4–79 
794 Carr, Donna Individual 3–72 4–79 
959 Carr, Gaile & Bob Individual 3–72 4–79 

1186 Carren, Claire Individual 3–72 4–79 
1191 Carr-Fingerle, Joelyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
263 Carter, Brady Individual 3–71 4–71 
516 Case, Patricia Individual 3–71 4–71 
139 Castillo, Debbie Individual 3–71 4–71 

1418 Castlevega Individual 3–71 4–71 
1031 Caton, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
986 Cavallo, Sharon Individual 3–72 4–79 
589 Cavendish, Abbey Individual 3–71 4–71 

1576 C'De Baca, Phillip Individual 3–73 4–81 
719 Celine, Audrey Individual 3–71 4–71 
723 Celine, Sherry Individual 3–71 4–71 

1348 Cerello, Robert M Individual 3–72 4–79 
703 Chalmers, Diana Individual 3–71 4–71 
688 Chambliss, Jessie B. Deleted-Not an EIS comment 

1020 Chan, Kai Individual 3–72 4–79 
681 Chan, Victor Individual 3–71 4–71 

1160 Chase, Lisa Individual 3–72 4–79 
1394 Chase, Maureen Individual 3–73 4–81 
1566 Chase, Michael Individual 3–73 4–81 
188 Chavarria, Al Individual 3–71 4–71 
958 Chavez, Kerry Individual 3–72 4–79 
732 Chen, Jay Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
363 Cherry Individual 3–71 4–71 
305 Chipman, Cheryl Individual 3–71 4–71 
366 Choi, Joseph Individual 3–72 4–78 
430 Chorpenning, Patrick Individual 3–71 4–71 

58 Christie, Richard Lance Association for the Tree of 
Life 3–99 4–122 

1352 Cirina, Cathy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1144 Clark, Brad Individual 3–72 4–79 
117 Clark, David P. Individual 3–71 4–71 

1236 Clark, Dustin Individual 3–72 4–79 
1255 Clark, Dustin Deleted-Duplicate of Document #1236 
812 Clark, Frances Individual 3–72 4–79 
673 Clark, Monette Individual 3–415 4–655 
818 Clark, Pamela Individual 3–72 4–79 
947 Claudio, Hereen Individual 3–72 4–79 
28 Cloud, Neil B. Southern Ute Indian Tribe 3–78 4–87 

1171 Cobb, Dean Individual 3–72 4–79 
830 Coburn, Bruce Individual 3–72 4–79 
660 Coffey, Chris Individual 3–71 4–71 
333 Cohee, Terry Individual 3–71 4–71 
725 Cohen, Connie Individual 3–71 4–71 
324 Coleman, Stacy Individual 3–71 4–71 

1249 Collins, Brian Individual 3–72 4–79 
1016 Collins, Sandra Individual 3–72 4–79 
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1373 Colosimo, Joe Individual 3–72 4–78 
911 Confectioner, Vira Individual 3–72 4–79 

119 Congressional Delegation of 
Utaha 

U.S. Senators and 
Representatives 3–174 4–283 

508 Conklin, Diane Individual 3–71 4–71 
242 Conklin, Sara Individual 3–71 4–71 
245 Conner, Carolyn Individual 3–71 4–71 

1325 Conroy, Thomas Individual 3–72 4–79 
250 Cooke, Sarah Individual 3–71 4–71 
910 Cooney, Erin Individual 3–72 4–79 

1389 Copeland, Lisa Individual 3–73 4–81 
722 Coram, Betty Individual 3–71 4–71 
179 Corrales, Max Individual 3–71 4–71 

1562 Corriere, Marianne Individual 3–73 4–81 
506 Corson, Katherine E. Individual 3–71 4–71 
482 Cosmeadodge, Katherine Individual 3–71 4–71 

1524 Costa, Demelza Individual 3–73 4–81 
1506 Costa, Eileen Individual 3–71 4–71 
1421 Cowie, Laura Individual 3–71 4–71 
111 Cozzens, Dave Individual 3–166 4–274 
923 Cramer, Mary Ann Individual 3–72 4–79 

628 Cranmer, Jana Point Loma Nazarene 
University 

3–71 4–71 

1061 Crews, Amy Individual 3–72 4–79 
551 Crick, Tim & Victoria Individual 3–71 4–71 
600 Cross, Dale Individual 3–71 4–71 
494 Cross, Janice Individual 3–71 4–71 

1131 Crowell, Sam Individual 3–72 4–79 
991 Crowley, Lawrence Individual 3–72 4–79 
571 Crysdale, Bonnie Individual 3–71 4–71 

693 Csanadi, William C. and 
Beata M. Individual 3–71 4–71 

714 Cuba, Bernice Individual 3–71 4–71 
1528 Cubero, Edward Individual 3–73 4–81 
1224 Cuddeback, Ken Individual 3–72 4–79 
290 Cuidera, Charles Individual 3–71 4–71 

1237 Cupp, Jonathan Individual 3–72 4–79 
435 Curley, Patricia L. Individual 3–72 4–78 
789 Curnow, Connie Individual 3–72 4–79 
248 Curtis, Cheryl Individual 3–71 4–71 
522 Dahl, Teresa & Marvin Individual 3–71 4–71 
279 Dailey-White, Laurel Individual 3–71 4–71 
957 Dameron, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
987 Daniels, Patricia Individual 3–72 4–79 
25 Darke, John Individual 3–74 4–83 
26 Darke, John Individual 3–75 4–84 
27 Darke, John Individual 3−77 4–86 
37 Darke, John Individual 3–84 4–94 
38 Darke, John Deleted-Duplicate of Document #37 
42 Darke, John Individual 3–85 4–95 

110 Darke, John Individual 3–164 4–270 
307 Darke, John Individual 3–192 4–312 
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1430 Darke, John Individual 3–494 4–766 
1093 DaSilva, Ena Individual 3–72 4–79 
1518 Daughterty, Crystal Individual 3–73 4–81 

1368 Davenport, James H. Colorado River Commission 
of Nevada 3–468 4–736 

269 David Individual 3–186 4–302 
61 Davidson, Dale Individual 3–71 4–71 

1152 Davidson, Jon Individual 3–72 4–79 
564 Davis, Donna Individual 3–71 4–71 
646 Davis, Jesse Individual 3–71 4–71 
192 Davis, Paul Individual 3–71 4–71 
925 Day-Evers, Julianne Individual 3–72 4–79 

1107 de Greiff, Juan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1530 De La Ossa, Farid Individual 3–73 4–81 
828 De Morelli, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
593 Deanna Mesa Verde Middle School 3–71 4–71 

1252 DeBo/Stauffer, Melanie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1182 Declario, A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
985 Dee, Diana Individual 3–72 4–79 

1059 Delker, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
1196 Dennis, Larry Individual 3–72 4–79 
1461 Denny, Rachael Individual 3–72 4–79 
1541 Derzon, Jim Individual 3–73 4–81 
596 Desai, Kinjal Individual 3–71 4–71 

1462 Deutsch, Eileen Individual 3–72 4–79 
546 Dhsurf Individual 3–71 4–71 

1271 Dicamillo, Jessica Individual 3–72 4–79 
455 Dickerman, Karen Individual 3–71 4–71 
265 Diehl, Linda Provence Individual 3–71 4–71 

1192 Diehl, Marina Individual 3–72 4–79 
1419 Diener, Evelyn Individual 3–71 4–71 
1041 Dillon, Deb Individual 3–72 4–79 
1406 Dobyns, Mary Individual 3–71 4–71 

47 Dohrenwend, John C. Individual 3–96 4–115 
429 Dohrenwend, John C. University of Arizona 3–219 4–360 

1331 Donatoni, Matthew Individual 3–72 4–79 
1096 Doob, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
695 Doran, Liza Individual 3–71 4–71 
552 Dotson, Virgina Individual 3–71 4–71 
370 Doty, Taylor Individual 3–71 4–71 
931 Dougherty, Mona Individual 3–72 4–79 
819 Dowling, Anna Individual 3–72 4–79 

1267 Drake, Cindi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1225 Drake, Mercy Individual 3–72 4–79 
422 Dreifuss, Jeanine Shiley Center for Orthopaedic 3–71 4–71 
295 Driban, Glenn Individual 3–71 4–71 
601 Drogin, Alice Individual 3–71 4–71 
749 Drogin, Ken Individual 3–71 4–71 
252 Du, Lisa Individual 3–72 4–78 
510 DuBois, William Individual 3–71 4–71 

1177 Dudrick, Roseann Individual 3–72 4–79 
249 Duffy, Lorrain Individual 3–71 4–71 
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782 Dukes, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
750 Duncan, Michael Individual 3–71 4–71 

1521 Dunkleberger, David Individual 3–73 4–81 
154 Dunn, Barbara Individual 3–71 4–71 

1229 Dunn, Eddy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1527 Dunn, Eddy Individual 3–73 4–81 
241 Dunn, Louis Individual 3–71 4–71 
946 Dunn, Sheryl Individual 3–72 4–79 

1102 DuPont, Collette Individual 3–72 4–79 
1157 Dupre, Christine Individual 3–72 4–79 
655 dwhittemore Individual 3–72 4–78 

1465 Dye, Claire Individual 3–72 4–79 
1280 Dzienius, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1501 Eddy, Jr., Daniel Colorado River Indian Tribes 3–496 4–769 
998 Edmonson, Scott Individual 3–72 4–79 
594 Edwards, David & Linda Individual 3–72 4–78 

1545 Edwards, Judi Individual 3–73 4–81 
569 Eininger, Sue Individual 3–71 4–71 

1414 Elliott, Rob Arizona Raft Adventures, Inc. 3–72 4–78 
1244 Ellis, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
1199 Embrey, Stephanie Individual 3–72 4–79 
476 Emerine, Connie Individual 3–71 4–71 
843 Emery, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 

1487 Enders, Todd Individual 3–72 4–79 
979 Enevoldsen, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
774 English, Rebecca Individual 3–72 4–79 

1064 Erickson, Karen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1315 Esmond, Scott Individual 3–72 4–79 
332 Espanol, Joseph Individual 3–71 4–71 

1469 Estes, Douglas Individual 3–72 4–79 
1056 Evans, Dinda Individual 3–72 4–79 
1446 Evans, Laura Individual 3–71 4–71 
1240 Evans, Lauren Individual 3–72 4–79 
1050 Evans, Michael W. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1340 Evans, Nancy Individual 3–72 4–79 
728 Everist, David Individual 3–71 4–71 

1222 Ewing, Tracy Individual 3–72 4–79 
146 Fahey, Janice Individual 3–71 4–71 

1234 Fahlberg, Maureen Individual 3–72 4–79 
929 Faich, Ron Individual 3–72 4–79 
337 Falor, Beverly Individual 3–71 4–71 
185 Fanestil, Darrell D. Individual 3–71 4–71 

1569 Fanos, Nancy Individual 3–73 4–81 
1376 Farhana Individual 3–71 4–71 
587 Farrari, Kimberly Individual 3–71 4–71 

1460 Faulk, Janeen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1153 Fayman, Bruce Individual 3–72 4–79 
1385 Fedorchuk, Justina Individual 3–73 4–81 
1026 Feijo, Babi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1200 Fein, M D Individual 3–72 4–79 
1396 Feinstein, Dianne U.S. Senate 3–471 4–739 
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977 Feldman, Mark Individual 3–72 4–79 

1563 Feldman, Mark Individual 3–73 4–81 
1008 Ferguson, Tom Individual 3–72 4–79 
575 Ferrell, Jean N. N. Jaeschke, Inc. 3–71 4–71 

1359 Ferullo, Michael Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
901 Feuer, Heather Individual 3–72 4–79 

1589 Feyne, Stephanie Individual 3–73 4–81 
1228 Fielder, Lynn Individual 3–72 4–79 

72 Fields, Sarah Individual 3–127 4–189 
79 Fields, Sarah Sierra Club 3–135 4–205 
81 Fields, Sarah Sierra Club 3–137 4–208 

103 Fields, Sarah Sierra Club 3–157 4–256 
706 Fields, Sarah M. Glen Canyon Group 3–434 4–691 
707 Fields, Sarah M. Individual 3–466 4–733 

1404 Fields, Sarah M. Individual 3–482 4–746 
254 Fink, Keith University of San Diego 3–71 4–71 

1337 Firshein, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
1123 Fischer, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
200 Fisher, Steve and Amanda Individual 3–71 4–71 
260 Fishman, Barbara Individual 3–71 4–71 
93 Fitzburgh, Mary Beth Individual 3–149 4–235 

346 Fliegel, Myron U.S. Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission 3–201 4–329 

469 Foletta, Lorel Individual 3–72 4–78 
996 Follingstad, Gretel Individual 3–72 4–79 

1089 Folsom, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
573 Fong, P.E., Leighton Glendale Water & Power 3–374 4–569 

1065 Foss, Janice Individual 3–72 4–79 
1538 Foss, Janice Individual 3–73 4–81 
718 Foster, Anthony Individual 3–71 4–71 
972 France, Catherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
969 Frank, Lee Individual 3–72 4–79 
113 Frazier, Ana Marie Diné CARE 3–168 4–278 
887 Frazier, Anne Individual 3–72 4–79 

1415 Fred Individual 3–71 4–71 
282 Frederick, Cari Individual 3–71 4–71 
731 Freed, Doris Individual 3–71 4–71 
784 Freel, Elizabeth Sloan Individual 3–72 4–79 
135 Frias, Ralph A. Individual 3–71 4–71 

1311 Fritzler, Cyndi Individual 3–72 4–79 
762 Fugit, Victoria Individual 3–71 4–71 

1480 Fuller, Michelle Individual 3–72 4–79 
1024 Futral, Joel Individual 3–72 4–79 
777 G.H., Sara Individual 3–72 4–79 
221 Gabor, Peter A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
832 Gaede, Marnie Individual 3–72 4–79 

1069 Gagomiros, Keith Individual 3–72 4–79 
382 Galassini, Dina Individual 3–71 4–71 
833 Gale, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
853 Galello, Pat Individual 3–72 4–79 
198 Gallagher, Bruce Individual 3–71 4–71 

1338 Galloway, Jeanette Individual 3–72 4–79 
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1420 Games, John Individual 3–72 4–78 
206 Gandenberger, Daniel Individual 3–71 4–71 

1092 Ganz, Shiela Individual 3–72 4–79 
813 Garcia, Jeffery A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
950 Gardiner, Shayna Individual 3–72 4–79 

1550 Gardner, Katherine Individual 3–73 4–81 
303 Garity, Tom Individual 3–71 4–71 

1146 Garland, Wayne Individual 3–72 4–79 
237 Garmen, Jon Individual 3–71 4–71 
845 Garrett, Katherine Individual 3–72 4–79 

1464 Garvin, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
637 Gates, Jamie Individual 3–71 4–71 

1263 Gauthier-Campbell, Catherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
51 Geiger, John Individual 3–71 4–71 

1336 Gerety, Sheryl Lynn Individual 3–72 4–79 
627 Giannini, James Individual 3–71 4–71 
967 Gibson, Jim Individual 3–72 4–79 
661 Giffin, Patty Individual 3–71 4–71 

1299 Gilland, James Individual 3–72 4–79 
2 Gilmour, Kenneth John Individual 3–71 4–71 

799 Glazer, Steve Individual 3–72 4–79 
1590 Glazer, Steve Individual 3–73 4–81 
592 Gleason, Bill & Donna Individual 3–71 4–71 
524 Gleason, Vern & Lois Individual 3–71 4–71 
576 Goddard, Monica Individual 3–71 4–71 
663 Goddard, Terry Office of the Attorney General 3–412 4–650 
599 Goegel, Moira Individual 3–71 4–71 
882 Goggins, Alan Individual 3–72 4–79 

1297 Goitein, Ernest Individual 3–72 4–79 
656 Goldman, Richard Individual 3–71 4–71 
588 Goldstein, Candace Individual 3–71 4–71 
849 Goldstein, Judith Individual 3–72 4–79 
318 Gomez, David Individual 3–72 4–78 
988 Gonzalez, Autumn Individual 3–72 4–79 

1362 Gonzalez, Michael BA, BS, 
MBA, JD  UC San Diego 3–71 4–71 

1407 Goodlove, Glenn Individual 3–71 4–71 
77 Goodman, Margaret Individual 3–132 4–200 

157 Gore, Douglas Individual 3–71 4–71 
1432 Gosnell, James Individual 3–495 4–767 
1454 Graham, Ariel Individual 3–72 4–79 
108 Graham, Audrey Individual 3–163 4–267 
940 Graham, Kimberley Individual 3–72 4–79 
394 Grancell, Alvin Individual 3–72 4–78 
802 Granich, Sandra Individual 3–72 4–79 
590 Grantham, Jerald Individual 3–71 4–71 

1488 Greene, Jack Individual 3–72 4–79 
994 Greenman, Jessea Individual 3–72 4–79 
204 Greenspan, Julie Individual 3–71 4–71 
889 Greeson, Kathryn Individual 3–72 4–79 
647 Gregg, Julie Individual 3–71 4–71 
257 Gregory, Carrie Individual 3–71 4–71 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−2. Index of Comment Documents by Document Author (continued) 
 

 3–47 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 

667 Gregory, Jeannie San Diego Natural History 
Museum 3–71 4–71 

1476 Greiner, Tony Individual 3–72 4–79 
903 Griest, Fred Individual 3–72 4–79 
769 Griffith, Dian Individual 3–72 4–79 
926 Griffithq, Dian Individual 3–72 4–79 

658 Groenewold, Jason Healthy Environment Alliance 
of Utah 3–71 4–71 

1463 Groome, Malcolm Individual 3–72 4–79 
312 Gross, Bonnie Individual 3–71 4–71 

1211 Grossman, Paul B Individual 3–72 4–79 
259 Groth, Heidi Individual 3–71 4–71 

1383 Gustus, Robin Individual 3–73 4–81 
97 Hackley, Pam Individual 3–151 4–242 

345 Hackley, Pam Individual 3–196 4–316 
619 Hagen, Melena Individual 3–71 4–71 

1312 Hahler, Pamela Individual 3–72 4–79 
844 Hahn, Dr. Dee Individual 3–72 4–79 
223 Haley, Luckie Individual 3–71 4–71 
894 Hall, Brook & Linda Individual 3–72 4–79 

1037 Hall, Sarah Jane Individual 3–72 4–79 
1227 Hamel, Bob Individual 3–72 4–79 

90 Hancock, Karla Individual 3–147 4–230 
1456 Hanks, Kim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1110 Hanley, Jim Individual 3–72 4–79 
152 Hansen, Laurel Individual 3–71 4–71 

1554 Hanson, Kristin Individual 3–73 4–81 
724 Hao, Chong Individual 3–71 4–71 

1508 Harlib, Amy Individual 3–73 4–81 

1500 Harper, David Mohave Cultural Preservation 
Program 3–71 4–71 

1277 Harper, Laura Individual 3–72 4–79 
954 Harper, Mark Individual 3–72 4–79 

1082 Harrington, Chris Individual 3–72 4–79 
379 Harrington, John Individual 3–71 4–71 
52 Harrington, Susie Individual 3–71 4–71 

907 Harris, Kelly Individual 3–72 4–79 
94 Harrison, Bruce Individual 3–149 4–236 

933 Harrod, Katherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
937 Harrour, Linda Individual 3–72 4–79 

1022 Harte, Mary Ellen Individual 3–72 4–79 
616 Hartge, Torie Individual 3–71 4–71 
556 Hartsfield, Sam Port of Portland 3–312 4–457 

1374 Hartung, Doug Individual 3–71 4–71 
687 Harvey, Sally Individual 3–71 4–71 
391 Haselfeld, Dianne Individual 3–71 4–71 

8 Hastings, Nora Lee Individual 3–71 4–71 
1595 Hatch, Orrin Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 

17 Haugen, Bob Individual 3–71 4–71 
1148 Havens, Craig Individual 3–72 4–79 

180 Hawk, Tim, Michal, and 
Pauline Individual 3–71 4–71 
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231 Hayes, Jenna Individual 3–71 4–71 

1239 Hayes, Sara Individual 3–72 4–79 
201 Hayutin, Joyce Individual 3–71 4–71 
49 Hazen, Gary Individual 3–71 4–71 
88 Hazen, Gary Individual 3–146 4–228 

893 Healy, Leah Individual 3–72 4–79 
65 Heart, Manuel Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 3–116 4–163 

100 Hedden, Bill Grand Canyon Trust 3–154 4–250 
353 Hedden, Bill Deleted-Replaced by Document #555 
555 Hedden, Bill Grand Canyon Trust 3–295 4–426 

1403 Hedden, Bill Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
1490 Heilpern, Slim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1293 Heinold, Christian Individual 3–72 4–79 
962 Heinrichsdorff, G. Individual 3–72 4–79 

1264 Heintzelman, Chris Individual 3–72 4–79 
220 Hemlock, Thomas Individual 3–71 4–71 

1356 Hempel, Marilyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1178 Henderson, Sharrie Individual 3–72 4–79 
255 Hendricks, Bonnie EDAW, Inc. 3–71 4–71 

1416 Henry, Will Point Loma Nazarene 
University 3–71 4–71 

875 Henze, Christine Individual 3–72 4–79 
938 Herman, Kathy Individual 3–72 4–79 
261 Hernandez, Greg and Lorie Individual 3–71 4–71 
169 Hernandez, Julie Individual 3–71 4–71 

1552 Herren, Ken Individual 3–73 4–81 
155 Herriman, Wesley and Carol Individual 3–71 4–71 
380 Herron, Rex Individual 3–71 4–71 
319 Hess, Carlene Individual 3–71 4–71 
686 Hess, John Individual 3–71 4–71 
347 Hess, John R. Individual 3–71 4–71 

1046 Hetherington, Lance Individual 3–72 4–79 
1218 Hicks, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
292 Higgins, Catherine A. Individual 3–71 4–71 
123 Hill, Lu-Gray Individual 3–71 4–71 
238 Hill, Robert D. Individual 3–71 4–71 
175 Hilliard, Lucy Bastida Individual 3–71 4–71 
116 Hinds, Don Individual 3–71 4–71 

1425 Hobbs, Terri Individual 3–71 4–71 
1410 Hobza, Tony Individual 3–71 4–71 
670 Hodge, Gordon Individual 3–71 4–71 
808 Hoffman, Wendy Individual 3–72 4–79 
441 Holenstein, Christian Individual 3–71 4–71 
326 Holgate, Frank Individual 3–71 4–71 
973 Holland, Patrick W. Individual 3–72 4–79 

1492 Hollister, Richard Individual 3–72 4–79 
1412 Holmes, Jennifer Individual 3–71 4–71 
222 Holmes, Linda Individual 3–71 4–71 
786 Holmes, Ronald Individual 3–72 4–79 
464 Honecker, Carl Individual 3–71 4–71 
335 Honneker, Mary Individual 3–71 4–71 
652 Horak, Benjamin Individual 3–71 4–71 
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1314 Hotchkiss, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
745 Hotchkiss, Lita Individual 3–72 4–78 

1304 Houghton, Jack Individual 3–72 4–79 
735 Houston, Gail Individual 3–71 4–71 

1391 Howell, Jr., Ruben J. Individual 3–73 4–81 
1302 Hoxeng, Jessica Individual 3–72 4–79 
779 Hoyt, Jennifer Individual 3–72 4–79 
754 Huckaby, Marlene Individual 3–71 4–71 
311 Hudack, Linda Individual 3–71 4–71 

1097 Hudgins, William G. Individual 3–72 4–79 
1261 Hudson, Joan Individual 3–72 4–79 
530 Hughes, Billie Lois Individual 3–71 4–71 
759 Hughes, Sandy & Harold Individual 3–71 4–71 

1378 Hughes, Shannon Individual 3–73 4–81 
203 Hughes, Tom and Lois Individual 3–71 4–71 

1060 Hung, Eumy Individual 3–72 4–79 
448 Hunnington, Arthur Individual 3–71 4–71 

1369 Hunter, Duncan Deleted-Not an EIS comment 
344 Huntsman, Jr. Jon M. State of Utah 3–194 4-313 

1411 Hurd, Thomas Individual 3–72 4–78 
360 Hurley, Mike and Barbara Individual 3–71 4–71 
280 Hurley, Tamara Individual 3–71 4–71 

1154 Huser, Verne Individual 3–72 4–79 
1221 Huupponen, Tristen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1433 Inaba, Nancy Individual 3–71 4–71 
572 Indergard, RG Lantz M. Individual 3–369 4–565 
869 Indermuehle, Timothy Individual 3–72 4–79 
91 Inskip, Eleanor Individual 3–147 4–231 

404 Inskip, Eleanor Individual 3–71 4–71 

624 Irwin, Constance Point Loma Nazarene 
University 

3–71 4–71 

1125 Irwin, Craig Individual 3–72 4–79 
276 Irwin, Keith G. Individual 3–71 4–71 

1366 Isensee, Chris Individual 3–72 4–79 
1073 Ives, Brandon Individual 3–72 4–79 
532 Jackson, Henry & Jane Individual 3–71 4–71 
635 Jafry, Patricia Individual 3–71 4–71 
519 James, Gordon Individual 3–72 4–78 
365 James, Todd M. Individual 3–72 4–78 
874 Januzelli, David Individual 3–72 4–79 

1027 Jelinek, Alex Individual 3–72 4–79 
1161 Jempel, Marilyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
914 Jenkins, Basil Individual 3–72 4–79 

1511 Jenkins, Basil Individual 3–73 4–81 
964 Jenkins, Jon Individual 3–72 4–79 
462 Jenkins, Sharon Individual 3–71 4–71 

1111 Jenvey, Lottie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1558 Jenvey, Lottie Individual 3–73 4–81 
425 Jett, Lynne Individual 3–71 4–71 

1575 Joannidis, Peter Individual 3–73 4–81 
740 John Individual 3–71 4–71 
35 Johnson, Brenda Deleted-Withdrawn by the U.S. Department of the Interior 
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822 Johnson, Emily Individual 3–72 4–79 
300 Johnson, Ferd Individual 3–71 4–71 

1038 Johnson, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
1317 Johnson, Kim Individual 3–72 4–79 
1321 Johnson, Kim Deleted-Duplicate of Document #1317 
623 Johnston, Ashley Individual 3–71 4–71 

1136 Johnston, Bob Individual 3–72 4–79 
1095 Jones, Allan B. Individual 3–72 4–79 

23 Jones, Ed.D., Robert A. The Empty Bell 3–71 4–71 
677 Jones, Kalen Individual 3–71 4–71 
217 Jones, Laverne and R.W. Individual 3–71 4–71 
128 Jones, Patricia Individual 3–71 4–71 

1150 Jones, Penni Individual 3–72 4–79 
1536 Jorgensen, James Individual 3–73 4–81 
512 Josepho, Mary Individual 3–71 4–71 
423 Jouflas, Sandy Hughes Individual 3–71 4–71 

1450 Joyal, Lou Ann Individual 3–72 4–79 
1503 Juan-Sanders, Vivian Inter Tribal Council of Arizona 3–498 4–770 
126 Juenger, Kate Individual 3–71 4–71 
520 Julian, Christian Individual 3–71 4–71 

1442 Juskalian, Lee Individual 3–71 4–71 
1251 Kaczmarek, Periel Individual 3–72 4–79 
939 Kaehn, Max Individual 3–72 4–79 
543 Kain, Karen Individual 3–71 4–71 
433 Kain, Nancy Individual 3–235 4–361 

1055 Kaku, Agness Individual 3–72 4–79 
669 Kamala, Laura Grand Canyon Trust 3–413 4–652 

1364 Kambak, Jackie Individual 3–72 4–78 
1413 Kantola, Angela T. Individual 3–71 4–71 
414 Kanwischer, Kari Individual 3–71 4–71 
864 Kaplan, Morris Individual 3–72 4–79 
758 Karcher, Samuel Individual 3–71 4–71 

1212 Karsh, Lynn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1289 Kay, Joni Individual 3–72 4–79 
1188 Kearns, D Individual 3–72 4–79 
605 Keating, Riley Individual 3–71 4–71 

1444 Keck, Marcella L. Individual 3–71 4–71 
1155 Keefer, Nina Individual 3–72 4–79 
598 Keeler, Bruce Red River Canoe Company 3–402 4–633 
945 Keeney, Sharon Individual 3–72 4–79 
313 Keiler, Randy Individual 3–71 4–71 
338 Keliher, Pat Individual 3–71 4–71 

1043 Kelly, Alice Individual 3–72 4–79 
1335 Kemmerer, Carol Individual 3–72 4–79 
1320 Kemmerer, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
795 Kempter, Shahido Individual 3–72 4–79 

1040 Kennedy, Bill Individual 3–72 4–79 
702 Kent, Dan Red Rocks Forest 3–71 4–71 
53 Kercheu, Rob Individual 3–71 4–71 

963 Kerr, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
243 Kerr, G.R. Individual 3–71 4–71 
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807 Key, Lonnie Individual 3–72 4–79 

1139 Key, Lynda Individual 3–72 4–79 
1126 Khalsa, Mha Atma Individual 3–72 4–79 
1164 Khan, Nezer Individual 3–72 4–79 
436 Kiffmeyer, Donald Individual 3–71 4–71 
729 King, Deanna Individual 3–71 4–71 

1266 King, Jayne L Individual 3–72 4–79 
1058 Kirby, Rya Individual 3–72 4–79 
1496 Kirschbaum, Norton and Sara Individual 3–72 4–79 
1084 Kirschling, Karen Individual 3–72 4–79 
606 Kirtley, Dennie Individual 3–71 4–71 

1468 Kitchin, Millie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1140 Kite, Karen Individual 3–72 4–79 
1475 Kjonaas, Raechel Individual 3–72 4–79 
369 Klein, Chris Individual 3–71 4–71 

1198 Kleinert, Julie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1053 Kline, Laree Individual 3–72 4–79 
917 Klohr, Antonia Individual 3–72 4–79 

1270 Kluscor, Carmen Individual 3–72 4–79 
67 Knight, Carl Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 3–119 4–171 
66 Knight, Terry Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 3–118 4–167 

251 Knighton, Jesse and Jane Individual 3–71 4–71 
1443 Koda, Dennis Individual 3–71 4–71 
1273 Kollmeyer, Charlotte Individual 3–72 4–79 
836 Koo, Rebecca Individual 3–72 4–79 
523 Kosek, Shirley Individual 3–71 4–71 
826 Kosmicki, Teresa Individual 3–72 4–79 
13 Kranz, Roy Individual 3–71 4–71 

1525 Kroth, Denise Individual 3–73 4–81 
167 Kuhlman, David B. Individual 3–71 4–71 
862 Kurz, Robert R. Individual 3–72 4–79 
981 La Follette, Peter Individual 3–72 4–79 

1052 La Frinere, Rochelle Individual 3–72 4–79 
278 La Rosa, Frank and Evelyn Individual 3–71 4–71 
701 LaBlond, Juanita E. Individual 3–71 4–71 
208 LaFontaine, Paul M. Individual 3–71 4–71 
207 Lake, Mark Individual 3–71 4–71 
582 Lamm, Dorothy & Ken Individual 3–71 4–71 
213 Landa, Suzanne Individual 3–183 4–297 
886 Landau, D. Individual 3–72 4–79 

1190 Landin, Mireya Individual 3–72 4–79 
1470 Landis-Hanna, Amanda Individual 3–72 4–79 
1507 Landis-Hanna, Amanda Individual 3–73 4–81 
1303 Landowne, Deborah Individual 3–72 4–79 
1431 Landrum, Sheryl Individual 3–71 4–71 
1168 Langdon, Christine Individual 3–71 4–71 
148 Lanphear, Michelle Individual 3–71 4–71 

1308 Laplaca, Nancy Individual 3–72 4–79 
1029 Laporte, Ryan Individual 3–72 4–79 
1039 Lareau, Audrey Individual 3–72 4–79 
1017 Larkin, Laura Individual 3–72 4–79 
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323 Larson, Pete Individual 3–71 4–71 

1291 Latham, Zach Individual 3–72 4–79 
1282 Lauder, Leona L Individual 3–72 4–79 
327 Laura, Diana Individual 3–71 4–71 
870 Lawrence, Vicki Individual 3–72 4–79 

1560 Layden, Marcella Individual 3–73 4–81 
631 Lazaro, Melissa Individual 3–71 4–71 

1361 Le, Timmy Individual 3–71 4–71 
748 Leason, Mark Individual 3–71 4–71 
583 Lebkuecher, Steve Individual 3–71 4–71 

1295 Lee, Debra Individual 3–72 4–79 
1485 Leenerts, Kathleen Individual 3–72 4–79 
467 Leer, Joanne Individual 3–71 4–71 

75 Lehi, Malcom White Mesa Ute 
Administration 3–130 4–197 

1377 Leichtling, Suzanne Individual 3–73 4–81 
393 Lemen, Sherry Individual 3–72 4–78 
288 Lemons, Helene E. Individual 3–71 4–71 
536 LeMontre, Sue Individual 3–257 4–397 
440 Lenards, Steve Individual 3–72 4–78 
362 Lennon, Judy Individual 3–71 4–71 
641 Leon, Susie Individual 3–71 4–71 
258 Leonard, John P. Individual 3–72 4–78 
538 Leuk, Sue Individual 3–71 4–71 
951 Levin, Robert Individual 3–72 4–79 
970 Levy, Mark Individual 3–72 4–79 
620 Lewis, Bradley Individual 3–71 4–71 

1000 Lewis, Donna Individual 3–72 4–79 
868 Lewis, Gail Individual 3–72 4–79 
483 Lewis, Lois & Laurence Individual 3–71 4–71 
586 Lewis, Sandy & Mel Individual 3–71 4–71 
389 Lewis, Stephen and Mary Individual 3–72 4–77 
378 lhart Individual 3–215 4–353 

1081 Lien, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
24 Lien, David A. Individual 3–71 4–71 

906 Liese, Suzanne Individual 3–72 4–79 
727 Lill, Dave Individual 3–71 4–71 
439 Lilskippy Individual 3–71 4–71 
227 Lindbloom, Robert Individual 3–71 4–71 
863 Lippert, Virginia Individual 3–72 4–79 
98 Lippman, Bob Castle Valley Town Council 3–151 4–243 
46 Lippman, Robert Deleted-Duplicate of Document #136 

136 Lippman, Robert Castle Valley Town Council 3–179 4–292 
793 Lisi, Julius Individual 3–72 4–79 
474 Little, Andrea Individual 3–71 4–71 

699 Livermore, Dave and 
Bellagamba, Susan 

The Nature Conservancy 3–427 4–677 

815 Lo, Donovan Individual 3–71 4–71 
838 Loar, Carol Individual 3–72 4–79 
798 Loeff, Peter Individual 3–72 4–79 

1578 Long, Rebecca Individual 3–73 4–81 
1520 Lord, Danyel Individual 3–73 4–81 
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1565 Loscaizo-Stumpf, Merry Individual 3–73 4–81 
1581 Loucks, Robert Individual 3–73 4–81 

114 Loux, Robert Nevada Agency for Nuclear 
Projects 3–171 4–281 

501 Lovell, Cecila Individual 3–71 4–71 
104 Lowe, Janet Grand County 3–158 4–258 

153 Lowenberg, Herman and 
Grace Individual 3–71 4–71 

648 Loyko, Megan Individual 3–71 4–71 
604 Lucisano, Dominic Mesa Verde Middle School 3–71 4–71 

1365 Luckyman Individual 3–71 4–71 
165 Ludwigsndg Individual 3–71 4–71 
835 Luedecke, Alison J. Individual 3–72 4–79 
607 Lui, Samantha Individual 3–71 4–71 
881 Lyman, Anne Individual 3–72 4–79 

567 Lynch, Esq. Robert Irrigation & Electrical Districts 
Association of Arizona 

3–362 4–551 

860 Lynn, Sheree Individual 3–72 4–79 
1284 Lyon, Jay Individual 3–72 4–79 
1350 Lyon, Kelly Individual 3–72 4–79 
143 Lyons, Holly Individual 3–71 4–71 
419 M, Ana Individual 3–71 4–71 

1272 M., Lexi Individual 3–72 4–79 
922 Maccallum, Crawford Individual 3–72 4–79 

1128 Macdonald, BC Individual 3–72 4–79 
1567 MacDougall, Mike Individual 3–73 4–81 
1512 MacKer, Bonnie Individual 3–73 4–81 
1083 Maddox, Melvyn Individual 3–72 4–79 
1564 Maddox, Melvyn Individual 3–73 4–81 
537 Maia, Maia Individual 3–258 4–398 
653 Maier, Jean Individual 3–71 4–71 

1286 Mallard, Angela Individual 3–72 4–79 
1047 Malmuth, Sonja Individual 3–72 4–79 
897 Manewal, William Individual 3–72 4–79 

1137 Manning, Alexis Individual 3–72 4–79 
780 Manto, Jonathan Individual 3–72 4–79 

1544 Manto, Jonathan Individual 3–73 4–81 
395 Manzer, Anne Individual 3–72 4–78 

1143 March, Marie Individual 3–72 4–79 
733 Marillo, Eve Individual 3–71 4–71 
984 Marine, Duke Individual 3–72 4–79 
426 Marks, Chris Individual 3–71 4–71 

1165 Markus, Mary Individual 3–72 4–79 
1517 Maron, Country Individual 3–73 4–81 
1357 Marsh, Marie Individual 3–72 4–79 
513 Marshall, Jan & Jim Individual 3–71 4–71 

1557 Marshall, Lisa Individual 3–73 4–81 
797 Marshall, Sandy Individual 3–72 4–79 
272 Marshall, Victoria Individual 3–71 4–71 

1248 Marsten, Catherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
368 Martin, Andrea Individual 3–72 4–78 
668 Martin, Andrea Individual 3–71 4–71 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−2. Index of Comment Documents by Document Author (continued) 
 

 3–54 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
420 Martin, Eric Individual 3–71 4–71 
349 Martin, Lori Individual 3–71 4–71 

1574 Martinsen, Paula Individual 3–73 4–81 
1253 Marugg, Cynthia Individual 3–72 4–79 
1572 Masek, Norma Individual 3–73 4–81 
1259 Mason, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–79 
879 Masters, Athena Individual 3–72 4–79 
177 Mather, Elizabeth L. Individual 3–71 4–71 
376 Matheson, Jim Deleted, never formally submitted to DOE as a comment 

1598 Matheson, Jim Deleted−Duplicate of Document #119 
756 Mattewson, Phillip L. Individual 3–71 4–71 
636 May, Myrna Individual 3–71 4–71 
486 McCain, Suzanne Individual 3–71 4–71 
659 McCarn, Dan Individual 3–71 4–71 

1591 McClain, Trent Individual 3–73 4–81 
105 McCleary, Jeff Individual 3–159 4–260 
127 McCleary, Jeff and Wren Individual 3–177 4–286 

1193 McClintock, Catherine Individual 3–72 4–79 
770 McCloud, Russell Individual 3–72 4–79 
56 McDaniel, LaRue Individual 3–72 4–77 

317 McDaniel, Tim Individual 3–71 4–71 
898 McDermott, Ann Individual 3–72 4–79 
36 McDermott, Patrick Community of Bluff 3–83 4–92 

460 McDonough, Nora Jane Individual 3–72 4–78 
499 McDougal, Michele McDougal & Associates 3–71 4–71 
751 McDougal, Michele Individual 3–71 4–71 

1402 McDowell, Nora Fort Mojave Indian Tribe 3–71 4–71 
700 McEwen, Marjorie Larock Individual 3–71 4–71 
502 McGrath, Anne S. Individual 3–71 4–71 
284 McKay, Linda Individual 3–71 4–71 
960 McKuhen, Susan Individual 3–72 4–79 
458 MCL Studio Individual 3–71 4–71 

6 McLaughlin, Blair Individual 3–71 4–71 
805 McLaughlin, Laurie Individual 3–72 4–79 

1088 Mclean, Sarah Individual 3–72 4–79 
710 McLeod, Al Individual 3–71 4–71 

1167 McMillan, Erik Individual 3–72 4–79 
306 McNeely, Jerry Grand County Council 3–187 4–303 
689 McNeely, Jerry Grand County Council 3–421 4–667 
283 Mecke, James Individual 3–71 4–71 
367 Medina, Edgar Individual 3–71 4–71 

1344 Meierdierck, Jay Individual 3–72 4–79 
927 Melin, Ronnie Individual 3–72 4–79 
679 Melious, Rachele Individual 3–71 4–71 
490 Mello, Fran Individual 3–72 4–78 

1048 Melton, Michelle Individual 3–72 4–79 
557 Members of Congressb Congress of the United States 3–313 4–458 
645 Mentzer, Danielle Klassen Hall 3–71 4–71 
705 Mercandetti, Ann E. Smith Individual 3–71 4–71 
412 Messenger, Thomas J. Individual 3–71 4–71 
603 Metzler, Allison Individual 3–71 4–71 
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328 Mezlan, Bernice Individual 3–71 4–71 

1330 Michals, Jessica Individual 3–72 4–79 
225 Michiwiec, Sr., David F. Individual 3–71 4–71 
633 Mickle, Joanna Individual 3–71 4–71 

1213 Mierau, Gary Individual 3–72 4–79 
232 Mifflin, Robert H. Individual 3–72 4–78 
515 Millard, Charles Individual 3–249 4–384 

1542 Miller, John Davidson Individual 3–73 4–81 
1242 Miller, Lisa Individual 3–72 4–79 
1287 Miller, Nancy Individual 3–72 4–79 
872 Miller, Nathan A. Individual 3–72 4–79 
942 Miller, Paul Individual 3–72 4–79 
930 Millhollen, Candice Individual 3–72 4–79 
720 Milner, Cynthia Individual 3–71 4–71 
787 Minde, Cynthia Individual 3–72 4–79 
398 Mira, Julia Individual 3–71 4–71 

1371 Mishiwiec, Sr., David F. Individual 3–71 4–71 
1502 Mitchell, William and Leslie Individual 3–71 4–71 
416 Mnichowski, Brittany Individual 3–71 4–71 

1543 Mock, John Individual 3–73 4–81 
485 Molina, Roxanne Individual 3–71 4–71 
289 Monroe, Roby Individual 3–71 4–71 

1184 Monterroso, Sara Individual 3–72 4–79 
1587 Monterroso, Sara Individual 3–73 4–81 
578 Moody, Tom Natural Channel Design, Inc. 3–71 4–71 
432 Moore, Amanda Individual 3–71 4–71 
824 Moore, Estella Individual 3–72 4–79 
734 Moore, Evelyn Individual 3–72 4–78 

1130 Moore, Jackie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1238 Moore, Judy Individual 3–72 4–79 
776 Moore, Kristie Individual 3–72 4–79 
983 Moore, Lynne Individual 3–72 4–79 

1440 Moore, Marsha Individual 3–71 4–71 
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1399 Morgan, Edward C. Town of Carefree 3–71 4–71 
1203 Morgan, Jacob Individual 3–72 4–79 

76 Morgan, Manuel San Juan County 
Commission 3–131 4–198 

796 Morris, Ray Individual 3–72 4–79 
218 Morrow, Ivy Individual 3–71 4–71 
936 Morton, Jeffery Individual 3–72 4–79 
632 Moser, Alicia Individual 3–71 4–71 
355 Moskowitz, Grant Individual 3–71 4–71 
371 Moya, Jade Individual 3–72 4–78 
493 mtb35 Individual 3–71 4–71 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

Table 3−2. Index of Comment Documents by Document Author (continued) 
 

 3–56 

Document 
ID Number Name Agency/Organization Chapter 3 

Page 
Chapter 4 

Page 
1515 Muhs, Casey Individual 3–73 4–81 
989 Muller, Audrey Individual 3–72 4–79 

1075 Mungle, Terri Individual 3–72 4–79 
816 Munk, David Individual 3–72 4–79 
20 Munroe, Rich Individual 3–71 4–71 

621 Murahovscaia, Nadejda Point Loma Nazarene 
University 

3–71 4–71 

372 Murico, Donna Individual 3–71 4–71 
244 Murico, Ed Individual 3–71 4–71 

1358 Musco, Danielle Point Loma Nazarene 
University 

3–71 4–71 

1201 Nabas, Jeff Individual 3–72 4–79 
899 Nacheff, Marni Individual 3–72 4–79 

1393 Nadelman, Fred Individual 3–73 4–81 
1533 Nash, Gloria Individual 3–73 4–81 
150 Natkin, Jr., Robert E. Individual 3–71 4–71 

1106 Navarrete, Paloma Individual 3–72 4–79 
446 Nelson, Charles Individual 3–242 4–372 
350 Nelson, Karen Individual 3–71 4–71 
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558 Nielson, Dianne R. Utah Department of 
Environmental Quality 3–316 4–461 

1226 Noah, Ian Individual 3–72 4–79 
880 Nolte, Linda PhD,  Individual 3–72 4–79 
134 Noonan, Laura Individual 3–72 4–78 
591 Nordby, Vonnie MyDAS, Inc. 3–72 4–78 
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584 Paulson, Pamela Individual 3–71 4–71 
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193 Peck, Jr., John Individual 3–71 4–71 
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293 Petrig, Jason C. Individual 3–71 4–71 
314 Petrovitch, Michael Individual 3–72 4–78 
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172 Psichogios, Tom Individual 3–71 4–71 
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1121 Reimers, Andy Individual 3–72 4–79 
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1347 Reynolds, Debra Individual 3–72 4–79 
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140 Richardson, Tom Individual 3–71 4–71 
859 Riddell, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
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1133 Riddle, Donna Individual 3–72 4–79 
885 Rieber, Emily Individual 3–72 4–79 

1235 Riley, Callie Individual 3–72 4–79 
1112 Riley, Deborah Cloven Individual 3–72 4–79 
1241 Riley, Raymond Individual 3–72 4–79 
219 Ringer, CE Individual 3–71 4–71 
390 Ringer, Charles E. Individual 3–71 4–71 
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539 Rivera, Madeline Individual 3–259 4–399 

1301 Roach, Kenneth Individual 3–72 4–79 
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386 Rodriguez, Faye The Marika Group 3–71 4–71 
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142 Roslund, Dan Individual 3–71 4–71 
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867 Ross, Marie Individual 3–72 4–79 
559 Rosson, Clay Individual 3–357 4–537 
730 Rounkles, Diane Individual 3–72 4–78 
401 Rouse, Bronwyn M. Individual 3–72 4–78 
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1529 Royer, Erica Individual 3–73 4–81 
531 Rubacalva, Manuela Individual 3–71 4–71 

1099 Rubens, Mari Individual 3–72 4–79 
1010 Rucker, Christi Individual 3–72 4–79 
1070 Rudolph, Ana Individual 3–72 4–79 
900 Ruegg, Leona Individual 3–72 4–79 
199 Rumsey, Eric J. Individual 3–71 4–71 

1185 Russell, Dorothy Individual 3–72 4–79 
84 Russell, Steve Individual 3–142 4–217 

403 Rutledge, Barbara Individual 3–72 4–78 
1481 Ryan, Bela Individual 3–72 4–79 
1051 Rytina, Jenna Individual 3–72 4–79 
1360 Saith, Arun Individual 3–71 4–71 
1005 Sakacs, John Individual 3–72 4–79 
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1209 Sankey, Diana Individual 3–72 4–79 
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189 Schaps, Jack Individual 3–71 4–71 
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511 Schettler, Robert Individual 3–71 4–71 
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1408 Schulze, Jane Carney Individual 3–71 4–71 
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1003 Shaw, Michael Individual 3–72 4–79 
1187 Sheets, Kevin Individual 3–72 4–79 
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766 Singer, Kay Individual 3–72 4–79 
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721 Smith, Cynthia Individual 3–71 4–71 
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294 Steinhause, Kathy Individual 3–71 4–71 
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3.2  Comment Documents   
 
This section shows the six summary comments (S-1 through S-6) that represent approximately 
1,450 comment documents received by DOE. It then provides each of the approximately 
150 comment documents that DOE did not link to a summary comment. DOE did not edit the 
comment documents in any way.  
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Document #S-1  Summary Comment #1   

 
More than 650 commentors supported relocation of the tailings pile to an off-site location. Only 
a few of these commentors expressed a preference for a location; however, many of them offered 
at least one reason for wanting the tailings moved away from the Colorado River. Several of the 
commentors stated a preference to move the pile north of Moab to either Crescent Junction or 
Klondike Flats, and most of those said that their preferred transportation mode was rail. Some 
commentors stated that the White Mesa Mill site is an unacceptable location.  
 
When a reason for relocation was provided, commentors typically identified one or more of the 
areas of uncertainties discussed in the EIS (Tables S-1 and 2-33) associated with on-site disposal 
as their reason(s) for preferring relocation. Fundamentally, they either challenged the validity of 
DOE’s assumptions or found the consequences of the uncertainties to be unacceptable. Most of 
these commentors gave at least one of the following reasons for supporting relocation:  

1. Potential for long-term threat to the quality of the surface water (local and downstream) 
used for drinking and recreational purposes if the tailings were capped in place. 

2. Potential for river migration to erode the tailings pile, with subsequent adverse impacts 
to human health and the aquatic environment. 

3. Potential for 100-year floods and Probable Maximum Floods (PMFs) to release 
additional contaminants to the river, with subsequent adverse impacts to human health 
and the aquatic environment. 

4. Potential for future releases of contaminants from a suspected but unconfirmed 
ammonia salt layer within the pile. 

5. Potential for seismic events that would release additional contamination to the Colorado 
River. 

6. Potential for the engineered cover to fail. 

7. Potential for future subsidence of the pile to river level, resulting in unacceptable 
impacts to surface water quality. 

8. Greater costs in the long term if the tailings were left in place rather than relocated. 

9. Visual and aesthetic concerns, which may detract from tourism. 

10. The need to protect human health and the environment, no matter what the cost. 
 
Many commentors who rejected the White Mesa Mill site as an off-site disposal location did so 
based on potential impacts to cultural resources, traditional cultural properties, environmental 
justice impacts, plants and animals, human health, and the potential for ground water 
contamination. In addition, many of these commentors expressed concern that the tailings pile 
was placed near the Colorado River in the first place or that DOE failed to take action sooner. 
Many also said that legislation passed in 2003 requires the tailings to be relocated. 
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Document #S-2  Summary Comment #2   

 
Seven commentors supported relocation of the tailings to the White Mesa Mill site. The reasons 
given by these commentors fell into two general categories: the benefits to the local economy, 
and the ability of the site to reprocess or store the tailings safely. 
 
 
S-3  Summary Comment #3   
 
More than 50 commentors said that the environment needs to be protected, without specifying 
whether the tailings should be capped in place or relocated. For these commentors, the primary 
concern was the potential long-term threat to the quality of surface water (local and downstream) 
used for drinking and recreational purposes. Several also suggested isolating the tailings so that 
they would not affect the Colorado River. 
 
 
S-4  Summary Comment #4   

 
Eleven commentors supported implementing the on-site disposal alternative. The two primary 
reasons given for their support of this alternative were as follows: 
 

• The risks of on-site disposal are not high enough to warrant the cost to relocate the 
tailings. 

• The on-site disposal alternative can be implemented in a manner that is protective of 
ground water and surface water. 

 
 
S-5  Summary Comment #5   
 
More than 640 individuals sent the following comment by electronic mail (e-mail): 
 
“I urge you to revise or re-issue the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the final 
reclamation of 12 million tons of uranium wastes that are contaminating the Colorado River near 
Moab, Utah. The final EIS should abandon the alternative of capping the radioactive waste at its 
current site on the bank of the Colorado River, and should instead identify a preferred alternative 
of moving the waste to one of two nearby Utah sites - Klondike or Crescent Junction. 
 
“It is not acceptable to leave 12 million tons of mill wastes leaking into the Colorado River, 
directly in the path of a major flood. The radioactive wastes are now located in an unlined pile 
within the floodplain of the river and are leaking approximately 12,000-15,000 gallons per day of 
intensely contaminated fluids into an underground aquifer that immediately discharges into the 
river. 
 
“The Klondike and Crescent Junction sites are in extremely stable, isolated areas that meet all the 
criteria for long-term disposal of radioactive wastes. The present location, on the other hand, 
fails every test for an appropriate site, since it does not provide long-term isolation from the 
human and natural environment below ground that will endure without the need for ongoing 
maintenance. 
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“Every possible savings from capping in place is offset by a huge risk of tailings failure. The 
decision to remove these mill wastes from the bank of the river is long overdue. I urge the 
Department of Energy to move the tailings pile away from the banks of the Colorado River to 
one of two sites identified above. 
 
“Thank you for your consideration.” 
 
 
S-6  Summary Comment #6   

 
More than 100 individuals sent the following comment by e-mail: 
 
“I am writing to urge your Department to recommend removing all of the radioactive waste from 
the floodplain of the Colorado River near Moab, Utah as soon as possible. Congress has directed 
your agency to protect the river and downstream communities from the threat posed by 12 
million tons of radioactive waste at the Atlas Mill site. Your department has already overseen the 
cleanup of a number of smaller and less dangerous uranium mill sites. I am very concerned about 
statements in the press suggesting that your department may choose to leave this ticking time 
bomb on the banks of the river because it would cost less than moving the material to a safer 
location. 
 
“The massive pile of radioactive waste is very unstable and is less than half a mile from the river 
that provides water for 25 million Americans. The site pollutes the river now, floods with some 
regularity, and is in an area with a history of seismic activity. 
 
“Secretary Abraham, this is no time to cut corners. The Colorado River is too precious and too 
many people depend on it to allow cleanup cost and the hope of containment to dictate your 
department’s choice of action. Please direct your staff to recommend a full and immediate 
cleanup of the Atlas Mill site along the Colorado River. 
 
“Thank you for your consideration of my comments.” 
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Document #25  Darke, John      Individual 

 
Telephone Call Received on December 7, 2004 at 3:00 p.m. 
 
John Darke 
 
Looking at the December 3, 2004, Federal Register notice, pages 70256 and 70257.  I appreciate 
that an entity-specific notice came forward with a little more actual notice. 
 
On first impression going through the November DEIS with respect to scoping representation 
understanding staff response, it would appear after the fact in terms of decision makers document 
final EIS.  Administratively in the scoping representation one technical aspect stood out.  A 
member of the public plainly indicated that in terms of lateral migration that river ice and river 
debris dams were diverse structures and should be considered.  I see no mention of debris.  
Perhaps someplace buried in the technical background this has been looked at.  I’m going to 
review the total comments further in the scoping process.  I would like in terms of finding 
representation of technical debris so I’m going to continue to comment because there was a state 
publication that appears to be overlooked. 
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Document #26  Darke, John      Individual 

 
Telephone Call Received on December 8 at 11:10 a.m. 
 
John Darke 
 
By way of procedure I have a concern.  The comment line mailbox is full.  The procedure for 
getting assistance in utilizing the reading room routes through the comment line.  I think most 
people have a respect for the hard work DOE staff would prefer the “on the record” comment 
line rather than rolling over to an extension. 
 
Speaking of on the record when the pertinent parts of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
are reviewed as you work through understanding of the public scoping you’re left with a very 
short of key word sound like representation of the verbal suggestion respectfully requested on-
the-record scoping process.  (I’ll try to speak slowly so you can copy it.) 
 
Continuation at 11:20 a.m. 
My comments are about the administrative bottleneck particularly 1.5 public and agency 
involvement and particularly 1.5.1.  There are persons, as I recall, that cover a lot more ground 
than reflected in the synopsis within the Draft Environmental Impact Statement reveals with 
respect to scoping dealing with particularly where the new information that has emerged in terms 
of the extent of ground water contamination and a very technical aspect of the proposal within 
the decision makers document the DEIS.  To give an example, although the 7.5-minute 
quadrangle geologic map makes reference to a study by the state salt deformation in the in the 
Paradox region I can’t even pronounce even though the 7.5-minute map and the preliminary and 
base… 
 
Continuation at 11:20 a.m. 
I was calling about the lack of referral as far as I can find to Utah State Geological and Mineral 
Survey Bulletin 122, 1988, Salt Deformation in the Paradox Region.  I am particularly concerned 
because the preliminary and base maps utilize via the most available if not the most accurate 7.5-
minute geology map.  Probably given a [inaudible] who is based on two monographs the bulletin 
geology of the salt valley anticline but also in the title and Arches National Park, Grand County, 
Utah also is in that Bulletin 122 tying the deformation related to the Paradox salts in the 
Canyonlands area of Utah.  Peter W. Huntoon.  I can recall understanding the hypothetical nature 
of that bulletin that it has residence and particularly with respect to the brine and hydrologic 
communication of the brine across the river and solvents work of December 2003 and I’m 
concerned because there was obvious professional disagreement between DOE staff and 
contractor staff and State of Utah staff and contractor.  We have great professional opinion.  So I 
would really like an understanding of where within the bases of the SOWP and the bases of 
that… 
 
Continuation at 11:30 a.m. 
So I really need a better understanding and guidance of where within the technical literature 
available to the public.  I could find a reflection of what I consider to be a pertinent bulletin 
hypothetical or no and particularly with respect to the salt/salt brine protected water.  I can’t find 
it.  It keeps backing off the possibility of where the site contamination went and in the fact of 
different professional opinion I feel that it is important that this is resolved promptly or at least 
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the opportunity to comment on the discrepancy in terms of what the DOE proposes in the 
decision makers document.  The public accesses this document.  If I could please receive 
guidance as to how, in the [inaudible] of the information ,I could efficiently find the reflection of 
that bulletin so I would have confidence that it was taken into consideration.  It might be hidden 
in plain sight in some reference somewhere besides the 7.5-minute quadrangle map and it might 
be in the working papers.  It just didn’t show up in the reading… 
 
…Microtectronics as a matter of fact there is a letter early on in the NRC environment… 
 
If somehow I could receive reference to this material I would appreciate it. 
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Document #27  Darke, John      Individual 

 
Telephone Call Received on April 13, 2005 at 11:20 p.m. 
 
John Darke 
 
I’ve been researching MED AEC access activities in the area and the river road of course was a 
U.S. Bureau AEC road.  In the process I ran across two articles, one January 1, 1953, page 1, The 
Times Independent, Volume 58, number 1, and December 23, 1954, number 50, of the 
successive volume. 
 
As you’ll recall—I’ll take the second article first—in the scoping process I had concerns about 
the interaction of river debris and ice among other places at the bridge upstream from the Moab 
site.  In the December 23, 1954, Number 50 on page 1 it says “Ice Jam Threatens Work on New 
Bridge.”  As you know, the old bridge was replaced after being found to be a little shaky.  That’s 
in the last column to the right, the previous article of January 1, 1953, I would like to back up.  
The other article and this is a correction.  I’ll call back. 
 
 
11:30 a.m. 
Continuation of the previous message. 
 
The December 23, 1954, article had Volume 59, Number 50, dealt with the ice jam on old 
Highway 160 at the bridge crossing the Colorado River, that was on page 1. 
 
The second article also deals with the new bridge and it indicates that on March 19, 1953, had 
Volume 58, Number 12.  The title of the article…soundings for new bridge…and it indicates that 
essentially they found (a) the bed load to be deeper, the river cut much deeper, and that there 
was, I’ll quote “a shear structure a false structure there which given M Bar given 0435 MAO 
0435 and given Doelling’s map of the 7.5 minute quadrangle…survey.” 
 
I can’t find where there is documentation of that at the bridge and between 3, 4 to the extent of 
that still relied upon, I can’t see that.  So that part of March 19, 1953, I think it should be 
reviewed.  The data is there. 
 
Take it easy. 
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Document #28  Cloud, Neil B.      Southern Ute Indian Tribe 
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Document #31  Walker, Olene S.      Former Governor, State of Utah 
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Document #33  Swasey, G.R. and Verla      Individual 

 
From: gvs [gvs@preciscom.net] 
Sent: Saturday, January 08, 2005 5:25 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Moab Tailings Pile 
 
This message is about the Atlas tailings pile or pond ..we think it will  
become a downwinders mess as the wind will blow & the City of Moab and  
the surrounding area will be covered with radiation and chemical  
soil..so if your dept and the government are ready to accept  the people  
who will be affected now and later into the years, then I would like to  
make a suggestion..::::::::::::: 
drill wells  into the tailings pile & into the  bedrock, case the  
gravel, pipe the water to Klondike flats where it will evaporate,   it  
can be covered or capped & the river  water will come back into the pile  
& the pile can be capped.  A concrete barrier wall will be needed  
between the river and the pile. 
thanks for listening 
  
G.R. & Verla Swasey 
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Document #34  Nielsen, M. Gail      Individual 

 
From: Granngramp@aol.com 
Sent: Sunday, January 09, 2005 3:14 PM 
To: moabcomments; nielsenles@cox.net 
Subject: Yellow mud Cake 
 
     I  worked at the mill at hite during the 1951 summer. I'm seventy seven years old  
and still going strong, and no ill effects from the U3O8.  
  
M Gail Nielsen    217 West 900 South, Orem Utah     
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Document #36  McDermott, Patrick      Community of Bluff  
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Document #37  Darke, John      Individual 

 
Telephone Call Received on January 13, 2005, at 10:10 a.m. 
 
John Darke 
 
Request that the recent report on the two injection recovery wells, if it could get to the library as 
soon as possible if it hasn’t already to the reading room and a circulation copy would be a good 
idea.  I can’t request this officially for the library.  But I hate to get in this sort of suspense and 
…if I had access to it briefly.  I’m strictly interested in the information containing the data 
particularly, and of course the description of the boreholes and wells. 
 
The second aspect is that I get a distinct feeling that there is a [inaudible] political activity that I 
feel is beginning to intrude via the labor process on the decision-making for which entails the 
draft of the environmental impact statement.  I can’t really throw stones, but I’ve made verbal 
comments via the hot line and I’m sure you’ve already received written comments. 
 
I’m looking forward to the DOE staff presentation at the meeting on the 24th.  There has been 
local preparation, so that’s on the side really, but I hope it’s a full presentation. 
 
Continuation at 12:50 p.m. 
Thank you for the opportunity and all my interactions on the hot line should be comments most 
of them deal with process.  In my previous message this morning, I indicated that I had a chance 
to briefly review the [inaudible] and I requested that a circulating copy go along with the archival 
copy at the reading room at the Grand County public library.  When I went down to the 
references, I noticed two reference books that the staff apparently in part utilizes for, well I use 
them when I completely fog out and U.S. Forest Service or some concept in terms of ground 
water and I wonder if it might be a good idea and appropriate if the DOE could place a 
circulating copy of these reference materials.  The decisions entail getting to the DEIS and where 
the DEIS evolves into the final EIS and the implementation of the decision-making process.  I 
feel since to my mind the technical documents supporting the DEIS are excellent and the 
contributory materials such as that I discussed earlier this morning is a godsend that it would be 
helpful if the community⎯it’s not going to be the most popular book in the stack⎯but that 
certain portions of the community have access to reference material that would further enlighten 
them with the tack taken by the technical person. 
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Document #42  Darke, John      Individual 

 
Telephone Call Received on January 28, 2005 at 10:50 a.m. 
 
John Darke 
 
I received, under cover of a note dated January 26 05, material which was proposed to be 
responsive to a request for information which is needed in order to respond to FR 6970256 and 
subsequent FR.  I appreciate the effort made; however, I am not looking at the record which 
apparently, but not necessarily, was called the public reading room.  If there was action of the 
previous committee records occurred.  I feel it can be mitigated in one of the boxes.  My best 
information of the materials that were turned over to the DOE Grand Junction Office by 
PricewaterhouseCoopers the 1973 preliminary survey and attached records is available.  Time 
does not permit me on the phone to spell it out but the references in the …agency 1987 vicinity 
properties and I will get an email to you to substantiate this phone call. 
 
Continuation at 11:10 a.m. 
This is a comment on the record of Federal Record 697025, September 3, 2004, and subsequent 
Federal Register notice.  In a meeting that I attended recently, I spoke to the project director and 
showed that project director figure 3-8 of “Conceptual Model, Salt Water/Freshwater Interface” 
found in the Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings Grand and San Juan Counties, 
Utah, Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  I indicated that the word “brine” in that 
conceptual model was misleading.  As a matter of equity, I would like to place on the record that 
communication.  Subsequently, I spoke to the project engineer, there was an illustration in the 
room and I drew that person’s attention to a well field injection and recovery wells and a 
supplementary well field at the banks of the Colorado.  I was speaking about the Fall 2004 
performance assessment of the ground water interim action well fields at the Moab, Utah, project 
site dated January 2005.  I pointed out that, in that you have a drawdown of the extraction wells, 
that you have a communication with the Colorado River … zone, resulting in piping in both 
directions, which I have concerns about. 
 
Continuation at 11:20 a.m. 
This is a continuation of the comments by John Darke.  I was speaking of a communication 
between myself and the project engineer and previously the project director.  I continue to 
comment about DOE EM/GJ769-2004…that January 2005 record indicates…I feel there is 
irretrievable commitment of resources, that there was an action taken, albeit in the interim, which 
created a pathway between the river and the errant soils that encompasses the river between 
essentially contaminated on-site areas and the river.  The implications are that Grand Junction 
project has acted, and I feel the concurrence by the NRC oversight mechanism was required for 
the activity exhibited by the January 2005 report.  As a matter of equity, I feel that it is important 
when I am not asking for additional information in order to comment that it goes on the record.  
Some persons cannot fire off an email or whatever, but I feel that the preconceive of that 
situation would require immediate response.  Title I is plain and it indicates that under certain 
circumstances, concurrence by the NRC is required.  I feel this is a circumstance, again…(cut off 
by telephone system) 
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Document #43  Baker, Pamela W.      Individual 
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Document #45  Whiskers, Thelma      White Mesa Concerned Community 
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Document #47  Dohrenwend, John C.      Individual 
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Document #57  Webb, Chris      City of Blanding, City Manager 
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Document #58  Christie, Richard Lance      Association for the Tree of Life 

 

 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–100 

 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–101 

 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–102 

 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–103 

 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–104 

 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–105 

 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–106 

 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–107 

Document #63  Stewart, Robert F.      Department of Interior 
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Appearances 

 
DONALD R. METZLER 
PROGRAM MANAGER 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
2597 3/4 Road 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81503 
 
JOEL BERWICK 
 
TOBY WRIGHT 
 
DEBBIE PETERSON 
 
WENDEE RYAN 
 
VIVIAN BOWIE 
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Public Hearing held at the Education 
Building, White Mesa Ute Reservation, White Mesa, Utah, on the 27th day of January, 2005, at 
10:00 o’clock a.m., before Joseph J. Rusk, Registered Professional Reporter and Notary Public at 
Large. 
 

* * * 
Document #65  Heart, Manuel      Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 

 
MS. RYAN: Manuel Heart.  
 
MR. HEART: Good morning, my name is Manuel Heart, I am the vice-chairman of the Ute 
Tribe.  
 
We have had some of these meetings up in Moab and also here, and up at the mill, and I am glad, 
Vivian, from the Department of DOE, I am glad you are here. Some of our meetings in the past 
we have asked representation from the Washington D.C. department, you guys that are here 
work under the department of the DOE or are affiliated to it in some way or another.  
 
Now, the culture guy down here at the end who thinks he is a culture expert on a lot of things, 
but culturally Native Americans are experts on cultural stuff themselves. These guys are just 
learning, and they just know the very basics of cultural stuff. I want to make that very clear.  
 
Also I want to make clear a government-to-government relationship with Washington, D.C. in a 
federally recognized tribe, the sovereignty that we have, it has to be put on record that we are a 
sovereign nation and we have to have this government-to-government relationship.  
 
Now, this gentleman talked about a few items here. He mentioned one thing, something about a 
big pile that it comes down to the White Mesa mill, and just keep in mind, this is only a draft, 
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correct. And only looking at possibly three sites, Klondike Flats, Crescent Junction, the White 
Mesa mill. And what comes into play is money.  
 
Right now we are in the middle of a war that the United States Government is unable to put 
enough money to put a slurry down here. If they do, there comes water, water rights out of the 
Colorado, how are you going to push that stuff if you don’t have water rights behind that to push 
that tailings down here? So you have got issues of water rights out of the Colorado, and there is 
none, there is no extra water anywhere to push that slurry. The cost of bringing it down here is 
the most, 75 million, if the United States Government wants to do that. There are places out there 
at Klondike Flats which will have the least impact, the least impact on everything. There is 
already a railroad right there, transportation is there, a short distance, we are talking about a 
community, there was one community that was possibly a site, which was Green River, and they 
said population base, our population is growing here so we want to take that off one of our sites.  
 
We also here have a population base that is growing also, and that has impact to our future.  
 
So I really want to make this clear. Transportation, they talked about trucking also. Sometimes in 
the past we have had some trucking problems coming back and forth from tailings falling out of 
the back and not really properly strapped down. I have had community members complaining 
that they turn into the mill up here and there are some tailings on the road. Who is going to be 
accountable for things like that?  
 
Looking at our future impact, we have our groundwater resource for this community underneath 
this mill up here. We have probably three cells up here, and in the future, the extent to put in 
more cells and more tailings in here, impact where the tailings are going to be coming from. 
Currently the State of Utah is opposing the nuclear waste proposal up in the northwest. Once you 
open that up, and we have opened this mill down here to more tailings coming in here, the 
impacts it will have on the future from outside of the state, not only uranium tailings, but nuclear 
waste, the impacts that it will have for the State of Utah. We need not look at a residue for the 
State of Utah, but the health impacts it will have, environmental impacts it will have, all of these 
come into play, Clean Water Act, air quality, your major fishing, yes, fish are in there, but we 
also as humans have to live on this land, too.  
 
We have been in litigation for probably the last 30 to 50 years in the water rights settlement over 
in the Durango area, over those projects, and the fish was more important than the humans. The 
fish was very important to the Endangered Species Act. They were more important than the 
humans, and that is what they were trying to do in that project over there, and not have that 
project go through.  
 
Things come up like this from environmentalists.  
 
So I need to look out long-term as a Tribal official, for my Tribal members here, and the impacts 
it will have on my kids, my grandkids, their grandkids. We are a growing population, we have 
cultural sites here, probably over 120 cultural sites.  
 
I have people I would like to introduce here. Bill Johnson, from the Legal Department; Tom 
Reichart, Environmental Department; Terry Knight, Cultural; Carl Knight, Land Commissioner. 
We have Elaine, she was here; council members; and our community members back there from 
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the White Mesa community. All these people who I am advocating for today, because this thing 
is not good for this community. We need to look at it, and talk right now about what is a good 
site. We propose the Klondike Flats, Crescent Junction areas as the site for the tailings. To bring 
it down here, long-term, is not feasible for us, it is for the United States Government, Department 
of Energy, it is just not feasible. So we recommend them two other sites.  
 
As these guys come up and do their testimony and put it on record, what they feel also, that is up 
to them, the White Mesa Ute Tribe.  
 
That is all.  
 
Document #66  Knight, Terry      Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 

 
MS. RYAN: Terry Knight.  
 
MR. KNIGHT: Good morning. I just want to make a few follow-up comments to what Manuel 
was talking about, and I just can’t get over this idea where initially at some of the other meetings 
where we were at, like some of the other towns like Green River. Green River was taken off the 
list of places to take this uranium tailings to, because of the population there, or whatever. They 
had criteria of why they couldn’t take it there, and we were told that the criteria for White Mesa 
mirrored the criteria that qualified Green River to take it off the list. So we said, why wasn’t 
White Mesa taken off. So from that time on, I have had a problem with this wondering who and 
why keeps pushing this, the option to bring it down to White Mesa. Yes, we have a mill, you 
know, here, and that has been taken care of, but people are saying, no. And we don’t understand, 
I don’t understand which part of no that the State of Utah, the Department of Energy, and IUC 
don’t understand. Maybe if I talked Ute to them maybe they might understand that, or Spanish or 
something.  
 
But one thing that we do understand is dollars. And so that is where the amount of money that is 
going to be given to the State of Utah for monitoring whatever we are talking about, contracts 
and other things, and it is a large sum of money that would either go to the county or someone in 
the state there. And when you look at it, to endangering a number of people, it is just a few 
dollars, maybe millions and millions of dollars, but it is just a few for how long and for what, 
you know, because this is going to have a lasting effect. Just like our body⎯we cut ourself, it 
will heal, but it is going to leave a scar. How long does it take for uranium to dissolve, how many 
thousands of years? About 5 million years, so our people aren’t going to be around that long, and 
just looking at it in that sense, you know, there is some horse-trading, back-room trading, 
whatever, and I just don’t understand where people that are supporting within the state 
administration, within the Department of Energy, and of course ICU supporting, they are going 
to make money on it. Why would they keep pushing a bad situation? You know, this kind of 
really pisses our people off, and they think we are stupid. Like Manuel said, we were not as -- we 
don’t rate as high as the fish that are going to be extinct or anything, you know. It is just another 
example of what non-Indian mentality is, of Indian people. And they are just people, you 
remember that.  
 
So just, you know, just say, well, what I read in some of the history books when the Mormons 
came and wanted to go down there and clear that area, and they didn’t mean clear it of the 
vegetation, that meant wipe the Indians off, get them off of there. It kind of makes me think 
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about those things, I wonder why. Yes, there is money involved, but is it that important? If it is, 
then move it over to Klondike. You know, we said, yeah, that is our part of our migration routes 
that the Ute people used. We are still going to be giving up something.  
 
But the other thing that bothers me, if you start digging around there, maybe the reason they 
don’t want to move it over to Klondike Flats is that when I go through there, there is a lot of 
people on the mountain bikes and horse riding, and maybe those people are, you know, 
recreational people, whatever, maybe they are, and they don’t want to give that up, but they sure 
want to stick it down our throat.  
 
But then again, the Ute people said that is part of our migration area. So we would be willing to, 
you know, let you have that.  
 
And the other thing is the use of water. Manuel says, there is no water to be allocated anywhere 
in the west, and among the water allocated it is already over-allocated. Where are you going to 
get the water that is on the white man sites, but on the Indian site you can’t do that with the 
water. After you get it down there, what are you going to do with it, wait 5 million years? No, 
that is definitely a no-no, and you are not supposed to do that with the water. Water is our 
lifeblood. We can’t use it just to use it as a slurry. And, you know, this is one of the main things 
that we have. And so, like, and the costs, who is going to pay for it? You know, we are talking 
about the war and everything. But there is nowhere anywhere, within these meetings that we had, 
that I have attended, is there any kind of guarantee that would assure anybody, any person that 
this is safe and it is going to be safe, you know, and if something happens within this transit line, 
you people can always get up and go, you know, you came from Europe anyway, and you can go 
someplace else, but we can’t. We live here, we are part of this, and we don’t want this thing to 
happen. Like I said, we want to stay here, we want to live here. And so, you know, I hope you 
take this into account, think about it, what if it was in your back yard, what would you say? This 
whole area, this whole earth is our back yard, so we have that sentiment on it. So think about it in 
those personal terms. What would you do if they were going to do this in your back yard and you 
have your cemetery and your people? I am not even touching on the cultural stuff, and all that, 
that is going to take place. But if it does, then we have got numerous construction and resources, 
if it does, you are not going to do it without us cashing in on it, too, either way. That is all.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Terry, a good strong message.  
 
Document #67  Knight, Carl      Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 
 
MS. RYAN: Carl Knight.  
 
MR. KNIGHT: Good morning, I think we are learning something here from the things that they 
use for destroying people. My name is Carl Knight, and I am the Ute Mountain Tribe Land 
Commissioner. I am sorry, I kind of forgot how the procedure goes, so, but anyway, you know, 
what I was saying about these things, you know, when you look at it within an individual’s mind, 
you know what you want, you know what the road of life is for yourself, and you understand 
that. And when you are an individual, regardless of who you are, and where you come from, you 
do have that right as a person, and you look at it in any category, a person has a right. I have a 
right, and the rest of us out there listening, you do have that right also. And when it comes to 
maybe violating that right that you have, as an individual, a group, organization, agency, and 
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when it comes to Indian Tribes, those Indian Tribes are a little bit different, and I don’t think 
there is very many, not very many people that understand that. So when it comes to them they 
are not Tribes, they are nations, and that nation, that word nation, carries a lot of weight, and to 
hear one resource that I am talking about, get ahold of that law of nations, and they will explain 
it to you exactly what it is. And what I see is within that law of nations, the Ute Nation, if this 
does not go like the Tribe wants it, and then it is a violation, a violation of that law of nations, 
because they do have that right. Simply, the Tribe itself, is known as sane. This is dangerous, this 
is not for us, in a polite way of saying, please, don’t bestow White Mesa with this uranium. Take 
it someplace else.  
 
And that is why we have been at this for quite some time. And there are two sites that we are 
talking about up north in that kind of a remote area up there. If you are a normal person, you will 
say, that hardly anybody that lives there, there is no danger to human life. But here, in White 
Mesa when you look at it, there are people here. And it would be kind of a thing within a normal 
person’s mind, by looking at the situation, to say, well, they have got some people down around 
Blanding, White Mesa, wouldn’t it be better if we took it out there where there is hardly anybody 
around.  
 
On the other hand, uranium, I have done a little research over the stuff, and when you come to 
meetings like this, the good parts, the good part is to want what people focus on. But let me 
remind you, there is the bad part to that thing, too. The dangerous part of it, what it can do to a 
person, to an animal, to a plant life, it is very dangerous, but, you know, people don’t talk about 
those things. And I am saying that within that line, what government agencies do, they don’t just 
do things, they have a plan, they have a plan in place. So I am saying I think there is a plan for 
this, for this situation that we are talking about. Some people call it the preplan analysis. And 
other times the public have been used because that is not really -- that is not really how it is 
going to be, and they call it a public meeting, scoping meetings. But the plan that I am talking 
about is underneath all of this, and this is the way it is going to be, regardless of how many 
people oppose it, are offended, and I know what it is.  
 
And I am saying for the people that is here, these people have that preplan analysis, and these, 
too, the Ute Mountain Tribe would like to have a copy of it, because I have seen it, I have seen it 
in different situations, to where there is always a plan. These people don’t do things just to be 
doing things. That is how it is.  
 
So I am saying along with my Tribal members here, that I think that with the benefit that people 
within the Blanding area, the White Mesa site area, and the people to the south toward the San 
Juan River, because if that uranium, if it ever gets away from these people, and then you have 
got the people to the south on that same drainage, and, you know, if it got worse, it could end up 
down in Mexico, and take up everything, contaminate everything to where that water flows. 
Even Las Vegas.  
 
So I am saying this is not just a little thing. I think it needs to have a good look at things because 
it involves human lives, the way of life, because we are going to be here, we are not going to go 
nowhere. But if you want to know that it is going to make it to where you want to make the 
money off of this, on the Ute site, I am going to get my part, my pay, and then I am going to 
move on out, and go find something else to do.  
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But I am glad in a way that I was heard, and there is a person here from D.C. It is kind of nice to 
have somebody from out there to come out here, and kind of know about the situation, of what is 
going on here. Because from what little I know, some of those people back there have never been 
here in the west. And I always said, can you make a decision with an issue that is going on in the 
west, how can you make that decision if you have never been there? That is what runs through 
my mind. But if you have been here and look at the grounds here, and then go back to the place 
where you come from, and look at it, and say, hey, this was a different experience. Now, that is 
what it is. I think we need to all understand and have that respect for each other as human people, 
not as I am better than they are, or I carry more weight, or I am the president of ICU, or 
whatever, you know, it don’t work that way.  
 
But I have seen it, and they call it kind of more like a big shot or something like that, you know.  
 
But, you know, I am saying that something like this, you know, I kind of understand where the 
back-room deal comes in, too, and I have seen this, too, and I could pick it up quick, because I 
know what it is.  
 
So, you know, there is a lot of those that go on, too. And when that happens, it is benefiting just 
one group, or benefiting an individual, and that doesn’t go very good, because what it does, it 
leaves a paper trail, and somewhere along the way, it is going to catch up with you. And it is not 
a very pretty sight, in that back-room dealing, it is a separate deal. Like the old saying, there is 
no honor among thieves. But I am saying keep it in the back of your mind that the people on 
White Mesa and behind it, we don’t need a dangerous type of a chemical here, take it someplace 
else, and leave it there.  
 
And I think the Ute people here are going to be here for a long, long, time, because it is not 
pretty, this uranium is not pretty. It deforms kids that is born, and this type of a thing, that is what 
we don’t see when we have meetings like this, things like that, to me, to me it is dangerous. That 
is what I want to say.  
 
Thank you all.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Carl.  
 
Document #68  Redhouse, John      Diné CARE 

 
MS. RYAN: John Redhouse.  
 
MR. REDHOUSE: I will be brief. My name is John Redhouse, I am Navajo and Ute, and I am 
here representing the Diné CARE citizens against ruining our environment, and our 
organizational position is that we are opposed to the selection of the White Mesa alternative as 
the preferred alternative for the reasons that are being stated today, that if this is selected and 
implemented it will result in environmental and cultural ruination, the kind of destruction that 
cannot be mitigated, but it can be avoided. So that is why we are participating in this public 
hearing process, in the EIS process. We also participated in the scoping meetings of two years 
ago. We also submitted written comments, and we will submit written comments on the Draft 
EIS by the February 18th deadline.  
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Also the next-year coordinator Allen Frazier will also be participating in the public hearings in 
Blanding this evening, and will amplify on our organizational position.  
 
We are also opposed to the continuation of the White Mesa mill for reprocessing, disposal and 
milling purposes. Milling I know is being considered, and will result in the expansion of the 
White Mesa facility. Uranium mining is beginning to pick up on the south rim and north rims of 
the Grand Canyon, and also other parts of the Colorado Plateau. This will result in destruction, 
environmental and cultural destruction of Indian Tribes and Indian Nations here in the Four 
Corners of the Southwest, of the American Southwest. The Havasupai are the keepers of the 
Grand Canyon as are the Hualapai people. The trucking of the uranium ore from these mills, that 
IUC does have interest in, on the north and south rims of the Grand Canyon will also affect the 
Navajo, Hopi and the Southern Paiute Band, living in the Tuba City area.  
 
And this uranium from the exploration of the mining, the milling, the disposal, it is like a cancer 
on the earth, and it must be stopped, it must be kept in the ground. And that is and will always be 
the organizational position of the Diné Care.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #69  Badback, Yolanda      Individual 

 
MS. RYAN: Yolanda Badback.  
 
MS. BADBACK: My name is Yolanda Badback, I am one of the concerned residents here. I 
have got a paper here that I would look to present to the DOE here, it is a complaint that I want 
to give you guys, because you guys -- I have been attending meetings and you guys have not 
been hearing the words that we have been saying all the times at the meetings.  
 
I have been attending meetings in Salt Lake, at the Radon Control Board there in which I keep 
giving papers out to them telling them what my concerns were and how I felt about having you 
guys bringing it down to the mill here. As for being a resident here I don’t know of any other 
community members here that was aware of this meeting here, I haven’t seen no fliers put out or 
anything. I don’t know if the people here knew about this meeting or anything. But I got a call 
and they told me that they are holding a meeting here, so I took the time off of work just to 
attend this meeting, so I am here today, and to tell you my thoughts. After being a community 
member here, I do not like that the EIS does not have a translator to be before the community 
here since we have the elderlys here. We have a few elderlys that do not understand what is 
going on, even though you try to explain it to them and some of them, they say, they tell you a 
long story and they say, you know, where we come out and tell the public but there is nobody 
that will translate it. So I don’t know if any of them are around here or anything, and I just 
present this paper.  
 
That is all I have got to say.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
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MR. METZLER: We will make this paper a part of the record.  
 
Document #70  Whiskers, Thelma      Individual 

 
MS. RYAN: Next is Thelma Whiskers.  
 
MS. WHISKERS: Good morning, good to see you people here, and I also am glad the 
councilmen are here.  
 
And my name is Thelma Whiskers, and I am half Navajo and I am half Ute, and I am one of the 
elderlys here, and I talk Navajo and I talk Ute and I talk English real good, for them to 
understand, when I talk to them.  
 
So, way back, me and my families, we have been fighting against this White Mesa mill for years 
and years. So finally, we invite the councilmen for them to know that when we are going to have 
the meeting. We have been going to the board meetings in Salt Lake, and I have been going to 
meetings in South Dakota, I have been to meetings in Idaho, Farmington, Shiprock, and I have 
got a lot of good friends, they are behind me, and here for myself, here -- I am not here myself, I 
am here with a lot of people are behind me. And I am so happy, and I work with my elderlys for 
them to understand, and the White Mesa mill is dangerous, and we don’t want it to be close to 
our Reservation. We want it to be out of here, put it somewhere else.  
 
I explain everything to them, and my people here, I care for them, especially the little kids. I 
really care for them. I am not on a board, I am not on anything. I care for my people, I love them, 
I explain everything to them, it is dangerous. This thing I am fighting against it. If I wasn’t 
fighting against it this place will be going, it will be going.  
 
So I have been going to Salt Lake to board meetings and here. They are treating me like I am a 
little puppy, I was a little puppy, they didn’t listen to me. I was complaining like this, same old 
words, I have been complaining to this.  
 
So me and my daughter and my grandkids, we have been going to the meetings. So I got my 
families together and I said, you know what, we have got to do something, let’s tell our 
councilmen, let’s all tell our representatives for them to help us, help us, be with us, it wouldn’t 
work. We are the only ones here in front of the radiation board. They are treating us like little 
dogs. They don’t recognize our Reservation, they don’t, they look over us. That is what they 
have been doing. They now -- so, I work with the person, we all got together, and we work 
together, and I am so happy that I am fighting against this. I don’t want it to be close to our 
Reservation. No, that is dangerous, we don’t want it.  
 
Since they closed that place, it is nice and clear, nice air every time when we go out, every 
morning. Before that, no, when we go out we used to smell that pollution. I wish you people 
would understand. I wish you would listen to us people here, from the Ute, Ute Tribe people 
here. I am, I am one of the elderlys, that is the way I feel because I have got a lot of grandkids, I 
care for the young ones, and here my nephew, he is suffering from the radiation, he is suffering. 
If it wasn’t for me, yeah, it still would be going. If I didn’t stand like this in front of you people, 
if I say, oh, it is none of my business, let it go. I don’t even work for the money, I am not asking 
for the money, no, I am doing it on my own. I am doing it for my people here on this Reservation 
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here. I get in front of the Radiation Board for years, years, years, and hear the people, and they 
started hearing my name, Thelma Whiskers, she is alone out there, fighting against the white 
nation. They are treating her like a little dog.  
 
So all the people from the south I met, they are my friends, they are helping me, they are behind 
me. Now I am really happy to see the councilmen are here, they are behind me now. I am real 
happy for them to help me. I am glad that they are here, they go to meetings, they went to the 
Green River meetings, they went to the Moab meetings, they were all here. I thought I was going 
to be there by myself again, standing in front of the Ute people here. And I am so happy for these 
guys are behind me.  
 
I prayed every morning, so I am not by myself, I have got a lot of people from down south are 
helping me, they are behind me. So that is why I am standing right here. I am real proud of 
myself, standing on my feet here telling you people, I am against it, I don’t like it to be close to 
our Reservation. Which is I care for my grandkids, my kids, young people for elderlys. 
 
Now people are asking me, did they shut this place down? I don’t promise them, I say I don’t 
know. They ask me, you are the one fighting against it. Is that closed? Oh, that is good if it is 
closed down. You did really hard work to shut this place down up here.  
 
My people here they don’t get their water from this White Mesa water, they go uptown and haul 
this water, the drinking water. Even the young ones got, they got health problems, they think it is 
from the water that they drink. You never know, if it wasn’t for me, these meetings would be 
boring. No, I said I don’t want it to be close to our Reservation. Which is I care for my people 
here.  
 
I stand up to the people when I go to meetings, I talk Navajo to them, they look at me, I thought 
you were Ute? Yeah, I am half. I am half Navajo and half Ute. But there is no hardly young 
people talks Ute, they just talk English. But I talk Ute and Navajo to my grandkids for them to 
understand, and what they are, what their plan is, for them to know.  
 
And the sagebrush that we use for our home, for our fever, look what happened, there is nothing. 
And during the springtime, we usually get our tea, Indian tea, nice, and blooms with yellow 
flowers. No, we don’t see that anymore, because of this White Mesa mill up here.  
 
Yeah, they, you people used to treat me like a little puppy, and I spread all my words, I need 
help, I want you people to help me, back me up, for you people to stand behind me. Let’s shut 
this place down, tell them to get out of here, move it somewhere else where they have got water. 
Here we have got no water.  
 
For myself, I look at it now, because we stopped, now we have got good weather, it rains, 
moisture on our ground, maybe this springtime we are going to have a good, nice flowers around 
us, because there is no pollution, no smoke. It was killing our plants, what we used to use. Now, 
it rains good, now we are going to have a good land here, because we stopped this, there is no 
smoke, everything.  
 
So I am here, and I am glad to see you people here, to be here on this White Mesa Ute 
Reservation.  
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I am not an agitated person, I am not on anything, I am not one of the board members, I am just 
living here on this Reservation. I help my people for them to understand. And good to see you 
people here.  
 
Document #71  Angel, Bradley      Green Action for Health and Environmental Justice 
 
MS. RYAN: Next is Bradley Angel.  
 
MR. ANGEL: Good morning, my name is Bradley Angel, and I am really glad to be here today, 
and I want to thank the Tribe members for inviting me to join them in speaking here today and 
support your efforts to stop the proposal to dump the radioactive toxic waste on White Mesa.  
 
I will be here speaking today primarily as the director of the organization that works with rural 
and urban and desert and indigent communities here in Utah, and our organization is called 
Green Action for Health and Environmental Justice.  
 
And our organization works with communities like yours, that basically affects your health and 
well-being, both from pollution, dirty industry and from governmental agencies, that sometimes 
and frequently I think that certain people are less important than others, and forget that their 
mandate is to uphold the law and treat all people of our country equally, and with the idea of 
democracy and justice that this country is supposedly founded on.  
 
Last night there were a lot of people in Moab, and I am glad you folks are here today, too, and 
everybody who spoke last night is saying the same things that we are hearing today, people want 
the mess by the Colorado River moved, and they want it moved north, to the safest possible 
place, and in the safest way possible. Nobody wants it coming here, except IUC, and I am afraid 
possibly the Department of Energy. 
 
A few minutes ago, Tribe members presented a document, and I just want to go through some of 
that, and that was some Tribal members charging the U.S. Department of Energy with violating 
the civil rights of the Tribal members, and charging the U.S. Department of Energy in the formal 
decision complaint with taking action that desecrates sacred sites, interferes with traditional 
religious practices, and violates government mandates to uphold environmental justice. Why 
does that complaint have to be considered, why is it important? The Department of Energy by 
law has to consider all reasonable alternatives when discussing what to and deciding what to do 
with the Moab waste. And it is incredible and outrageous and unacceptable that somehow the 
Department of Energy we pay with our tax dollars somehow thinks it is reasonable to dump 
radioactive and toxic waste, slurrying it and using incredible amounts of precious water to be 
dumped here and to dump it next to the White Mesa Ute community on top of very sacred and 
cultural important sites. You know, in September 2003 I was at the meeting we had in Moab, and 
a number of the officials were there, and they spoke eloquently then, and I recall Mr. Knight, as 
he did today, say, what is it about no that you don’t understand. And I think it is really important 
that the opening comment today from Mr. Heart point out that it is the Tribe, the Tribal members 
that are the cultural experts, not the DOE. But the DOE doesn’t seem to understand that.  
 
The Tribal members and Tribal officials this morning brought out today, as they did a year and a 
half ago, that East Carbon was eliminated, that Green River was eliminated, and yet White Mesa 
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continues to be considered. And I am extremely worried that all the good words and facts that 
were presented here this morning, were actually presented at the scoping, and presented in the 
confrontation meetings, and seeing that the DOE must have a hole in the head, and going in one 
ear and clearly out the other.  
 
One of the impacts that is not being considered is that the Tribal document has other 
responsibilities. They have to protect their people and land and culture. They should not have to 
be spending their limited time and resources fighting this outrageous and I believe illegal 
proposal. The complaint that was filed, sent in the mail yesterday to the Department of Energy in 
Washington D.C. was presented, has four main parts. I will quickly go through them.  
 
One, is that the Department of Energy violated the Executive Order 12898, which requires 
federal agencies to take environmental justice concerns into consideration. And not taking action, 
and addressing them as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs on minority population.  
 
Now, how is it that dumping radioactive and toxic wastes next to White Mesa Ute community on 
top of so many culturally significant sites is not arbitrary and discriminatory? It is.  
 
How is it that eliminating the white community of Green River and East Carbon from 
consideration, but leaving White Mesa in, which is even closer, is not discrimination? It is. 
 
Secondly, the Executive Order 13007, provides for the protection of Indian sacred sites, and it 
says that the federal government shall accommodate access to and ceremonial use of the Indian 
sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners and avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity 
of such sacred sites.  
 
Please tell me, dumping radioactive and toxic waste directly on top of these sites would not 
desecrate and affect their physical integrity, it of course does.  
 
Thirdly, Executive Order 13175, Tribal Consultation. As the Tribal government officials made 
very clear today and have made very clear in the past, you can’t just convene a meeting and say 
you are consulted. This is land, it is the original land. Where I live I could get up and move, you 
people can’t, this is your homeland, and that was not addressed in the draft EIS. So the Tribal 
consultation, I believe, has been a mockery, and the Tribe deserves to be treated by law and by 
right.  
 
And lastly, 42 U.S.C.A., Section 1996, federal statute, Protection and Preservation of Traditional 
Religions of Native Americans. And it says, you shall preserve for American Indians their 
inherent right or freedom to believe, express and exercise their traditional religion.  
 
You just heard testimony again, as we have in the past, that that is not being adhered to, and that 
if in the alternative carried out that is a violation.  
 
So not only should you not do it because it is the right thing to do, you must eliminate White 
Mesa from consideration because the law requires that you do so.  
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Lastly, I just want to say, there is one other thing that is not addressed in your Draft EIS, and not 
just from me as a director of an organization, with constituents in Moab, down to Arizona, a lot 
of the Tribes along the Colorado River, we guarantee that if this proposal is to be effected, there 
will be legal challenges, there will be administrative challenges, there will be nonviolent tactics 
to make sure there is no slurry line coming here, and it will cost incredible amounts in delay and 
financial costs that you haven’t projected, and I am just giving you advance warning, it will be a 
fight that you don’t want to get into.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #72  Fields, Sarah      Individual 

 
MS. RYAN: Sarah Fields.  
 
MS. FIELDS: My name is Sarah Fields, and I am speaking as a citizen of Southeastern Utah.  
 
I come here from Moab, and last night I was at the hearing in Moab where there were over 100 
people, I believe, and probably at least 50 people spoke, and it was I believe unanimous that the 
people of Moab want the tailings to be moved off the floodplain, off the Colorado River.  
 
The citizens of Moab and Grand County also do not wish to have the tailings moved to White 
Mesa. A number of people spoke to that, and even if the tailings coming to White Mesa would 
not they also have to go through the city of Moab. The people in Grand County do not want it to 
come down here. That waste created in Grand County, the citizens of Grand County benefited 
from the mining operation in Grand County, and they feel that it is Grand County’s problem. 
And the law requires that the tailings should be put in the most isolated situation where the 
tailings would have the least possibility for human intrusion, and environmental intrusion, and 
would be least likely to contaminate the environment. That certainly eliminates the White Mesa 
option. 
 
At the meeting last night the DOE said that the documents that were used for the DEIS were 
available. Well, yesterday morning I went to the Grand County library, where I have been 
continually doing research on various aspects of this, to take a look at the IUC proposal, because 
it is referenced. All I found was some colored slides from a presentation that IUC gave to the 
DOE or somebody at some meeting. The actual application that IUC submitted to the 
Department of Energy wasn’t there. So it was not available to me to even comment in the DEIS 
process. Now, apparently the reason it wasn’t there was because they submitted a copy to the 
Department of Energy, which has a lot of what is called proprietary information. Well, in that 
case the DOE is obligated to create a -- oh, somebody is talking, I am sorry. 
 
The DOE should create a copy that has that proprietary information removed, and make that 
available to everyone. We shouldn’t have to do a formal request to get that.  
 
I also wanted to look at the cultural sites report that archaeology had created, and that is also 
referenced in the EIS. All I found was a cover sheet stamped confidential. So I couldn’t even 
take a look at that. And I notice in the DEIS, it is pretty skinny when it comes to a description of 
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the types of archaeological sites and the types of cultural resources that would be impacted if the 
tailings came down here. It has nothing, no pictures, there are no photographs, nothing to give 
the decision-makers any idea of what would actually be initiated, and there is not really any 
description of what mitigation means. Mitigation for cultural sites means the cultural sites gets 
dug up a little bit and people remove, they remove the bones, they remove the artifacts, the pots, 
the shards, the arrowheads, and then the site is totally destroyed, that is what mitigation means. 
Mitigation means destruction.  
 
Oh, another aspect of moving the tailings down to White Mesa is the fact that if they moved it by 
slurry line they would have to put a slurry line from the Moab site probably underneath the 
Colorado River, and across the Matheson Wetlands. The Matheson Wetlands are the largest 
wetlands on the Colorado River. The wetlands are owned and taken care of by the State of Utah 
and the Nature Conservancy. No one in the Department of Energy ever went to the Nature 
Conservancy, and I am unsure about whether they went to the State of Utah, but I know they 
never went to the Nature Conservancy and said, well, what do you think about this? Are you 
going to give us permission to put this slurry line across the wetlands? And if they had asked, 
they would have found out that the Nature Conservancy is not going to give them permission to 
run a slurry pipeline across the wetlands. But I guess the DOE has counted on their ability to -- 
the power of eminent domain when they just come along and say, okay, we have this project 
going and we are going to do it no matter what you think and no matter what you say.  
 
The city of Moab is very concerned about putting a slurry pipeline through Moab. They are very 
concerned about trucking the tailings through Moab. So the people down here can count on the 
help and support of Grand County and the people of Moab to fight any possibility that the 
tailings would come down to White Mesa. Grand County does not want that option.  
 
And just like Grand County, the city of Moab does not want the tailings to be left on the banks of 
the Colorado River, and there will be administrative challenges, there will be legal challenges, if 
the DOE makes any determination to leave the tailings in place.  
 
So I think between San Juan and Grand County we have two options that are off the table.  
 
The first option is leaving the tailings in place, that is off the table.  
 
The second option is moving the tailings down to San Juan County, that is off the table. And I 
sure hope the Department of Energy gets that message.  
 
Thank you.  
 
Document #73  Beck, Dudley      Individual 
 
MS. PETERSON: Mr. Beck.  
 
MR. BECK: Good morning, my name is Dudley Beck, D-u-d-l-e-y, B-e-c-k, I live in Bluff, 
Utah, I have been there about a year and a half. I came to Bluff after 18 years in Tuba City 
working with the Public Health Service.  
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I just want to say, and add my name to the list of people against moving the mill tailings to 
White Mesa. I am very happy to hear the comments today, and particularly in reference to 
eliminating the White Mesa for anything, irrespective of the problem in Moab. I was glad to hear 
that.  
 
I have had tremendous respect for the Iroquois Nation since I was a young boy because of their 
philosophy of taking care of seven generations and planning for anything and everything that 
they do, and I have seen that throughout my lifetime now, in the native people, and the Navajo 
and the northwest Tribes, and I am glad to hear that is alive and well in the Utes, and I just wish 
it was alive and well throughout the white community throughout this great nation.  
 
I am very scared as an individual, with the administration of this country. I think they have a plan 
and they could care less what most of us think or say. And that scares me. Our administration 
doesn’t want to listen to science. We have great universities throughout the country who have 
spent years training scientists so that the administration can rely on their judgment in making 
decisions, and that does not appear to be happening.  
 
When you are talking about global warming or clean energy use, and I would love to see us 
move back to the earlier philosophy of clean energy, and away from the uranium, and the coal-
fired plants that created environmental problems for our community that we can ill-afford and 
that will affect our children and our grandchildren and our grandchildren’s children.  
 
We don’t want, I don’t want their blood money. There is no amount of money they can give us to 
mitigate these problems. And I would hope tonight that the San Juan County Commissioners 
would go on record against this formal process that we have been asked to participate in.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #74  Atcitty, Elaine      White Mesa Ute Indian Tribe 

 
MS. RYAN: Elaine Atcitty. I also want to thank Elaine and her staff for their part in getting us 
set up for this meeting. Thank you.  
 
MS. ATCITTY: I am with the Ute Tribal Council.  
First of all, I would like to thank my Vice Chairman, Art, for being here, our legal counsel, 
William Johnson, Tom Rice, Terry Knight and Carl Knight for also being here and a couple 
other community members.  
 
And, you know, we had these meetings for so many years now, and we had set up the meetings 
here, about three or four times a year in the past, as I do recall, and I continue to hear the same 
things, and I think all the people continue to hear the same things. What I don’t quite understand 
is what part is it, like our Tribal Councilman said, what part is it that is going to get the DOE to 
eliminate White Mesa from being a site. You know, I see a lot of comments, and I hear a lot of 
complaints about the uranium mill out there at White Mesa. Air pollution is one part of them, 
water is another. It is not going to affect us tomorrow or next year, but in the years to come. That 
is what we are afraid of here in the White Mesa community, that our water is going to be gone 
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and the uranium tailings will be getting into our water. Where are we going to go from here, 
where are we going to go tomorrow. I heard a lot of comments about dollars being exchanged. 
Yes, that is true, but for who. It is not White Mesa, it is not for me, nor is it for our grandkids. 
All we are taken away from is our house and our grandkids’ house. What is it that, you know, 
that DOE and the uranium tailings, the people who do this, are going to say the day that we don’t 
need this on our reservation. I have seen it come all across this United States, but I don’t see it in 
the east there, but out in the isolated areas in the west, for the native Americans. This is their 
homeland, this is sovereign land, our great-great-grandfathers lived here. Yes, we had mining, 
back then, but they have long been shut down. There are some concerns. Mr. Heart, Vice 
Chairman Heart said the water rights, that is one of them, our Clean Air Act is another. We have 
enough problems as it is on our Reservation. We don’t need to continue on with more problems 
coming to our people here.  
 
And again I do support Thelma and her family back there, the lady, the advocate against this mill 
tailings way back then, for a number of years we was honored with a plaque for that, a service 
that he had done, the care that he had took, for his people here in White Mesa, I acknowledge 
that today here.  
 
There has been some bloodshed, yes, like Thelma who was an advocate against something like 
this. We don’t need no more of that. And, you know, I see things, you know, that transporting 
tailings, it is not going to work, either way it is not going to work and the people and the County 
Commissioners back there has made comments about this, too. What we are seeing here today, 
comments about our sacred ground, yes, that is true, our vegetation, is no longer there, the things 
that we use for native purposes is no longer there.  
 
I mean I could go on all day here, but I think I made my point, and I would like to say thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #75  Lehi, Malcom      White Mesa Ute Administration 
 
MS. RYAN: Mr. Lehi. 
 
MR. LEHI: Good morning, I am Malcom Lehi, L-e-h-i.  
 
My concern is sitting back here listening to what is going on here, I have lived here a long time, 
and I have seen Thelma’s family going after the mill about this trying to shut it down for so 
many years and always wondering what they were doing that for. But now I know what the 
reason is, because I used to go out there hunting and stuff and a lot of times I seen animals out 
there that were about the color they should not be, and I wondered why a lot of the times over the 
years when we would be back there for whatever, or for water, and there is not very much water 
around here, and the drought and stuff, and I always wondered why this would be. Hunters told 
me that he had seen the deer that he wanted to go shoot, and he told me, hey, let’s wait on it, it 
will come our way, but it never came our way. But a day later we seen the same buck and 
somebody had shot it, and he told me, there is that buck you wanted, you want him now? I said 
no, and we looked at him and he had, the color of his skin was different, he wasn’t normal, and I 
told him, I says, well, he was over there at that pond, and I don’t know if the people that run the 
mill that was there realized what they are doing to the animals here, and it kind of made me feel 
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bad, because, you know, we as native Americans, we used the animals in the sacred way, you 
know, to live, and feed our families and stuff. To make that deer go to waste like that, I don’t 
think that was right, and somebody has to step up and say something about it and see that. I don’t 
know if the community of Blanding knows about this, that you were just saying are having a 
meeting, I hope they come out and have their say, and put out this mill and shut it down, because 
we do really have to shut this mill down, because of all the things that are going on around here 
in just San Juan County. And I am pretty sure, you know, for me, if I had the power to say 
things, you know, I would shut that thing down, because I don’t think that is a place for the mill 
to be. I think it is better off where there is nobody or no life flow or anything like that.  
 
You know, we have our, like, our councilmen and our people that were talking and saying it is 
the future we look at, not the past.  
 
That is all I have got to say. I appreciate this.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
 
Document #76  Morgan, Manuel      San Juan County Commission 
 
MS. RYAN: Manuel Morgan. 
 
MR. MORGAN: Good afternoon, my name is Manuel Morgan, I am a San Juan County 
Commissioner. This is kind of a difficult position for me to be in, but I just want to say that the 
Tribe have spoken, the Ute Tribe has spoken and the people have spoken for this community.  
 
I think people and communities have different priorities, as we represent San Juan County we 
have different priorities. And we try to, as elected officials, we look at what is good, or what is 
best, or what is economically best or economical for the community.  
 
San Juan County’s position is to support the slurry. With that position I have stated, I only 
support this if the DOE comes to this community and educates the dangers, the impacts, that the 
community is going to experience, and I don’t think to this date that we have had that lesson, 
whether this is good or bad for this community.  
 
I talked to a gentleman the other day, and he told me, he says, you tell me one particle of 
uranium in the air, and for me to breathe that in, has that radiation in there, is that safe for me. I 
says, I don’t think it is safe, because if it has got radiation you will breathe it in. And from there 
you have the impact. And that, you know, I get comments that says, well, the sun rays have more 
radiation than that particle of uranium, okay. If that is the case, if we are introducing another 
particle that has radioactivity, how is that going to impact this community, because you are 
adding another element of which we are already exposed to, and together the impact of those is 
what we don’t understand. And so the community and the people that I represent have spoken 
and said that they are against this, and that is where I stand, is with my people. In this county 
there is 60 percent native Americans, and the DOE or this impact study basically addresses 
White Mesa community, and it is stated there are 300 people. The town of Blanding has how 
many people, San Juan County has how many people, and the impact of that is minimal because 
there is 300 people, that is not the case. Like I said, there is over 7,000 native Americans in this 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–132 

county, and they say no to bringing the tailings down here, and that is where I am going to have 
to stand on this issue, and I will also stand on this and present that to the county in that way, if 
you are wondering where my position is.  
 
I am not going to bash anyone, the DOE for doing what they are going.  
 
I am not going to bash IUC for what they are doing, I understand what their job is and what they 
are up to, and what they provide communities. But when there is an unknown impact of 
something that we will -- what we don’t know until in the future, then we need to support one 
another and stand together and say if you can’t provide those answers to us, then we don’t want 
it.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Commissioner Morgan.  
 
MS. RYAN: Is there anyone who did not sign the list who would like to comment at this time?  
 
 
Document #77  Goodman, Margaret      Individual 
 
MS. GOODMAN: My name is Margaret Goodman, M-a-r-g-a-r-e-t, G-o-o-d-m-a-n.  
 
I just wanted to put in some comments to say, you know, Mr. Morgan was right, we have a little 
bit more different priority than probably you gentlemen here. As native Americans, we cherish 
animals, even the weeds that grow around here and things like that, that is a priority for us in our 
everyday lives. And the uranium mill, it seems like to me, as I have heard, you know, like the 
gentleman over there said, there is deer, rabbits, and for unknown reasons their meat is a 
different color, breeding and what-not. And the deer go to the water hole over there, and as 
uranium is being packed or however the process goes, you don’t know how much dust is coming 
off of that thing in the air, even a slight breeze how many people are going to inhale that dust, 
you know. And like he said, how many people came down to teach all these people, Tribal 
members here about this mill site. I don’t see an interpreter here today, you know. If you want to 
step on the grounds of reaching everybody in the community I think that, you know, that is not 
right, there should be an interpreter, there should be somebody here that can get in contact with 
the Tribal members and actually see who is going to understand and who is going to know, see 
what you guys are trying to do. But the fact of the matter is, Native Americans do cherish the 
earth, the ground, the flowers, the weeds, whether it is a good weed or bad weed, some of it is 
medicine for people, who are ill, you know.  
 
So I think that, you know, there has to be a lot of thought put into this and a lot of avenues to 
take to talk to the community members here, basically for their health. And basically for all the 
animals that we cherish. For some of them, it is their everyday meal, you know, that is the meal 
on their table for them.  
 
That is it.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Margaret.  
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MS. RYAN: Is there anyone else who would like to comment at this time, who has not 
commented yet?  
 
MR. METZLER: All right. Well, I think that ends it.  
 
(Public hearing concluded at 12:45 o’clock p.m.). 
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Appearances 
 
JOEL BERWICK  
PROJECT ENGINEER 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
2597 B 3/4 Road 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81503 
 
TOBY WRIGHT 
 
DEBBIE PETERSON 
 
WENDEE RYAN 
 
VIVIAN BOWIE 
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Public Hearing held at the City Hall Meeting 
Room, 240 East Main Street, Green River, Utah, on the 25th day of January, 2005, at 6:00 
o’clock p.m., before Joseph J. Rusk, Registered Professional Reporter and Notary Public at 
Large. 
 

* * * 
Document #78  Weisheit, John      Living Rivers 
 
MR. WEISHEIT: John, J-o-h-n, Weisheit, W-e-i-s-h-e-i-t, and I represent four groups, so I will 
explain them carefully. The Sierra Club, through the Nuclear Committee, which is comprised of 
myself, Sarah Fields, Bill Love, William Love, and Ken Sleight, S-l-e-i-g-h-t, we provided 
comments to the Sierra Club for scoping.  
 
I also represent the Colorado Plateau River Guides, which is a trade association of river guides, 
these are the river guides that run Cataract Canyon downstream of the tailings pile.  
 
I also represent Colorado Riverkeeper, Riverkeeper is one word, and it is part of an alliance of 
120 international groups and national groups, that work under the auspices of a Waterkeeper, one 
word, Alliance, based in New York.  
 
And I also am the Conservation Director of Living Rivers, based in Moab, Utah. I won’t speak 
for the Sierra Club, because we will write more detailed comments, but I would like to speak for 
the river groups at this time, the three.  
 
These three groups of which I represent, I am by the way the secretary of -- secretary-treasurer. 
The three river groups would like the tailings pile removed. As to whether it is Klondike or 
Crescent, we believe that those would be the best places to put it. However, we feel Crescent 
would be better, because the Mancos shale is thicker. The watershed is not as big, you know, it is 
next, very close to the Bookcliffs, which is kind of a watershed divide.  
 
But we do have one concern about Crescent Junction, and that is there is a person that lives there, 
even the gas station has since closed and the cafe has since closed, but we are concerned about 
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that person’s -- I was hoping that person would be here, but they are not. But we would 
appreciate it if this person is contacted to see how they feel about this particular placement, and 
as far as their safety and so on.  
 
We are very opposed to having the site taken to San Juan, mostly on -- for moral reasons. We 
feel that this is Grand County’s problem, and we think it should stay in Grand County. We really 
don’t want to spread our waste to other places to be dealt with. And as far as environmental 
justice reasons, we sympathize with the White Mesa Indian Tribe, we do not want to bring our 
pollution to affect their groundwater, so we are not at all in favor of imposing the environmental 
justice and socioeconomics on the native American groups and whatnot.  
 
Number two, the reason why we feel it should be moved is because we feel that there is enough 
reason to show doubt that this pile, if kept in place, would remain in place for 200 to 1,000 years. 
We, as river people, we understand the dynamics of rivers and we are well versed in what the 
U.S.G.S. and other scientific groups have had to report on the hydrology of the Colorado River, 
and we believe based mostly on two major floods in the 19th century that happened in the 
1800’s, 1860’s and 1880’s, as well as the flows of 1917, 1983 and ‘84, that we feel that the place 
would be compromised and that this radioactive material associated with, and with all the other 
associated chemicals, would go into Canyonlands National Park, radiate all the beaches, and 
would essentially stop our business, as far as river guides and river, private river runners that are 
using Canyonlands National Park. We feel it would shut the park down, and we feel that would 
be bad for us as workers on the river, it would be bad for our city, which depends on tourism, 
and also of course it would be bad for -- that kind of mobilization of radioactive material, it 
would be Nevada’s water supply, and California’s water supply and Arizona’s water supply.  
 
So we want to be good neighbors, we don’t want to spread our waste around on the Colorado 
River system.  
 
We are also concerned about the endangered fish because the Colorado River has the highest rate 
of possible extinction of native fish, and so we are very concerned about the quality of the native 
fish, and we feel that anything that we can possibly do to minimize their extinction, and this is 
definitely one of the things that we are concerned with.  
 
Now, there was one more thing. I will let other people speak, and I think there is one more thing, 
but I will be happy to acquiesce to the next person.  
 
Document #79  Fields, Sarah      Sierra Club 
 
MS. FIELDS: My name is Sarah, S-a-r-a-h, Fields, F-i-e-l-d-s, and I represent the Glen Canyon 
Group of the Utah Chapter of the Sierra Club, and we are located down in Moab. One thing that I 
think the DOE has to do is really go back over the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act 
and the legislative history of that Act, and think about what the intent of congress was when they 
passed that Act. And I have a few quotes here. And this is from the legislative history. “The 
Legislation will require every responsible effort to be made by the Federal Government to 
provide for the disposal, stabilization and control in a safe and environmentally sound manner of 
such tailings to prevent or minimize the diffusion of radon” or the entry of other hazardous 
things into the environment. It also said that the public is to have a strong role in the selection of 
any remedy to procedures provided by the National Environmental Policy Act. It is expected that 
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the Secretary, that is the Secretary of Energy, will give full consideration to the wishes of the 
public, as expressed through those processes. That is the wishes of the public. In some cases 
where the department will remedy inactive tailings hazards, tailings will be removed from the 
original processing site, and disposed of at more suitable locations.  
 
It is intended that the DOE not rush headlong into using technology that may be effective in the 
short period of time. The committee does not want to visit this problem again, with additional 
aid. The remedial action must be done right the first time. And in the Act itself, it says 
“Congressional Findings and Purposes. Protection of the public health, safety and welfare and 
the regulation of interstate commerce require that every reasonable effort be made to provide for 
the stabilization, disposal and control in a safe and environmentally sound manner of such 
tailings in order to prevent or minimize radon diffusion into the environment and to prevent or 
minimize other environmental hazards from such tailings.” And in response to this, the 
Department of Energy moved at least 10 uranium tailings sites from inactive mills off the 
floodplains of nearby rivers.  
 
So I think that under these circumstances where you have even a greater risk of contamination 
going into the river, where you have even greater risk because of all these unknowns that were 
listed up here on the board, of the risk of flooding, the questions regarding how much 
contamination is still in the tailings impoundment, how much that contamination will continue to 
go into the groundwater, even after the current groundwater remediation is over, even if it takes 
100 years. So we have all these questions. 
 
So I think it behooves the DOE to move the tailings pile off the river in order to comply with the 
Act.  
 
MS. RYAN: Is there anyone else who would like to comment who didn’t comment?  
 
Document #80  Weisheit, John      Living Rivers 
 
John, do you have something else?  
 
MR. WEISHEIT: Yes, there is another example of what I wanted, I was concerned about, 
because the Bureau of Reclamation did a study that I would like to bring to your attention about 
the probable maximum rainstorm that could happen on the Colorado River system and at Hoover 
Dam as the site for the full amount of water that could come through, and it was 700,000 cubic 
feet per second. Now, of course that includes the San Juan and Colorado and Green Rivers but, 
you know, it just goes to show the dynamic ability of the Colorado River, and I just find in 
general, and I will detail these in my comments, but I really don’t think the DOE has a credible 
document to otherwise prove reasonable concerns that this tailings pile will not lift and float 
downstream in a catastrophic event. We are already overdue for a 100-year flood, and so, you 
know, it seems like we are ready for a situation there that needs to be looked at with much more 
credibility.  
 
Thank you.  
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Document #81      Fields, Sarah      Sierra Club 

 
MS. RYAN: Sarah, do you have additional comments?  
 
MS. FIELDS: Yes, I intend to make extensive written comments, so I will just touch on some of 
the, some comments, other comments I have.  
 
One thing as far as the alternative, I would agree that the best alternative would be to move the 
tailings to Crescent Junction. The only other possible alternative would be Klondike Flats. I think 
it is out of the question to send the tailings down to White Mesa, because of the nearness to the 
White Mesa Ute community, because of the impact on the cultural sites at White Mesa where 
some very beautiful archaeological sites, which are now hidden, because most of -- they are 
under the ground, but those sites will be destroyed.  
 
Some of the differences between Crescent Junction and Klondike Flats are the fact that the 
Klondike Flats site is right next to an airport, it is also next to a county disposal site, and another 
thing, it is in an area that is frequented by a lot of visitors, there are a lot of people who ride 
bicycles, they ride ATVs, they ride motorcycles, dirt bikes in that whole area. And that means 
going to another area, which will be, will be impacted, and I think that site has a greater chance 
to be impacted by human activity, and the site would also impact the workers and visitors in that 
area.  
 
Also I think that the tailings should be moved by rail, considering the amount of tailings, the rail 
haul option, not truck haul. The truck haul option would mean almost 100 percent increase in 
traffic on the road, either between Klondike Flats or Moab and Crescent Junction. That means 
impact to the tourist industry, and that means degradation of that highway, when you have those 
huge trucks. And I think the other thing, that UDOT expressed their concerns to the DOE about 
what would happen to that roadway if it were used to haul those tailings up the road.  
  
Also I think that the DOE should consider why we are here, why did this all happen, why did it 
happen. The DOE ended up with the responsibility for this site, and the reason was because 
another federal agency failed to regulate the site. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission did not 
make sure that there was in the past an adequate groundwater remediation. It wasn’t until the 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory came along and did a lot of diagnostics that they discovered 
there was a huge flume of uranium that was coming from the old mill site itself because the NRC 
never required Atlas to put in monitoring wells between the site itself and the river, all the 
monitoring wells were around in town. So that is another failure.  
 
The NRC failed to get the amount of surety that was needed to reclaim this site. Atlas was 
supposed to pay for all of this, not all of us in this room through our taxes, now it is the members 
of the public. Now that the members of the public are paying for it, I think we should have a little 
more say-so than what the NRC has to say about it. And I think it is the general consensus of the 
members of the public that that tailings pile should be moved. Four western governors say it 
should be moved. Our congressional representatives all say it should be moved. Grand County 
Council says it should be moved? The State of Utah says it should be moved. Who says it 
shouldn’t be moved. The only person that is going to say it shouldn’t be moved is the DOE, and 
the decision-makers in Washington. Wait a minute, we hired them to take care of this. Our state 
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representatives, DOE, you take care of it. So I think that the DOE should take care of it in the 
way that the community wants it to be taken care of. That is what congress said.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MS. RYAN: We encourage you to send your full written comments.  
 
MS. FIELDS: Oh, it will take me a while.  
 
MS. RYAN: Thank you very much for coming, and again, anyone who comments either tonight 
or anywhere through the comment period will be on the list to receive the final Environmental 
Impact Statement, so we encourage you to give us your address and so forth on the attendance 
register.  
 
Thank you.  
 
(Public hearing concluded at 6:42 o’clock p.m.).  
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DONALD R. METZLER 
PROGRAM MANAGER 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
2597 3/4 Road 
Grand Junction, Colorado 81503 
 
JOEL BERWICK 
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The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Public Hearing held at the Aarchway Inn, 
1551 N. Highway 191, Moab, Utah, on the 26th day of January, 2005, at 6:00 o’clock p.m., 
before Joseph J. Rusk, Registered Professional Reporter and Notary Public at Large.  
 

* * * 
Document #82  Tanner, Rex      Grand County Council 

 
MR. TANNER: Where is the appropriate place to stand. Rex, R-e-x, Tanner, T-a-n-n-e-r.  
 
Well, first I would like to thank Don and Joel and the staff and the DOE for going through this 
tedious process, but a very much-needed process, and I just want to say thank you for the hard 
work that I know all of you have put into this, and thank you for taking the time to go through 
these public hearing processes, it is an important study.  
 
My name is Rex Tanner, and I am the co-chair of the Grand County Council, and I am also the 
co-chair of the Stakeholders group, a group that has been involved with the process alongside the 
DOE for several years now, and I was asked by the Grand County Council to come and make an 
official comment, in addition to the written comments that we will be sending.  
 
But our position is that Grand County Council, representing Grand County and all the citizens 
here, and I think you can see the room is a lot more packed than what Green River was. I 
understand there were two people in Green River, I think, but our position is that the only 
acceptable thing to do here is move it, and cost is not something that we think should be 
considered, we are in favor of seeing it go to the Klondike area. We have got mixed feelings 
whether it be slurry or rail. I think those are the two preferred methods over the trucking, though 
we do recognize the trucking would be a component to either one of those alternatives. For us, I 
think the big thing is as you listed earlier was the areas of uncertainty. And the fact that you 
made mention that you wanted to design something if it was to be capped in place or even if it 
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was removed to another location, a facility that would last forever, and we know that that is 
probably not feasible.  
 
But even to meet the requirements of the 200- to 1,000-year range, I think that at its current 
location, when you look at that last picture that you showed, and you can see the deep river gorge 
that was cut in the Colorado Plateau, it is very evident that that is one powerful force, that river, 
what we call the Colorado River. If you look at pictures, the aerial views, you can see that there 
is vegetation growth right almost up to the edge of the one, I believe the south side of the pile, 
and I think that also follows the line of the high water mark in 1983, which I believe was 66,000 
cubic feet per second flowing down that river. And that really basically was the edge of the pile. 
And the fact that we have heard several studies come about and brought to light in the last six 
months or so on this subject, there is some conflicting information from potentially some of the 
information that is presented in the EIS, and I think that what that indicates to me and to the 
Grand County Council, is that we are not sure, we are not sure that it would be safe there, we are 
not -- that level of uncertainty exists, and that in itself is why it needs to be moved.  
 
And I won’t take much more time other than to say upriver, we have I believe there are two 
reservoirs that are connected to this system, and I think that that has to be considered as an 
additional factor with the loads that are carried in those reservoirs for potential disasters. And I 
think we all have seen in the last month or two the power of water, what it can do, from the 
tsunami situation in Indochina, to the floods in California, also even in the St. George area with 
some of the problems we had over there. So I think you can’t, you can’t underestimate the power 
of water, and I don’t think that we can say with any predictability that that facility would be safe 
for a long period of time based on the location. And from that standpoint, our comments and 
letters will reflect those views.  
 
One last point, I would encourage everybody here to not just stop at this juncture in terms of 
your comments. I would really like to see you make as much of an effort to contact everybody 
that is involved with this project, the elected officials, and not just in the State of Utah, but 
people in California, Nevada and Arizona, they all have a vested interest here.  
 
And last but not least, this isn’t just about Grand County and the 9,000 residents in Grand 
County, it is about the four or five, 10 million people that are downriver of this project, that if 
you made a miscalculation, and it did break loose with a high-water event, what would be the 
long-term effects for the Southwestern United States, and the millions of people involved?  
 
Thank you. With that I will turn it over to Mayor Dave.  
 
Document #83  Sakrison, Dave      City of Moab, Mayor 
 
MR. SAKRISON: Well said, Rex. I am not as good as Rex, I have got notes.  
 
First of all, I would like to say good evening, and Don, on behalf of the city of Moab welcome, 
and thank you very much for allowing this group of people, and there is, I am sure there are more 
out there that would like to comment also, giving them this opportunity to express their views.  
 
This process has been going on for a long time, as we all know, and I am glad we may be seeing 
the light at the end of the tunnel, hopefully. I promise to keep my remarks brief in order that we 
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may hear from everybody and their concerns. I would like to begin by saying that the city of 
Moab is in the process of drafting a formal reply, and it will be sent prior to the deadline on 
February 18th. I would, however, like to voice some of the governing body’s general positions 
and concerns.  
 
The city of Moab would like to join in with the State of Utah, California, New Mexico, Arizona, 
Nevada, Grand County and San Juan County, our congressional delegation, and I am sure I have 
left out some other organizations or groups, and I apologize for that, but we would like to join 
with them in asking that the Atlas tailings pile be moved. It is the city’s position that there are 
too many uncertainties, and an inherent amount of risk involved by leaving the tailings in place.  
 
There are concerns and questions as to the potential for contamination of the Moab aquifer.  
 
There are questions and concerns as to what a catastrophic flood event might do to the integrity 
of the tailings if left in place. 
 
There are also socioeconomic impacts that we feel have not been adequately addressed. For 
example, the visual impact as presented in the document on pages 433 and 434, which do not 
meet BLM regulations. We feel that there would be a positive economic impact on moving the 
pile. I said positive economic impact on moving the pile, especially in the visitors’ impression on 
our area.  
 
And then there is the potential economic impact, if there were to be a catastrophic event, not only 
in the mitigation of the event, but in the perception to the rest of the world.  
 
These are just a few of our concerns, and as a city, that the city has about leaving the tailings in 
place.  
 
As to moving the tailings the city’s preferred alternative would be the Klondike site. We feel this 
would be the best alternative, and would mitigate any hauling of any waste and debris through 
the city of Moab, which we would strongly object to.  
 
In closing, we have been looking at this remediation process for a long time, and the only thing 
that has happened is that the costs have gone up. We need to move it now.  
 
It would be a shame if we capped this in place and found out at a later date that it had to be 
moved for some reason. What would the cost be then?  
 
Virtually every mill site along any waterway in this country has been moved and remediated. I 
believe it is in the best interest of not only the citizens of this community, but those living 
downstream to move these tailings. It is the right thing to do.  
 
And having said that, thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, sir, that was very clear, and I am sure you stayed way within that 5 
minute time frame.  
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Document #84  Russell, Steve      Individual 

 
MS. RYAN: Steve Russell.  
 
MR. RUSSELL: Thank you for coming. Five minutes is an eternity to stand up and talk, and I 
don’t think that I will take that long, but thank you for giving us this opportunity. Steve Russell, 
you know me, Joe.  
 
And I am here on behalf I think of all of you folks out there, I hope. What I would like to talk 
about are three issues that I think are relevant to this issue, responsibility, priorities, and common 
sense.  
 
The pile is there because during the cold war our government asked people to go out and search 
the Four Corners area for uranium for purposes of the cold war, and that was done. A huge 
frenzy of mining took place and never mind the Cold War aspect of it, what we are left with right 
now is this pile of tailings on the banks of the Colorado River.  
 
I think that our government has a responsibility now to do the most expeditious, sensible thing in 
order to remediate what was left there, for their benefit. No one I don’t think is going to argue 
that the pile contains a lot of bad potentially dangerous stuff. And it is on the banks of what 
really is the heart, the beating heart of the entire Southwest of the United States, the Colorado 
River. The entire Southwestern United States depends on that river for drinking water, for 
agricultural water, for life, Phoenix wouldn’t exist without it, Las Vegas wouldn’t exist without 
it, we can argue that Los Angeles wouldn’t exist without it. The Imperial Valley would not exist 
without it.  
 
So what should be done with it? We should move it off the river. The cost now, and I will be 
corrected if I am wrong, is in the neighborhood of 500 million dollars, that is a big number, but 
not to the U.S. Government.  
 
We are currently engaged in an action in the Mideast, in Iraq we spent 120 billion dollars there. 
George Bush has just asked for another 80 billion dollars for that effort. Why are we there? We 
thought, some people thought that there were weapons of mass destruction that posed a dire 
threat to the United States and to the world. And so we have gone and we have done what we 
have done, and we found out that we were wrong, dead wrong. And there is still another 80 
billion dollars on the table.  
 
One mile north of here is a clear and present danger to the health and safety of the citizens of this 
county, and the entire Southwestern United States. It is there, there is no question about it. You 
can send the inspectors in there and they are going to see it. They are going to know that it is 
there. And 500 million dollars, although that is a big number, is one-half of one percent of what 
is being asked for in addition to the 120 to 150 billion that has already gone, and that is in 
relative terms a drop in the bucket, and I think that our government could find it somewhere.  
 
Now, this is not DOE’s fault, it is nobody’s fault, but it is there. And so that is the priorities part 
of it. Okay. If we can do what we are doing, and spend all of the money to do what we are doing, 
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I don’t care how you feel about it, but if we can do that, I think that we can find 500 million 
dollars to eliminate this clear and present danger to the Southwest of our nation. That was the 
whole deal about going over in to Iraq, was to protect ourselves. Okay, we are protecting 
ourselves here for pennies on the dollar. So that is the priorities part, and now the common sense 
part.  
 
It is there. It would be the height of hubris for us to sit here and say that for all time and eternity, 
let alone 200 to 1,000 years, that nothing bad is going to happen on this major, giant river that is 
fed by the entire Rocky Mountains of the west, the Wasatch, the Uintas, it is impossible, it would 
be impossible to say that nothing bad could happen to it. And so the only reasonable thing to do 
is to move it. Klondike I think is the way to go, rail. I don’t know, I frankly don’t know anything 
about the Cresent Junction site, but it is farther off and so Klondike I think is safe and secure, so 
I think that would probably be better. I don’t think White Mesa is a good idea, and I especially 
don’t think that slurrying it to White Mesa is a good idea. Think of all the water, that is a lot of 
water. Then what are you going to do with it after it has gone down there, put it in the San Juan 
River? And trucking it down there isn’t the way either.  
 
My time is up.  
 
MR. METZLER: Again there is probably a lot of people that want to talk, so we ask you to try to 
make the main points, and I again don’t want to rush you, but five minutes, and that would just 
show courtesy to all your fellow compatriots that are here.  
 
Document #85  Bodner, David      Individual 

 
MR. BODNER: B-o-d-n-e-r, first name David.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to once again comment on the need to remove the mill tailings 
located on the banks of the Colorado River. I am a resident and business owner in Moab. I am a 
licensed river guide on the Colorado River both above and below reservoir Powell.  
 
When the National Academy of Science was here I requested that a study of the sand bars on the 
Colorado below the pile be made due to the number of people who raft the Colorado every year. 
The sand bars are eroded and rebuilt every spring by the high water that passes by. People camp, 
eat, play and sleep on the bars. Dishes are washed using river water. Some people still use the 
river water to make coffee.  
 
What are the potential impacts to this 6 or 7,000 people who recreate on the river? What are the 
potential impacts to the river guides who spend weeks every summer working on the river? What 
are the potential dangers to the people who play, camp, swim, water-ski and fish on reservoir 
Powell? What are the dangers to the millions of people downstream who drink the water or 
irrigate with it?  
 
I would like to give an example of the problem that exists in attempting to mitigate the danger by 
leaving the piles in place.  
 
From 1976 to 1983, that is seven years, McDougal Oil delivered four super tankers of sulfuric 
acid per day to Atlas Minerals. Based on a 300-day year and 50 tons of acid per truck, that comes 
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out to 60,000 tons per year, 420,000 tons over the seven-year period. The person that gave me 
this information told me this was a conservative estimate, that they probably operated more than 
300 days a year. No acid was hauled away to be recycled, not one drop.  
 
When Atlas was finished with the acid it went into the pile. The same thing happened to the 
caustic soda and every other chemical that was delivered to Atlas. 
 
There is no option other than moving this mess away from the river. If the pile could be riffraffed 
so it could not be swept away by a flood flow from the river, that would still not prevent the 
groundwater from entering and dissolving or leaching contaminants back into the river when the 
water subsides. There is evidence of flood flows in excess of 100,000 cubic feet per second, and 
more, have come down the river corridor, and contrary to your report, the main force of these 
flows will go toward the pile, and start eating it away from the southwest corner. That corner is 
where the parts of the buildings that were too contaminated to be recycled are buried.  
 
Please make the right decision and move it away from the river.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, David.  
 
Document #86  Seal, Franklin      Individual 

 
MS. RYAN: Franklin Seal.  
 
MR. SEAL: Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Franklin Seal, S-e-a-l.  
 
I have lived in Moab 12 and a half years now, and for four years I worked at the local paper here, 
and so I had an opportunity to cover this story in detail more times than I care to remember. And 
I don’t know that I can really add a lot of substantive comments beyond what has already been 
made, but I would like to say just observing the fact that this draft EIS came out without a 
preferred alternative was quite interesting, and I think that despite the preponderance of science 
that points to this being a clear risk, that the draft EIS seems to be leaning and setting the stage 
for a decision which perhaps has already been made in headquarters, to leave the pile in place, 
and I think that ultimately this kind of a situation is decided based on politics, but that is the 
reality that this community and all the communities downstream of this pile face. And that is no 
fault of yours (indicating), that is just the way the system is. And I think that we need to work 
very hard over the next month and a half until this decision is announced finally, to see if we 
can’t change some minds in D.C. I think science is a great thing, but having watched the current 
administration over the last four years, I don’t think that they give a whole lot of credibility to 
science, and I don’t think they really care that much about science.  
 
I don’t think it is a question of money, I think it is a question of who is on our side and who is 
speaking out.  
 
As to what I personally think, we definitely should move the pile. We have got a rail line there, 
why build another road, if you have already got one there that is already designed to hold lots of 
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heavy traffic, and it goes right to the Klondike site, which is already being used as a disposal site, 
so let’s put it there.  
 
And thank you for your time.  
 
MR. METZLER: Franklin, thank you.  
 
Document #87  Bliss, Eleanor      Grand Canyon Trust 
 
MS. RYAN: Eleanor Bliss.  
 
MS. BLISS: Thank you for being here.  
 
My last name is B-l-i-s-s, first name is Eleanor.  
 
The citizens of Moab have been actively trying to get the Atlas tailings moved for more than 12 
years. We were assured by Bill Richardson in November ‘99 that the tailings would be moved. 
There was gratitude by the community that we finally had been heard. That day we felt it was 
possible for the government to do the right thing, for Moab, for the millions of people 
downstream from the pile and to the future. It was celebratory.  
 
Here we stand five years since, rehashing and talking about wether we should move the pile. The 
Floyd Spence Act clearly stated to transfer the ownership of the pile from the NRC to the DOE, 
that the piled would be moved. That wasn’t something on the table. That statement has somehow 
quietly been dismissed in this EIS. How can we possibly be studying cleaning up a radioactive 
pile on line beside the drinking water of 26 million people, even laughingly entertain a notion of 
covering in place. Please tell me this is a joke.  
 
Currently the groundwater leaking into the river in excess of 100,000 gallons per day is so toxic 
that minnows die within a minute of being in contact with the water, which is very startling. Ken 
Solomon of the University of Utah informs us the groundwater is migrating over into the 
Matheson Wetlands. How long will it take before it shows up in the wells of the residents of 
Moab?  
 
It is already obviously contaminating fish, birds, and whomever eats those. Dr. John 
Dohrenwend, I will kill that name, who has been studying the path of the Colorado, was very 
informative the other night, give thanks to him, studying the Colorado and coming up with an 
entirely different scenario and conclusion about where the Colorado will be migrating, which is 
toward the pile and not away, as DEIS states, which in my mind doesn’t really matter one way or 
another. He showed us amazing pictures of flooding in 1917, the 76,000 c.f.s., in which the river 
obviously was already sweeping through where the Atlas tailings pile stands now. I can’t 
imagine, and in 1884, it was 125,000 c.f.s., amazing, just too boggling to imagine where the 
water would be on the pile or above the pile. It is not a matter of if, it is a matter of when. We 
have no idea when that, you know, when the flooding will take place, but I do hope, I hope that 
we can speedily remove this pile. It is a horror show to think if we actually had a flood year and 
this thing got away from us before we have had a chance to move it.  
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I think listening to John I realize for the first time, really, when I saw the pictures, that floods 
would sweep right in to the Moab valley, it would be circulating all that toxic material here going 
round and round in circles, because it is an eddy, and that is just the beginning of the horrors, 
because then it would dry up eventually, and as it dried up it would leave all that toxic stuff to 
blow as it evaporated all over, and of course sweep downriver. There are 26 million people 
downstream from us that depend on this water. We have been shown when some of the rocket 
fuel got into the water, that it is now in all of our, in all of our produce in large amounts, 
surprising, quick returning back into the shelves of our supermarket. And we are just talking 
about 200 years, 1,000 years, which doesn’t even begin to break down this toxic stuff. We are 
talking about in 1,000 years it will only break down by 1 percent.  
 
Anyway, it is a no-brainer, it should be moved, it should be moved away from the river. I would 
hope it gets moved to Klondike.  
 
And thank you very much.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #88  Hazen, Gary      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: Gary Hazen.  
 
MR. HAZEN: My name is Gary Hazen, H-a-z-e-n.  
 
I am a concerned citizen. I will give my comments as well. Part of the DOE’s mission is to 
ensure the environmental cleanup of the National Nuclear Weapons Complex by providing a 
responsible resolution for the permanent disposal of the nation’s radioactive waste. The DOE 
capping the Atlas tailings pile in place is not providing a permanent disposal of radioactive 
waste. 76 percent of Grand County sales tax revenues is from tourism. Lake Powell’s recreation 
revenues exceeds 340 million dollars a year. The probable possibilities of floods, earthquakes, 
pile failures, major degradation of 25 million Americans’ drinking water, devastations of the 
local economies, lost services, ruined communities and shattered lives are all unacceptable to the 
American public.  
 
The economic loss of the Atlas pile failure will truly outstrip the cost of a couple moves of the 
tailings to the alternative plateau Klondike site.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: That was quick, thank you, sir.  
 
Document #89  Weisheit, John      Living Rivers 
 
MS. RYAN: John Weisheit.  
 
MR. WEISHEIT: John Weisheit, I represent Living Rivers as the Conservation Director, and I 
represent the Colorado Riverkeeper with the Waterkeeper Alliance.  
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I spoke last night at Green River, so I will truncate my comments, they have already been 
iterated tonight, but there is one thing I have a request for. The cooperating agencies have 
neglected the Bureau of Reclamation and because of the dams upstream in the Wayne Aspinall 
unit and downstream in Lake Powell, are managed by the Bureau of Reclamation. The Bureau of 
Reclamation has dam site engineers, and they also have hydrologists, and I think that their data 
would be very useful to this particular EIS. So I would request that there be a dialogue with the 
Bureau of Reclamation to discuss the potentials of the dams upstream, because the dams 
upstream, including Lake Powell, are not going to last 200 to 1,000 years. And so the older they 
get the more potential there is for these dams to fail, and for this waste to end up in Lake Powell. 
And so it would be probably very beneficial to find out from the Bureau of Reclamation how 
stable their dams are upstream and so on.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: John, thank you, thanks for coming both nights.  
 
Document #90  Hancock, Karla      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: Karla Hancock.  
 
MS. HANCOCK: It is Karla with a K, Hancock.  
 
Most of these people know I was the mayor of Moab from ‘98 to 2002, and while I was mayor I 
was an active member of the Atlas Stakeholders. I am now just speaking as a private citizen, but 
I feel equally strongly and probably more so about this issue.  
 
I am very concerned about the leaching of tailings materials into the Colorado River, but I am 
even more concerned about the possibility of local contamination in the event of a major flood, 
as well as the present and future effect of the presence of the pile on our groundwater supplies.  
 
I think capping the pile would simply be applying a Band-Aid where major surgery is needed. I 
urge you to move the pile to a safer location. I too would prefer Klondike and think the use of the 
rail would be most logical.  
 
And thank you for letting me express my views.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Karla.  
 
Document #91  Inskip, Eleanor      Individual 

 
MS. RYAN: Eleanor Inskip.  
 
MS. INSKIP: My name is Eleanor Inskip, I-n-s-k-i-p. Here is my card.  
 
I always thought that NEPA stood for the Environmental Protection Act. I was really surprised to 
see that it was the Policy Act when you put it up on the board. So that was kind of an amazing 
thing. And I was really pleased to see you. I listened to you on the radio when you went to the 
city and talked about what you are doing with spraying water up in the air last fall, and I thought 
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that is quite interesting, and it is always fun to see somebody’s face after you listen to them for 
awhile, so it was kind of fun. 
 
I also would like to say, as a private citizen, I would like to say that the pile should be moved. I 
think the least amount of exposure should be for everyone and everything, should be a high 
priority, so moving it the shortest distance. And I think that would probably be a way to go, the 
way to go.  
 
And when you put up the areas of uncertainty, those words up there, I was looking at that, and, 
you know, I have been, I have been in Moab longer, since 1976, and when we went through the 
shall we bury nuclear waste in Canyonlands. When you start thinking about the amount of time 
that is involved, and truly 200 to 1,000 years is nothing, when you are talking -- last night I heard 
myself say tens of hundreds of millions of years, and I really don’t know what, you know, what 
the time frame is, it is like geologic time and it is kind of -- and I don’t even know how you wrap 
your head around it.  
 
But one of the proposals that was made at that point in time was to have an atomic priests and 
priestesses, and it does sound kind of funny on the surface, and I actually tried to get some 
people to dress up in sheets and come tonight dressed as atomic priests and priestesses, but they 
wouldn’t do it.  
 
The whole point of it really though was that it needs to be monitored, and it needs to be 
monitored ongoing. And I don’t think we should be burying it. I know that is not in your 
alternatives there, but I really think we should be able to ongoingly keep track of what is going 
on with this. And putting it under the ground so it can be forgotten and we can walk away from 
it, I don’t think that is a very good idea.  
 
I do think it should be moved, it is very dangerous. It has been a long time since anybody drank 
from the Colorado River if they were paying attention, uranium, et cetera does not settle out, and 
you can’t clean it out with your little filters.  
 
So I would say, and I don’t know how you are going to get it there, rail, truck, slurry sounds 
really sloppy, you know, so I don’t know about that, but I would very much ask that it be moved.  
 
Thank you for your time.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #92  Vaughn, Rita      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: Rita Vaughn is next.  
 
MS. VAUGHN: Rita, R-i-t-a, V-a-u-g-h-n.  
 
I just want to say I want the tailings moved, and Klondike Bluffs, Crescent Junction would be 
my two best places, by rail. I hate doing this kind of stuff, so there you go.  
 
MR. METZLER: Well, that was so meaningful, it was short, but you made your point.  
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Document #93  Fitzburgh, Mary Beth      Individual 

 
MS. RYAN: Mary Beth Fitzburgh.  
 
MS. FITZBURGH: It is Mary Beth, M-a-r-y, B-e-t-h, F-i-t-z-b-u-r-g-h.  
 
Just very briefly I would like to see the tailings moved to Klondike to Crescent Junction by rail 
for reasons that have already been expressed.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you. Short and to the point.  
 
Document #94  Harrison, Bruce      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: Bruce Harrison.  
 
MR. HARRISON: Bruce Harrison, H-a-r-r-i-s-o-n.  
 
I will try not to repeat things that have been said, there are a lot of great things that have been 
said.  
 
A couple of things. One thing, I lived in the Black Hills of South Dakota in 1972. It dumped 
seven inches of rain in three hours, and killed 204 people. So you don’t know what Mother 
Nature can do. I have seen hail softball size at 90 miles an hour in Nebraska. If man is messing 
with the planet you just don’t know to what level things are going to change.  
 
It used to be that the tribes wouldn’t make a decision to move the buffalo hunt if it affected seven 
generations. Now we do things that have much greater consequences than just seven generations, 
thousands and thousands of years. So we have to look way beyond seven generations.  
 
It seems like, and I don’t know if it is just me, but it seems like there is this consciousness near 
Washington that only cares about the distance of their lifetime, if I am out of here, I don’t care. 
There is no consideration for grandchildren, future generations. It seems like we are on a 
downhill spiral and everybody seems to think that there is no pulling out of it, what the heck, get 
what you can and get out.  
 
It is hard for common citizens, working class citizens to keep educated. I want to thank John, 
Professor John, that helped us so much in learning the facts that it seems like could be slid under 
the rug to us.  
 
Now, I don’t know about you, but I don’t get away at home at sweeping things under the rug. 
But I notice a bulge under the carpet in Washington. It is getting big enough for all of us to see it. 
We need this to be taken care of. I don’t know what you can do to save it. You make a wage, 
they sent you here, and said, okay, all of these people are going to say this, keep a peaceful time, 
come back to us and we are going to do this other thing.  
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I don’t know what you can say to change their minds or to let them know how much it means to 
us to have this right. But I hope you do that. I hope you can’t sleep at night if you can’t do that. 
Let’s see if I have said everything.  
 
Does the pile belong to you now?  
 
MR. METZLER: It does. Not me personally. I didn’t have enough money to buy it. DOE took it.  
 
MR. HARRISON: For the 15 years that I lived here nothing has been done, and I have come to a 
lot of these meetings. We filled Star Hall one year. The NRC was there, they built us a book that 
was an inch and a half thick and it cost us 200, $300,000. Are you using that at all?  
 
MR. METZLER: We try to build off of other information.  
 
MR. HARRISON: That is good. How much will this cost us?  
 
MR. METZLER: It will be more than a million dollars.  
 
MR. HARRISON: And still on a windy day, it is your pile now, on a windy day that dust is 
blowing through this valley 12 years later. I would like to see you keep it wet on windy days. It 
belongs to you, I would like you to start taking care of the pile now while this decision is being 
made.  
 
Forever. That is a long time. You know, they always put costs at the bottom. And oh, of course, 
then there is cost. But how come I always feel like when it gives to Washington that is at the top.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: All right. Thank you, Bruce.  
 
Document #95  Carlson, Jim      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: Jim Carlson.  
 
MR. CARLSON: I am one of the lucky people. I moved here in 1999, so I missed most of the 
talking about this. But it looks like I am going to get in on the tail end.  
 
In the Draft EIS there is a part that talks about river migration and flooding, and the way I 
interpreted it that the outcome would be unpredictable if this happened with the big flood. That 
along with my mathematics, looking at some statistics, we are well past the 100-year rain. I think 
the last 100-year rain was like 130 years ago or something. So it is coming.  
 
The other thing, I just think that the whole thing looks like we are playing a great big game of 
Russian roulette. We keep rolling the dice, and we keep going and going, and if you look at the 
different things that have happened just in the last six months in the world, we are running out of 
time, we are going to have to quit talking and start doing. I agree with most of the comments that 
have been made about to move it north and to move it now. So anything we can do to get that 
done, I would appreciate it.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
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Document #96  Campbell, Jack      Individual 

 
MS. RYAN: Jack Campbell.  
 
MR. CAMPBELL: My name is Jack C-a-m-p-b-e-l-l.  
 
Just a very brief comment. I am speaking tonight as President of the Castle Valley River 
Ranchos Property Owner’s Association. I realize that is a very impressive title, but the Castle 
Valley Property Owner’s Association actually represents all of the developed properties in the 
incorporated municipality of Castle Valley, which I believe is actually the second largest 
municipality in Grand County.  
 
And the very simple comment that I want to make is just to encourage you to move the pile by 
rail to either Klondike or Crescent Junction.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #97  Hackley, Pam      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: Pam Hackley.  
 
MS. HACKLEY: Thank you. My name is Pam, P-a-m, H-a-c-k-l-e-y.  
 
I am speaking as a citizen and I echo Jim Carlson, I guess I missed a lot of the history on this.  
 
And so my comments are after reading what I could of the EIS so far is to move the tailings out 
of the floodplain for all of the reasons that were given prior to my testimony. And it seems like 
the Klondike Flats location is the most reasonable, although I am not sure that you have done all 
of the studies necessary to determine that at this point. And I would hope that, assuming that 
Washington people make the decision to move the tailings away because so many people and so 
many agencies and states are going in that direction, that you would keep us informed and 
involve the communities as to exactly how you would do this remediation off-site.  
 
Thank you very much.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Pam.  
 
Document #98  Lippman, Bob      Castle Valley Town Council 
 
MS. RYAN: Bob Lippman.  
 
MR. LIPPMAN: Bob Lippman, L-i-p-p-m-a-n.  
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My name is Robert Lippman, I am on the Castle Valley Town Council, and formerly represented 
the Friends of the River, involved in an issue of uranium mining in the Grand Canyon just 
downstream of us.  
 
I would like to say that tonight Castle Valley in a historic showing of solidarity with the Grand 
County Council overwhelmingly favors the expeditious moving of the Atlas pile north to a 
stable, engineered, prepared site, probably by rail, considering that again water is messy, water 
rights are very precious in the Colorado River, and very contentious, and contaminated water 
would have to be dealt with in a slurry line.  
 
I would also like to say that what we are hearing today, I think from everybody in the area, is 
again another chapter in the emperor wears no clothes. This matter should have been remedied 
decades ago, as we have heard. Every month that we wait or delay increases the costs 
exponentially of remediation, and studying the matter endlessly will not change the most basic 
observations and essential conclusions that are to be drawn. The placement of the tailings have 
permissively violated a myriad of federal pollution control laws, going back to the 19th century, 
and into the modern era of pollution regulation, along with defined common sense. The impacts 
are not limited to local effects, as we have heard, but extend regionally and downstream, 
potentially affecting tens of millions of Colorado River water users, meaning culinary uses, 
agricultural, and we are looking at the produce, four seasons breadbasket of the United States, 
and I shouldn’t have used the word bread, but produce basket of the U.S., and as we have heard, 
recreational use.  
 
And there are also implications for international and treaty matters downstream, as well as 
ecological matters involving everything from sediment and beaches, to the now unproductive 
delta of the Colorado River.  
 
There is a larger responsibility here, and I think everybody in this room recognizes that. Long-
term containment of the tailings is impossible, in the present floodplain of an active hydrological 
and geological system.  
 
Capping the tailings in place will do nothing to remediate the groundwater and surface flow 
problem.  
 
The no action alternative will further allow both groundwater and airborne particulate and radon 
impacts to be exposed to the public.  
 
Slurrying does again raise questions about water both before and after the remediation.  
 
The only rational and justifiable option is again move the tailings to a stable engineered site by 
rail.  
 
And I would like to add, reject the White Mesa slurry alternative due to transferred impacts upon 
local native American communities, and sovereign trust lands, and this also raises issues of 
environmental justice.  
 
In regard to my first comment tonight, I would like to say that I think this issue of remediation of 
Atlas could really act as a focus to bring our communities together in an unprecedented way, and 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–153 

start to really look at sustainability and appropriateness of human activity in the Moab region, 
and work together toward those ends and measure our conduct by those ends. 
 
I would urge local governments to act now to prevent the next uranium rush, which is just around 
the corner. Three more mines have opened in the Paradox area east of here, and if we prepare 
now and think and plan about this in a sustainable way we won’t be here 20 years from today 
looking at how to remediate another pile.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Robert.  
 
 
Document #99  Angel, Bradley      Green Action for Health and Environmental Justice 

 
MS. RYAN: Bradley Angel.  
 
MR. ANGEL: Good evening, my name is Bradley Angel, and I am here tonight as a concerned 
citizen, and I am also here as director of an organization called Green Action for Health and 
Environmental Justice.  
 
At Green Action we work throughout Utah, Arizona, Nevada, California, and a lot of western 
states, helping communities protect themselves from pollution. And that is why I am here 
tonight, both on behalf of our organization and as an individual.  
 
And in our organization we have members, a lot here in Grand County, in Blanding, in Bluff, 
and the White Mesa Ute community, among Navajo communities south of here, and also many 
communities that are both along the Colorado River in Nevada, Arizona, California and in 
communities of tens of millions of people who rely on Colorado River water.  
 
And for all those reasons, we support all of the folks who have spoken tonight calling for the 
immediate, prompt and safe removal of the tailings and the toxic waste from the banks of the 
Colorado River.  
 
But I also want to focus my comments tonight on a related issue that goes to one of these 
supposedly reasonable alternatives being considered.  
 
You know, somebody already mentioned this, and as we all know our country is at war overseas. 
Our citizens are dying and killing supposedly to spread democracy and justice. Unfortunately, 
the Department of Energy in this process has violated the very principles of democracy and 
justice, and I am going to document how that is. 
 
Number one, when this process started back in terms of the Draft EIS process on December 20, 
2002, the DOE put out a Federal Register Notice. Those documents completely omitted the 
existence of the White Mesa Ute community. The map distributed by DOE at that time 
completely omitted the existence of the White Mesa Ute community. It had East Carbon, 
Crescent Junction, Moab, Blanding, but funny how White Mesa just wasn’t there. 
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On January 22nd and 23rd the DOE had scoping meetings, I attended three of those, I believe, 
and still on the big map on the wall White Mesa did not exist, according to the reality presented 
by the Department of Energy. And they got an earful about that from Tribal members and other 
members of the public.  
 
On September 14, 2003, here in Moab, and not on the Ute Reservation, but here in Moab the 
DOE held what they called the Tribal consultation, and myself and several other other Moab 
residents joined Tribal members from the White Mesa Ute community, and the Ute Mountain 
Ute Tribe, and other Ute Tribes at that meeting. And it was an incredible meeting, and the Tribal 
governments themselves, along with the Tribal members, made it totally clear that the law 
requires not just consultation, but meaningful consultation. That sacred sites that are present at 
White Mesa and are abundant there need by law, and by right, to be protected. And they 
demanded that White Mesa be excluded just as the DOE had just properly excluded East Carbon 
and Green River. I am really glad that East Carbon was excluded as a site. Those people get 
dumped on already too much.  
 
I am glad Green River was excluded, it was totally an inappropriate site. It is outrageous that 
White Mesa is still under consideration. It is actually closer than those other communities, and it 
has other very profound cultural, religious, traditional and sacred site issues.  
 
And then on November 30, 2004, the draft EIS was released and again the Department of Energy 
claims that they have to look at all reasonable alternatives. And I am here to ask what is 
reasonable about a proposal from International Uranium Corporation to take the radioactive and 
toxic waste from Moab, use incredible amounts of water in a slurry line, an 85-mile line, and 
dump the waste on top of the sacred sites and burials of the ancestors of the Ute people.  
 
Tomorrow the DOE will be formally presented by White Mesa Ute community members with a 
formal complaint documenting how you are violating the Executive Order on Environmental 
Justice, the Federal Sacred Site Protection requirements, Tribal consultation requirements, and 
federal statutes on the protection and preservation of traditional religions in Native Americans. 
Don’t wait for the EIS to drop White Mesa, start doing the right thing so we can all work 
together on the true solutions that will protect everybody.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Brad, thank you.  
 
Document #100  Hedden, Bill      Grand Canyon Trust 
 
MS. RYAN: Bill Hedden.  
 
MR. HEDDEN: It is Bill Hedden, H-e-d-d-e-n.  
 
I am here tonight as a local citizen and also as Executive Director of the Grand Canyon Trust. 
We are also preparing comments on behalf of more than 150 conservation organizations around 
the United States.  
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I hope the DOE appreciates -- we are very glad that you are here, by the way, and I hope you 
appreciate what an exercise in democracy this is for us, because we were doing this now for 12 
years, and we still got the pile sitting there, and we just saw comments go from the governors of 
Utah and New Mexico and Arizona, and Nevada and California all telling DOE that any solution 
that leaves the tailings by the river is completely unacceptable. So for us to be here and feel that 
our voices make a difference is truly an expression of hope and faith in America, so I hope you 
take it very seriously, and I know that you do.  
 
I think when everyone is in agreement, like we have been so far tonight, it is very easy to forget 
that there is actually a document that is sitting there that is what we are talking about, and it is a 
document that is going to Washington, and it is only what is in there that is going to matter, and 
there are two really big fundamental problems with that document as far as I am concerned.  
 
One is the failure to really understand what the time, what 1,000 years is, and what kind of 
changes are likely to happen in this society, and in the Southwest over 1,000 years.  
 
And the other which is kind of interrelated with that is a real misjudgment of the Colorado River, 
both how important it is to society, how important it is going to become during the next 1,000 
years, and how violent and unpredictable it is. And these things kind of all connect with one 
another.  
 
If you imagine the ancestral native American people who lived here 1,000 years ago, and try to 
see how they would picture the Southwest, whether the people who did the Moab panel out there 
would envision Moab and the way we use the land around here today, with the Hohokam people 
in Phoenix, if they might have understood what the Central Arizona project was and what 
Phoenix has become, or Southern California, you can get the beginnings of an idea what a 
1,000 years means.  
 
100 years ago the Colorado flowed free into the Gulf of California, and today we have spent 
more money per gallon diverting and using that for human use than any other big river in the 
world, and not a drop of it gets to the ocean anymore. Every bit of it is used by human beings for 
our drinking water or for our agriculture for some of the most highly valued food crops in this 
county.  
 
1,000 years from now people may reverently be taking water out of that river with a thimble, and 
yet in the EIS we read that it is okay that the contaminants are in the groundwater because it is 
salty and so it is a limited use aquifer, and really there is no need to clean it up, but DOE will 
agree to do some active cleanup because it is going into the Colorado, we need to make sure that 
some local fish right next to the pile don’t get poisoned.  
 
Well, we are talking about 1,000 years. What is the community of Moab going to look like 
1,000 years from now, how much of our drinking water will be withdrawn from the Colorado 
right here? Because we are already seeing the limits of the groundwater that is available to this 
community. What will be the uses downstream? If you haven’t been reading the newspaper they 
are starting to fight over the Colorado big time as Lake Powell disappears, and we need to look 
at a term that is not in any way addressed in the EIS, and this is a dramatic failure of this 
document.  
 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–156 

The other place where the failure really becomes apparent is the failure to consider what big 
floods in the Colorado look like.  
 
If you look at the site from the air, you will see that no matter what happens with subsidence in 
the Moab Valley, the pile will always be directly in the path of the river coming out of the 
canyon, and if you have seen photographs of the floods in 1917, see what that looked like, and 
then realize that in 1884 the flood was 60 percent higher than that, you will know the reason, that 
the tailings pile is sitting in the middle of an alluvial fan. The Colorado blows through that place, 
it scours the ground down, and results in a very, very real prospect that the Colorado River will 
destroy the tailings pile during the course of the regulatory time frame.  
 
And here is where we reach one of the most surrealistic parts of the EIS where the DOE 
describes a scenario which the pile is going down the river, and it is spread for 100 miles 
throughout the riparian zone up in the bushes and in the river channels and all through Lake 
Powell, and concludes there is no risk to human beings. This is the kind of thing that is all over 
the EIS, and it needs to be corrected in the EIS so you will be adequately finding the preferred 
alternative, which is to move it to Klondike.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Bill.  
 
MS. RYAN: Mary VonCoche.  
 
MS. VONCOCHE: I don’t have a comment.  
 
Document #101  Oblak, Denise      Utah Guides and Outfitters Association 
 
MS. RYAN: Denise Oblak.  
 
MS. OBLAK: Denise Oblak, O-b-l-a-k, D-e-n-i-s-e.  
 
I am here speaking as an individual citizen, a business owner here in Moab, and also as president 
of the Utah Guides and Outfitters Association to support the moving of the tailings pile, 
preferably to the Klondike Bluffs area. I agree it is the closest, the least risk I think is involved in 
transporting it there.  
 
I think one thing that hasn’t been mentioned tonight, I won’t go over all the other very good 
comments, is the possibility of the earthquake fault becoming active, and if that pile were capped 
in place, I realize that it is a remote possibility, but then, you know, big flows happen on the 
Colorado, what if you had an earthquake event, which actually did happen here in the late ‘80s, 
that could be felt in houses here in Moab. So if you have got a cap on that pile, that cap is 
compromised, what if you had a flood at the same time, all that money that is spent capping it in 
place, is for naught.  
 
And I know there have been other situations down in Monticello where you have moved a pile 
once, and then had to move a pile again, and just spend the money, do it right, move it now.  
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Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Denise.  
 
Document #102  Wait, Jeannine      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: Jeannine Wait.  
 
MS. WAIT: That is J-e-a-n-n-i-n-e, W-a-i-t.  
 
I know that I am preaching to the choir here, but one of the first things millions of annual visitors 
to Moab see is the towering tonnage of toxic tailings. A roadside legacy of our uranium mining 
past, and a clear sign that our present government is not concerned with the health and safety of 
our community, our many international visitors, or the millions of downstream citizens who 
depend on the water in the Colorado River.  
 
I am in favor as everyone else has been of moving the Atlas tailings pile to the Klondike area, 
which would cost less than a couple of days expense of continuing the unpopular war on Iraq.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #103  Fields, Sarah      Sierra Club 
 
MS. RYAN: Sarah Fields.  
 
MS. FIELDS: My name is Sarah Fields, and I am speaking as a fairly long, not too long, but it 
has been a number of years here in Moab, and since 1987, have been working on this Moab 
situation.  
 
And I am also speaking on behalf of the Glen Canyon group of the Sierra Club. 
 
Everyone has made incredibly wonderful and informative comments, so I will try to cover some 
of the things that perhaps haven’t been covered.  
 
One thing I want to point out is that we are operating under Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation 
Control Act of 1978, and when Congress passed that Act, they did a couple of house reports, and 
those house reports indicated what their intent was when they passed this Act.  
 
One of the things they indicated was that they expect that the public is to have a strong role in the 
selection of any remedies through procedures provided by the National Environmental Policy 
Act, and is expected that the Secretary will give full consideration to the wishes of the public as 
is expressed through those processes.  
 
So congress intended that our comments today count, and they count big time. We are not talking 
about money, we are not talking about the various technical aspects of the situation, we are 
talking about the considered wishes of the public.  
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Congress also said that in some cases the department will remedy inactive tailings hazards, and 
the tailings will be removed from the original processing sites and disposed of at more suitable 
locations. 
 
Doesn’t that make sense. So I think everybody said that the original processing site is not a 
suitable location. And many people have said Klondike Flats, some people have said Klondike 
Flats or Crescent Junction. We have felt that Crescent Junction is the better site, and the tailings, 
if moved there, would be the safest, and away from human intrusion, and would be the least 
likely spot for the contamination of the environment.  
 
And a couple of reasons for that is the shale in the Crescent Junction area is much deeper, there 
is not the kind of impact from tourists, from people running around on ATVs and bicycles, the 
way there is in Klondike Flats. And also Klondike Flats is right next to or close to the airport. It 
is also close to the refuse disposal site.  
 
So particularly during the remediation period, if it were to be moved there, there would be a 
tremendous amount of impact in that area. And we are looking for the most isolated site, and that 
is the Klondike Flats site -- I mean the Crescent Junction site, right, and by rail. Obviously 
transportation by truck would have enormous negative impacts on the traffic on Highway 191, 
and would probably severely impact that roadway and it would, in the end, it would just have to 
be replaced, and I don’t think the DOE has considered that into their financial calculations. 
 
Another concern that I have is that if the DOE decides to leave the pile in place here in Moab, 
that that might not happen for years and years and years. There is going to be still the question of 
a settlement of the tailings pile. The DOE does not really know how long that is going to take. So 
you are talking about maybe eight years, 10 years, 12 years, 15 years, maybe never.  
 
Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Sarah.  
 
MS. RYAN: Bob Sutters. No Bob Sutters, okay.  
 
Document #104  Lowe, Janet      Grand County 

 
Janet Lowe.  
 
MS. LOWE: Janet, J-a-n-e-t, Lowe, L-o-w-e.  
 
In the 14 years I have lived in Moab, I don’t believe I have ever seen this county unify on any 
issue, and it speaks volumes to how important this issue is that we are unified as much as we are.  
 
There were 22 waste piles located along waterways. Twenty-one of them were moved because 
they were considered too dangerous to remain in place. Yet it seems there are people or agencies 
who want us to believe that this last one is safe enough to be capped in place, when actually this 
pile, one of the largest and potentially most toxic, is near -- is probably one of the least stable of 
all of the 22 water piles. It is situated on one of the most powerful rivers in the west, and the 
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river has apparently during the last 40 years migrated 300 feet toward the pile, not away from it. 
I simply don’t buy that this pile is safe enough to cap in place. And I think the only reason that it 
would remain on the banks of the Colorado River is money. But if the government thinks it 
would be costly to move it now, I have to ask how expensive it would be to clean up the length 
of the Colorado, from here to the coast. I have to ask how expensive it would be to reclaim 
millions and millions of acres of agricultural lands that use that water. And I have to ask at what 
cost in terms of the safety and health of the millions of people who live downstream in Arizona, 
Nevada, California, and Utah.  
 
I don’t believe that the government has a right to gamble with so many lives and so many 
economies, in the event of a catastrophe, and today perhaps more than any other time in our 
history we know that catastrophes do happen.  
 
You have spoken of uncertainty and many issues related to this pile and to the river. And because 
of these uncertainties there is only one option. Move it, move it the shortest distance. Move it in 
the safest way possible, to the most secure place possible. And do it as soon as humanly possible.  
 
Thank you for your time.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #105  McCleary, Jeff      Individual 

 
MS. RYAN: Mr. McCleary.  
 
MR. McCLEARY: M-c-C-l-e-a-r-y.  
 
I would like to make a couple of comments on the draft EIS as well. It does note in several 
places that Utah wants the pile moved due to river migration issues, but doesn’t note that Grand 
County has previously expressed river migration issues in a series of correspondence between 
Grand County and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in the 1996, ‘97 time frame. And there 
was some data that was submitted by Grand County in conjunction with that series of letters. 
One was an air photo study that we did comparing photos taken on June 30th of ‘75, and August 
17th of ‘95, so a 20-year time frame. Those photos were digitized and rectified in our info, and 
indicated the river moving toward the pile.  
 
We also did a little sediment-logical study looking at heavy minerals in the Colorado River. The 
idea being that Atlas at the time was claiming that Courthouse Wash and Moab Wash had 
sufficient strength to essentially overpower the river and force the Colorado to the south away 
from the pile.  
 
Well, if you look at the sediment type in the Colorado River, and the sediment types coming out 
of Courthouse Wash and Moab Wash, and then you could sample sediments on the north side of 
the river, on the pile side of the river, you should see if indeed Moab Wash and Courthouse 
Wash were overpowering, you should see a heavy minerals sweep that was characteristic of two 
streams, rather than a heavy mineral sweep that was characteristic of the Colorado River.  
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So it was a very simplistic little thing. We just took some small samples, magnetite was the 
easiest thing to look at because literally you can pick it up with a little kitchen magnet. And as 
you would expect, the Colorado has a high magnetite content that is eroding through 
Precambrian igneous metamorphic rock at the headwaters, and carries that material along 
downstream. Courthouse Wash is almost clean of magnetite. You are draining a pretty good-
sized area of mesozoic sandstones that have a lot of those heavy metals oxidized and leached out 
of them so you don’t see much.  
 
Moab Wash a little bit in between, because you are draining an area that has Cutler sediments, 
and they do contain some magnetite, but far less than what we see in the Colorado River.  
 
And Peter Haney and I put down a little -- who was a county councilman back in that time frame, 
and I kind of volunteered some of my time to work with Peter, and we went out and checked 
McClasky’s property on the north side of the river, and put down a little hand auger boring, a 
glorified posthole digger that Peter and I welded up in his back yard, and the sediments there 
have a magnetite content that is much more similar to the Colorado River, than either Moab 
Wash or Courthouse Wash. So you would expect some input of sediment, you would not 
necessarily expect to see a total match with the Colorado River, magnetite sweep, but what we 
are seeing is a strong indication that the river has migrated back and forth across the valley 
through geologic time.  
 
So that bit of data of course was available since ‘96, and I guess I am a little bit upset that that 
information, you know, conflicting opinions, whatever, did not necessarily make it into the EIS. 
It does acknowledge uncertainties, but it kind of looks like maybe some selective data has been 
utilized.  
 
Another comment on the geologic hazard evaluation section of the draft EIS does not discuss the 
formation of breccia pipes due to salt dissolution. It is a more localized feature than the general 
ongoing salt dissolution that is occurring. You usually see blocks of overlying stratigraphic units 
that are dropped down in a coarse breccia, angular material in a fairly circular pipe like structure. 
These are very common all through the Paradox Basin, you see them down in Lochart Basin, you 
see them along the southeast margin of Moab Spanish Valley, and the closest one to the Atlas 
site is right across the street at the entrance to Arches Park. And it is a probability argument, 
would one of these things form at or under the pile, it is hard to say, but it is something that has 
been studied, it has been known to the NRC, they are supposed to be a cooperating federal 
agency, and it doesn’t show up in the draft EIS.  
 
And I think one of the problems might be that there is kind of a lack of a systematic discussion in 
the EIS features, events and processes that could impact the ability of the Moab site to 
adequately contain the waste.  
 
30 seconds, I will have to go fast.  
 
I think that a disciplined, systematic look at features such as the breccia pipe and the faults, 
processes such as river migration and salt dissolution and events such as even climate change, 
the best models now are that in 600 to 1,000 years we might be moving into a glacial, which 
would mean more larger floods and more frequent floods on the Colorado, and a systematic look 
at all of the things that could affect that site I think would benefit the document.  
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Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #106  Thuesen, Jim      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: Jim Thuesen.  
 
MR. THUESEN: Thank you. Jim T-h-u-e-s-e-n.  
 
I had a couple ideas when I came tonight, but I have been taking some little notes and this 
meeting is inviting informed citizens to come and speak. Well, I don’t know what your count is, 
but I found 25 people say move the pile. I haven’t found anybody say leave it where it is. Now 
there are differing opinions. I talked to one of the old-timers one time who said, all this mining 
we did, he said there wasn’t any problem, and after about two minutes of coughing, he said when 
it was handled right. Well, let’s handle it right. That is the problem, some of the miners, a lot of 
miners, have big problems, because they were in unventilated mines. That was the biggest thing. 
The guys who came out all right, they said, the mines they worked in had free-flowing air all the 
time. So that is something that we didn’t realize at the time. The government wanted uranium, 
we gave them uranium, and it caused a lot of problems. Now we are asking the government to do 
the opposite. We are asking them to move this uranium, and it is not the uranium so much, it is 
all the rest of the stuff that goes in there. We want them to move it, and we want them to move it 
someplace safe for everybody, not just for us. We don’t use that water. The closest I get to that 
water is upstream or way downstream, because I don’t want to swim outside that tailings pile.  
 
There is a lot of things we have talked about, the water issue, the river issue. I can’t believe that 
we can say that pile will not some day be washed away, or part of it washed away, and it won’t 
take much. And what happens if it is washed away? So we are talking about 26 million people in 
the U.S. The first thing that is going to happen is if the integrity of that pile is broken by the 
river, it is going downstream, and then I see these pumps just going off, bang, bang, bang, all the 
way down through every lake, every dam, the pumps are going to be shut off. And where is it 
going to go? It winds up going down to the Sea of Cortez, which is where by treaty with Mexico, 
some of it is supposed to go, and I don’t know if they have gotten any in the last number of 
years, but when they get it, it is going to be all bad. The Sea of Cortez, I don’t know how many 
of you go there, I love Baja, I am going down there in May, the Sea of Cortez is one of the 
world’s greatest fisheries. It is where many, many species breed only, it is the only place where 
certain species of fish breed. And if we set this stuff to go down there, what is going to happen to 
them. It is not just national politics, it is international politics, Mexico, South America, 
everywhere below here is going to be affected if there is a problem with this tailings pile. And 
there is nothing we can do about it, except move it.  
 
I am sorry, I just can’t believe that we have ever gotten smart enough or strong enough to beat 
Mother Nature. Look at Florida, look at St. George, look at Florida, every year they get the 
hurricanes, and I want to tell you 120 or 130,000 c.f.s. in the Colorado River is going to put that 
all to shame, because it is going to take this out, it is going to change the look of the Grand 
Canyon, because that is how it was made.  
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I kind of think the real easy way to change this is if there is somehow we could divert the flow of 
the Colorado River, change it to go up through Salt Lake City and out to Washington, D.C. and 
be done, no problems, everybody would have a good time. Otherwise, you know, we have this -- 
you cap it in place, what do we have, we have another tourism thing, the Moab pyramid, the 
glowing pyramid of Moab. If you get rid of it, we might actually be able to use that land for 
some good reason. I know the golfers all say a golf course. I am thinking about a river park or 
just so many things we could do with all those acres.  
 
And I am being told I am done, and I can’t think of anything else I want to say, except for all of 
our sakes, please move it.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Jim, thank you.  
 
MS. RYAN: Jim was the last person on the list who signed up to comment. Is there anyone who 
would like to comment, can I see a show of hands?  
 
MR. METZLER: Let’s take a five minute break, we have been going for awhile, and this is a 
very important subject, you are all serious, but let me just change the mood just a second. I was 
so worried about staying on time tonight and really being efficient with all of your time, and I 
keep looking at the back of the room and the clock says it is only 6:48, so -- off the record.  
 
(Off the record).  
 
MR. METZLER: All right. We are back.  
 
Document #107  Regehr, Ron      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: I would like to begin with Mr. Ron Regehr.  
 
MR. REGEHR: Thank you for your having this tonight. R-e-g-e-h-r. 
 
I want to thank everybody for coming here tonight. But I notice there are some people missing. 
John Mathis, our local representative is not here. Bob Bennett, our senator is not here. Warren 
Hatch, our other senator isn’t here. They are the guys that are going to make this thing happen if 
we prod them enough. So our job as well as attending these presentations and impact statement 
reports, talking to each other, writing letters to the editor is to write letters to the people who are 
going to vote on this. Let them know where we stand, let them know how we think. Ask these 
people to give us a copy of our comments so we can send them to our elected representatives, 
because they are the ones that will ultimately make the decisions that will affect our lives. Rest 
assured, if this tailings pile was on the side of the Potomac it would have been moved 10 years 
ago. If it was in Crawford, Texas it would be moved next week. But it happens to be in Moab 
and nobody cares but us.  
 
So our responsibility is to take charge of our lives, to do what we have to do, to get this tailings 
pile moved. Showing up here is a good sign, but we have to go farther than that, we have to do 
more. We can’t stop and think, gee, I missed out on dinner, I am going to have a late dinner but I 
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said something. We have to continue, we have to continue putting pressure on the people that 
make the decisions.  
 
And thank you very much.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
Document #108  Graham, Audrey      Individual 
 
MS. RYAN: Audrey Graham. 
 
MS. GRAHAM: Audrey Graham, just like the cracker, G-r-a-h-a-m.  
 
I just want to thank the DOE for bringing us together like this, like I have never seen before, 
bringing our community together, and I would love to see us continue working like this, but I 
hope it is not over something this serious.  
 
We the public in this community are really stuck with no ability, practical, financial or otherwise, 
to deal with this pile that is right next door. We also are really -- we have no financial, practical, 
or actually responsibility, to take care of the health and safety of the 25 million people or 
whatever, downstream. So as the scientists and politicians fight this all out, what we need is 
action, and to me, we have come up and done our part, we have stepped up to the plate and done 
our part. And we are not asking to move this pile to Connecticut or to New Jersey. We are 
willing to pick up this pile and keep it in our community, and I am happy that geology has given 
us what the scientists are telling us is a safe place to put the pile. We didn’t do that, but I am just 
happy that we have that, and just think that we need to be given some credit for doing our part as 
much as we can and finding places to put it. And I definitely think that the only ethical, sane 
thing to do is to move this pile.  
 
With this EIS not having a preferred action, it does appear or sort of appear to me that it leans 
heavily on capping in place, and that really worries me that this is the report that will go to the 
decision makers.  
 
My understanding, it has been brought up before, that there are something like 22 similar sites, 
21 of which have been moved. Why is this site less important? Why are we less important?  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Audrey.  
 
MS. RYAN: Those are the only two I had signed up.  
 
Document #109  Stolfa, Dave      Individual 
 
MR. STOLFA: My name is Dave Stolfa, S-t-o-l-f-a, and I am a concerned citizen. And I guess 
how many here, raise your hand if you are in favor of moving the tailings. How many want it 
capped in place?  
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Let the record show that I think it is unanimous, or was there one vote. It wasn’t unanimous, but 
it was very highly weighted towards moving it.  
 
I want to talk about the risks and uncertainty of leaving it in place. These deal with questions of 
geology and hydrology, and I know some people in the community of both those fields, and they 
are not exact sciences, they have only got histories of 120 years of direct evidence, of how the 
river flows. They only have sunk drill holes in a certain number of sites, or bounced sound waves 
off the subsurface. That is going to change over time.  
 
If you look at what has happened to citizens in Utah in the last two generations, 1950s on, 
nuclear testing has affected us, and now we say, gee, we shouldn’t have done that. Radon and 
mining has affected citizens. And now we say, oh, the standard practice is we shouldn’t have 
done that.  
 
My question is, what are we going to say in 20 years, oh, gee, we shouldn’t have capped that 
pile. It was common sense we should have moved it. We think we have all the answers today. I 
think it is still very uncertain. If there is uncertainty we ought to take the safer route and move 
the pile. I don’t really have an issue, I would say probably Klondike Flats, by train, would be my 
solution. I just am against capping it in place.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you.  
 
MS. RYAN: Is there anyone else who didn’t sign up?  
 
Document #110  Darke, John      Individual 
 
MR. DARKE: D-a-r-k-e, John.  
 
I appreciate that this is an on-the-record proceeding. And in an earlier portion of the NEPA 
process, I made the comment that, let’s see, that I felt it was fair and it would be informative for 
the DOE staff if they could hear, you know, the suggestions.  
 
One other person has responded, I believe a DOE contractor, and said we don’t want to 
intimidate with the report. I think we have learned tonight, that it wouldn’t have hurt.  
 
I would like, if it is acceptable to direct my comments on the record, in the context of this NEPA 
proceeding directly to this Secretary of Energy, and the appropriate Assistant Secretary, who will 
be delegated the responsibility with respect to overseeing the immediate decision-making 
process, which supposedly the Draft Environmental Impact Statement will impact. It is a 
decision-makers’ document. I have reviewed thoroughly the DEIS, and I notice that it refers in 
many places elsewhere, if you want more information about this, go over, for example, to the site 
observation work plan. That is a three-volume set. I brought one volume, I didn’t want to bring it 
up here, and cumulatively, it is about like that (indicating), with a whole bunch of plates that are 
about like this (indicating), and that document in turn refers to many other substantiations of the 
work product. Mr. Secretary, never since approximately 1970, where I appeared pro se, as I am 
here, have I ever seen such a disconnect between the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and 
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the technical material compiled by the DOE contractors, the DOE staff, that shows up in some, 
for example, Stoller’s site observation of the plan, that three-volume set. It shows up -- I have 
never seen a more unsupported document. When you want to see whether a statement which is 
made is true or not, or there is a material misstatement of fact by omission or commission, 
normally you will be pointed by a footnote.  
 
And, Mr. Secretary, another thing that you need to take into consideration, is that never once 
from 1959, when this site was first licensed, through 1975, when the AEC relinquished 
responsibility for the regulation of this site to the NRC on January 18th of that year, up through 
the regulation by the NRC, of the licensee Atlas, through Price Waterhouse Cooper, who took 
over the site at the behest of the NRC, supposedly as a licensee, but probably as nothing more 
than a contractor, and through the arrival in town due to an amendment of the Atomic Energy 
Act, the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation Control Act of 1978, by a private bill, the arrival in 
town of the DOE. I have since the ‘70s paid attention to some of the details, but most 
particularly, to the process, and the processes revealed, it is revealing tonight, that this is a NEPA 
process, that never once was the licensee representative a member of the public pro se like 
myself, a regulator, or as far as I know, no one outside of perhaps some civil proceedings 
somewhere, has been required to raise their right hand and swear to tell the truth and nothing but 
the truth, so help me, under the threat of perjury. This has never happened.  
 
When I first became curious about this site back in 1987, I applied for a hearing, and it would 
have been a formal hearing, but back in Washington, and I have seen the paperwork, the decision 
was made that there is a proposed rule, so we don’t have to have anybody get up and raise their 
right hand, and the licensee agreed, the licensee in the first place had asked for the hearing, is 
when they shut down the site. And from that day on, no one, DOE personnel, DOE contractors, 
all the way back, nobody has been required to go before a quasi-judicial body, or a judicial body 
outside of a civil proceeding, and raise their hand and say I am going to tell the truth.  
 
Back to this. I have now so many unsubstantiated claims. I feel that regardless of the decision 
whether to move it, or to cap it in place, that this community, and I don’t speak for this 
community, I am asking you, Mr. Secretary, there must be an opportunity for accountability, for 
transparency, there must be a forum in which your persons must get up in public and swear to 
tell the whole truth and nothing but the truth.  
 
One more point, and I am through. There is an oversight process, once the DOE makes the 
decision as to whether to move it or cap it in place, the NRC will once again be in a position to 
concur with the Secretary of Energy’s decision-makers. They in a way will have oversight over 
the DOE. The NRC for years, since 1975, and the AEC before that, has avoided having to get up 
and raise their right hand. And frankly, Mr. Secretary, I would respectfully request, as I 
understand it now, that the same NRC personnel that allowed in their -- through their regulatory 
responsibility to get to this past, will have oversight responsibilities over the DOE. I don’t think 
that is appropriate, and I would respectfully request an alternative to that situation. 
 
I have the utmost respect for the current project manager at the NRC, Dr. Myron Fleigel. He is a 
good person, he has a good technical team, but I feel that there is a conflict of interest, and it is 
an institutional conflict.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, John.  
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MS. RYAN: Anyone else who would like to comment?  
 
Document #111  Cozzens, Dave      Individual 

 
MR. COZZENS: Dave Cozzens, C-o-z-z-e-n-s. 
 
I don’t have much to say, but I will say the same thing I have been saying for about the last 10 
years since this fuss first exhibited itself. I want to see the tailings pile moved probably as much 
as anybody does, and that is as soon as it is proven that it is safe to do so. Anybody who has any 
doubts about the validity of my concerns should look up the article called Radon Daughter, and 
study what it will do to a biological body, and you might take note, and my facts could possibly 
be in error, but I am very certain that the first time that radon was ever detected in the monitoring 
system out there at the mill was when Price Waterhouse Cooper came here and began to dry out 
the pile. And I hope, I don’t know exactly, I am not up to date on what is happening out there 
right now, but I hope that they are not drying out the pile anymore.  
 
And I certainly would like to see it moved, if it can be done safely. I am not sure that it can. I am 
a lot more concerned about the people in this valley, including my family and my friends, than I 
am about any number of the millions of people downstream or any fish.  
 
Thank you.  
 
MR. METZLER: Thank you, Dave. 
 
MS. RYAN: We have time for one or two more comments. All right. I would like to encourage 
everyone to give us their full written comments, at the back of the room there is a comment box, 
and again on this sheet, there are some more copies back there, it gives you the ways you can 
comment. Was there one other person?  
 
Thank you. 
 
(Public hearing concluded at 8:45 o’clock p.m.).  
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JOEL BERWICK 
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WENDEE RYAN 
 
VIVIAN BOWIE 
 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Public Hearing held at the College of Eastern 
Utah, Arts and Events Center Auditorium, 639 West 100 South, Blanding, Utah, on the 27th day 
of January, 2005, at 6:00 o’clock p.m., before Joseph J. Rusk, Registered Professional Reporter 
and Notary Public at Large. 
 

* * * 
 
Document #112  Webb, Chris      City of Blanding, City Manager 

 
MS. RYAN: Chris Webb.  
 
MR. WEBB: Thank you. I am Chris Webb, C-h-r-i-s, W-e-b-b, I am City Manager for the City 
of Blanding and am speaking as a representative for the City of Blanding. We are a cooperating 
agency, and the first thing I would like to say is we appreciate the opportunity to be involved in 
the process, and it has been a very professional process. One thing we have learned is that there 
are uncertainties with the whole process of determining what to do with this site, and that the 
decision-makers that are making decisions aren’t all in Washington, that a lot of those decisions 
on what is included in the EIS and some of the comments that may have been determined to not 
be viable have not been included. So some decisions have been made already, with respect to 
what is in the EIS, and in general, and some of those comments and decisions that we don’t 
totally agree with, but in general, we agree with the EIS. First, it appears as you look at the EIS 
that the first thing you want to try to start to do is to interpret it yourself and make decisions 
regarding, all right, this is the cheapest, that is the way we ought to go. Well, if that were the case 
then we would obviously do nothing and leave it in place and DOE would go away. And so we 
think that it is obvious that just because it is the cheapest, doesn’t mean that is the way we ought 
to go. We are of the opinion that to leave the tailings capped in place does not eliminate the 
potential damage to the river and surrounding properties. In addition it does not stop the river’s 
continuous move toward the contaminated pile. In our opinion, leaving it in place would only be 
a temporary solution with little to no investment return tradeoff. 
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Further, as we look at the alternatives, we don’t believe that there is any alternative that provides 
the same return on the investment that the slurry line option does in the White Mesa mill project, 
even if I use the alternative not the cheapest. Because aside from the economic impact to benefit 
the community and benefits of recycling and extracting the remaining minerals, what impact that 
would have is that the project would tie directly into our water shortage that has been plaguing 
San Juan County consistently in cycles, and those cycles every time they come around they cost 
the Federal Government millions of dollars in drought mitigation over the years. I know the City 
over the last five years have received three and a half million dollars in just one drought cycle, in 
the City of Blanding itself, and that does not include farmers and others in San Juan County that 
are affected by this drought that would benefit. One of the things we did, which was not taken 
into consideration in this EIS, is requested that the investment on that slurry line be considered, 
and we don’t believe that it was given consideration in the least amount, and that it needs to have 
a return on investment that is not being considered with respect to that line. 
 
The next point I want to make is why are we proposing to create a new site when we have a 
tailings site that exists? Why create a new tailings site? We don’t need to do that. We pointed out 
in certain counties building a new tailings site, we don’t think this makes any sense. 
 
Again, the other thing we wanted to say is that we have been a little bit shocked and somewhat 
dismayed about the lack of understanding regarding the issues of public safety. We love our 
neighbors, we love our citizens, and we don’t want anybody to get hurt. But emotions are high, 
there are misunderstandings that are too numerous to mention here tonight, but we have full 
confidence that the DOE has the ability to provide the necessary regulatory standards to ensure 
public safety and environmental compliance. Our education from the Utah Department of 
Environmental Quality, as well as our calls to the NRC, we have become educated and are 
somewhat comfortable as a city that the environmental -- that the processes can be handled both 
safely for the public, and the associated risks are minimal if nonexistent. 
 
So along those lines, we encourage a full education program regarding the associated risks so 
that the public can come to the same conclusion that we have come, with the information that we 
have received. 
 
Thank you. 
 
MS. RYAN: Thank you, Chris. 
 
Document #113  Frazier, Ana Marie      Diné CARE 
 
Ana Frazier. 
 
MS. FRAZIER: Can you hear me? I put my notes in my computer, so my name is Ana, A-n-a, 
Marie, M-a-r-i-e, Frazier, F-r-a-z-i-e-r. I am from the Navajo Nation, southwest part of the 
Navajo Nation, and I am here on behalf of the White Mountain Ute, and the Navajos. And the 
Department of Energy-sponsored Draft Environmental Impact Statements to moving the uranium 
to the White Mesa mill from the Moab uranium mill, mill tailings will have a greater health 
adverse impact on the native people who live downwind, downriver and in and around Blanding. 
All of these people from White Mesa have been voicing their objection to the uranium waste 
facility at White Mesa for close to 30 years. To increase the volume of the uranium tailings at 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–169 

White Mesa, especially of the mill, will only increase the contamination of the groundwater, the 
air and create pollution. Then the air contaminants from any tailings facilities will be downwind 
and downstream. 
 
People in the Four Corners area have a long history of exposure to uranium radiation causing 
cancer of all kinds from the uranium production since the 1930s. 
 
Many of the uranium mines in the area are abandoned and were never reclaimed. It appears the 
Department of Energy and the Federal Government has not learned from the past and has no 
plans for the natives of the State of Utah to deal with more radiation exposure. 
 
The native people of the area have lived here way before the white man came to this country. 
There are many cultural sites such as burial places, old dwellings, Anasazi ruins of which we are 
descendants. There are places where our ancestors fought battles. There are herbs for healing, 
and downriver from the mill there are offering places throughout this area. The White Mesa mill 
was built over more than 200 Ute and Navajo and Anasazi ceremonial and burial sites. This is a 
clear violation of the Historic Sites Act, which was passed in 1935; National Historical 
Preservation Act in 1966; American Indians Freedom Act, 1978; and the Archaeological 
Preservation Act, 1979. The Ute Tribe and Navajo Tribal culture don’t understand why the white 
folks will never understand why we preferred the mill site as sacred and want to protect the 
values that were passed on to us. Our ancestors learned to respect the burial places, the areas our 
ancestors lived and prayed. Our great-great-grandparents survived the cultures and treatment 
under the U.S. Cavalry, and by practicing their own little prayers and following the values that 
were carried on today. It is a way of life. And as long as you live here, as our neighbors, we will 
continue to voice our standing as to the desecration of the culture and burial sites, because that is 
who we are. 
 
The value of the future of our children is valuable, and we don’t want anything in any form that 
will harm our people and our living species in this area. We have learned that through our 
history. The White Mesa mill is almost 30 years old, the lining of those cesspools that are located 
behind the facility will eventually corrode. The man-made pipe will corrode and there will be 
spills somewhere, and something will eventually happen and everyone will suffer from the spill 
to the White Mesa Utes and Navajos and those living downriver. 
 
We also have the White Mesa Utes and Navajos that use our environment. We are opposed to the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and moving the uranium mill tailings to include White 
Mesa mill as one of their three on-site facilities. 
 
And thank you. 
 
MS. RYAN: Thank you for that. There was no one else who signed up originally to comment. Is 
there anyone else at this time who would like to comment? All right. 
 
Thank you. 
 
(Public hearing concluded at 6:50 o’clock p.m.).  
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Document #114  Loux, Robert      Nevada Agency for Nuclear Projects 
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Document #119  Delegation of Utah       
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Document #120  Stafford, Michael J.      Nevada Department of Administration 
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Document #127  McCleary, Jeff and Wren      Individual 

 
From: Wren McCleary [gravitylow@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 11, 2005 1:50 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: DEIS Comments 
 
Comments on Draft EIS – Moab Mill Tailings 
 
Jeff McCleary 
367 East Center 
Moab, Utah 84532 
February 11, 2005 
  

1)      The draft EIS fails to include information from two studies conducted by Grand County 
and submitted to the NRC (a cooperating agency for the EIS) in 1996.  These studies 
were a sediment study that indicated that the Colorado River has migrated across its 
floodplain in the geologically recent past, and an air photo study that indicated the river 
has migrated toward the pile between photo dates of 6/30/75 and 8/17/95.  The draft EIS 
should be an objective document.  Omitting available, previously submitted information 
that does not support DOE’s contention that the current site is suitable for a disposal cell 
biases the document and undermines its credibility. 

2)      The geologic hazard evaluation fails to discuss the formation of breccia pipes due to salt 
dissolution.  Breccia pipes of this type are common in the Paradox Basin, and the closest 
one to the tailings pile is right across the highway at the entrance to Arches National 
Park.  Again, the breccia pipe issue was known to the NRC (a cooperating agency for the 
EIS) in 1996 but has been omitted from the draft EIS. 

3)      The draft EIS lacks a systematic discussion of the “Features, Events, and Processes 
(FEP’s)” that will impact the ability of the current site to contain and isolate the waste.  
The FEP’s methodology has been used extensively at other DOE radioactive waste sites 
and would be appropriate here.  Features would include items such as breccia pipes, 
which are evidence of past, localized collapse, and faults, across which there can be 
differential subsidence due to dissolution.  Processes would include the migration of the 
river across its floodplain and ongoing dissolution of the salt that underlies the pile.  
Events would include local events such as seismic events, as well as regional or global 
events such as climate change.  DOE documents developed for other radioactive waste 
sites indicate climate change in the next 600 to 1000 years; bringing the likelihood of 
larger floods and greater erosion. 

4)      On page 3-6 the draft EIS makes the statement that the site area is covered by alluvium 
of the Colorado River that is approximately 20 feet thick.  I fully agree with that 
statement.  That statement is also 100% in agreement with the data from the Grand 
County sediment study submitted to the NRC in 1996.  However, that statement 
contradicts DOE’s contention that sediment from Moab and Courthouse Washes has 
overpowered the Colorado River and pushed it to the south away from the pile.  The 
Colorado River is bedded in alluvium in the Moab Valley, and alluvial-bedded rivers 
migrate across their floodplains.  The Colorado River terrace remnant north of the river 
on the east side of the Moab Valley also demonstrates that the river has migrated in the 
geologically recent past. 
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5)      Figure 3-1 has been generalized to the point of uselessness.  Igneous rocks are 
incorrectly shown outcropping in Spanish Valley, some anticlines have been linked and 
others omitted, and none of the information is referenced as to its source so there is no 
traceability as to where this information came from.  Unfortunately, this figure is typical 
of the document as a whole.  The referencing of source information is so poor that the 
draft EIS must be considered sub-standard.  The result is that many of the statements in 
the draft EIS are reduced to unsupported assertions about the geology and hazards at the 
site. 

6)      An objective analysis of the current location of the tailings, perhaps facilitated by a 
“Features, Events, and Processes (FEP’s)” methodology, would likely demonstrate that 
the site is not suitable for the construction of a disposal cell.  The tailings should be 
relocated to a Mancos Shale area to the north by rail or slurry line. 

 
Do you Yahoo!? 
The all-new My Yahoo! – What will yours do? 
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Document #136  Lippman, Robert      Castle Valley Town Council 
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Document #137  Town of Castle Valley      Castle Valley 
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Document #213  Landa, Suzanne      Individual 

 
From: Suzanne Landa [srlanda@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Sunday, February 13, 2005 9:07 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Moab DEIS Comment: S.R.Landa 02-13-05 
Re: EIS assessment of environmental impacts of actions in remediating tailings, ground water, 
and contaminated soils at the Moab UMTRA Project Site and vicinity properties. 
  
Moving the Moab Uranium Mill tailings to a location where there is no potential for ground-
water contamination is the only acceptable option.  Cost should not be a factor when the results 
protect our ecological environment and assure safe household water for millions of people.   
  
The EIS indicates that as much as 80 percent of the pile could wash into the Colorado River 
during a severe flood.  With the earth’s climate changing, a severe flood occurring in the near 
future is likely.  In San Diego, we don’t know what affect the continued seepage or sudden 
release of toxic waste from this pile could have on our southern California lives. However, the 
adverse impact on plants and animals and on the health of people who live and work along the 
river is of concern to all of us.   
  
The Colorado River is not only a critical ecological component of the Southwest; it provides the 
household water supply for 26 million American.  In Southern California we have taken the 
availability of our fresh water far too lightly.  The affects of this toxic seepage should be a 
wakeup call for all.  I agree wholeheartedly with Mr. Richardson who said “The range in vision 
should be to the future and to protect a valuable water supply.”  The Moab site must be cleaned 
up in a way that fully protects our water supply with no more delays.  
  
The relocation of the pile is preferable to capping in place in every respect except that it would 
cost more.  The greater indirect costs imposed on other parts of society should be strongly 
considered when deciding on the remediation plan. 
  
It’s time for our government to become accountable for its past and responsible for our 
future. “The pile” must be moved. 
  
Sincerely, 
Suzanne Landa 
1068 Oliver Ave. 
San Diego, CA 92109 
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Document #264  Oblak, Denise      Utah Guides and Outfitters Association 
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Document #269  David      Individual 

From: David [uffdada@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 14, 2005 8:43 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: question 
 
Reference the toxic waste dump near Moab Utah. Why not allow the toxic pile 
to filter into the river at a higher rate so then, with luck, we can kill off some 
more southern Californians and help the traffic problems here in southern 
california?  
All the comments by the local politians seem to indicate that that would be the 
ideal solution to the problem. 
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Document #306  McNeely, Jerry      Grand County Council 
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Document #307  Darke, John      Individual 

 
John Darke 
10:40 am 
February 9, 2005 
 
I really would like to have a better picture of the process of supplementing the hearing pile the 
Moab site Moab at the Grand County Highway. A while back some boxes appeared, they were 
left in the vicinity I was standing by at the time uncertainty. Subsequently a binder, 3-ring 
binder, appeared. On a spine it was labeled Moab Cooperating Agencies Communication. The 
index has apparently not been updated. I think it might be helpful. That reading room is receiving 
a lot of attention from members of the public interest person that there be, and I’m sure you 
could work it out with the County, the capability at the Reading Room to (a) refile the records 
that have been utilized, (b) where records have been misfiled, that the [inaudible] be coordinated 
for some files and (c) that a Contractor person be present such that they can help the patrons who 
chose to avail themselves of the reading room can be assisted. We had the basic deep waste and 
we had a reading room with a contractor. I think it would be a good idea to try it again.  
 
This is John Darke. 
 
 
 
11:10 am 
February 9, 2005 
 
 
I’m making an on the record comment. 69 Fed Reg 65426 of November 12, 2004, and 67 Fed 
Reg 70256 December 3, 2004. RE: Pertinent Federal Register Notices. 
 
I would like to respectfully draw the attention of the decision-makers where they consider the 
draft Environmental Impacts Statement regarding radiation Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and 
San Juan Counties, Utah, dated November 30, 2004. I would like to comment that specifically, 
the November 30 DEIS avoids, wherever possible, making quote “explicit reference by footnote 
to the scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions” in the Environmental Statement. 
40 CFR 1502.24, entitled Methodology and Scientific Accuracy, states “Agencies shall ensure 
that the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the discussions and analysis in 
Environmental Impact Statements, they shall identify and shall make explicit reference by 
footnote to scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in the statement…………… 
 
11:10 am 
 
continuation from……………, this is John Darke….D..A..R..K..E. I was citing 40 CFR 1502.24 
entitled Methodology and Scientific Accuracy. And that criteria states “Agencies shall 
ensures⎯error, ensure⎯that the professional integrity, including scientific integrity, of the 
discussions and analysis in Environmental Impact Statements.  They shall identify and shall 
make explicit reference by footnote to scientific and other sources relied upon for conclusions in 
the statement. An agency may place discussion of methodology in an Appendix.” I have 
exercised due diligence in reviewing as many DEIS mentioned official records as possible and 
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other records. Given the suspense, February 18, 2005, applicable to the present public review 
process. I have on many occasions found that statements made in the November DEIS were not 
properly substantiated by explicit reference emphasis at 40 CFR 1502.214 as cited above often 
the threat of DOE staff or Contractor claimed substantiation has led to dead ends. It is too easy to 
get lost on the way to determining the veracity or competence of the subject. DEIS transparency 
is required where credibility is sought. In addition Title I of the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation 
Control Act at 42 US 7901 et seq. points out that it is the Secretary’s responsibility that records 
be made publicly available conveniently. 
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Document #344  Huntsman, Jr. Jon M.      Governor, State of Utah 
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Document #345  Hackley, Pam      Individual 
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Document #346  Fliegel, Myron      U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
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Document #351  Binyon, Jean      Sierra Club, Utah Chapter 
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Comments on  
REMEDIATION OF THE MOAB URANIUM MILL TAILINGS, 

 GRAND AND SAN JUAN COUNTIES, UTAH  
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, November 2004 (DOE/EIS-0355D) 

 
GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
Comments submitted to:  moabcomments@gjo.doe.gov  
 
Comments submitted by: Jean Binyon, 3057 East Coyote Ct., Moab, UT 84532.            
E-mail address: binyon@binyon.us 
 
Comments submitted on behalf of: Utah Chapter Sierra Club, as authorized by its 
Executive Committee, January 22, 2005. Address 2120 South 1300 East, Suite 204, 
Salt Lake City, UT 84106.  . E-mail: utah.chapter@sierraclub.org. Website: 
http://www.utah.sierraclub.org/ Organized 1959. Representing 5,000 Sierra Club 
members statewide. Statement of Purpose: To explore, enjoy, and protect the wild 
places of the earth; to practice and promote the responsible use of the earth’s 
ecosystems and resources; to educate and enlist humanity to protect and restore the 
quality of the natural and human environment and to use all lawful means to carry out 
these objectives. 
 

 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 
 

The Draft EIS does not recommend preferred alternatives. The Utah Chapter 
Sierra Club respectfully recommends that the Atlas tailings pile, other millsite debris and 
contaminated vicinity property soils be moved from the Moab site to the Crescent 
Junction disposal site by rail.  We further suggest that the best borrow areas would 
be those six which are located north of the Moab site, in order to eliminate unnecessary 
tandem truck traffic in downtown Moab. 
 

RATIONALE 
 
The Cap-in-Place/On Site Alternative is not safe and/or suitable, for environmental, 
health, and socioeconomic reasons. 
  

1) The Utah Chapter Sierra Club  joins the following in urging that the tailings be 
moved:  

1 Utah former Governor Olene Walker in concert with Governors of California, 
Nevada, Arizona, and New Mexico 

2 Representative Jim Matheson, 2nd Congressional District of Utah  
3 Utah State Legislature (2002 General Session SJR 12) 
4 Utah Department of Environmental Quality 
5 Grand County Council 
6 City of Moab 
7 Town of Castle Valley 
8 The Times-Independent 
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9 Grand Canyon Trust 
10 Nature Conservancy  
11 Living Rivers 
12 Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance 
13 Colorado Plateau River Guides 
14 Colorado Riverkeeper, an Affiliate of Waterkeepers Alliance 
15 Utah Guides and Outfitters 
16 Glen Canyon Group Sierra Club, and 
17 The majority of residents giving oral comments at the DOE Public Hearing 

January 26, 2005.  
  

2) Evidence offered by Dr. John Dohrenwend of the University of Arizona, 
questions the DOE’s contention that the Colorado River is within a stable channel, and 
slowly migrating, if at all, southward and eastward, away from the tailings pile.  Dr. 
Dohrenwend’s studies show that the river’s inner channel has, over the past 80 years, 
shifted closer to the pile and has become narrower and deeper.  Indeed, according to 
recent letters to The Times-Independent, a dike or levee built by Atlas Minerals in the 
early ‘60’s aided in the River’s northward migration. From his extensive historical and 
current hydrologic and geologic studies, Dr. Dohrenwend concluded that the Moab site 
is not suitable for the long-term storage of the more than 11 million tons of hazardous 
waste. 

 
3) Evidence offered by Dr. Kip Solomon of the University of Utah, questions the 

DOE’s contention that ammonia and uranium could not travel underneath the riverbed 
into the Scott Matheson Wetlands Preserve. To the contrary, he found that 
contaminated water is moving under the river to the south bank. Dr. Solomon is quoted 
as saying, “The tailings pile is literally a house built on sand. . . . If you leave those 
tailings in place they will end up in the Colorado.” (The Times-Independent, Thursday, 
May 27, 2004)  

 
4) The Multi-Dimensional Streamflow Simulation model being developed by the 

U.S. Geological Survey raises questions about DOE’s assumptions regarding the extent 
of the floodplains and the likelihood that above-bank flows would be “dissipated in the 
Matheson Wetlands Preserve.”  As presented to the Moab Tailings Stakeholders Group 
Meeting January 14, 2005, the model illustrates the great complexity of stream flow as it 
is affected by both natural and man-made variables.  The risks associated with the 
unpredictability of flooding makes it imperative that the tailings be moved. 

 
5) Point #10 of Table S-1--Catastrophic Floods focuses on the consequences of 

flooding for the Moab section of the river, probably understating the consequences for 
the 25-millions people and valuable agricultural production   downstream. The Colorado 
River serves the entire southwestern United States and is of regional and international 
concern. A more adequate analysis of risks would look at the entire river system, from 
upstream reservoirs through Lakes Powell and Mead to the Gulf of Mexico. The value of 
a regional approach is obvious, as neither rivers nor groundwater respect state 
boundaries, and water is the limiting factor in the sustainability and even the survivability 
of most of the interstate region. 
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 6) Since the collapse of the uranium mining and milling industry, the basis of 
Moab and Grand County’s economy has been tourism. The Atlas tailings are located at 
the “doorway” to Moab. A comparison of two simulated views in Volume I of the Draft 
EIS can serve to illustrate the very positive result, visually, of moving the tailings. These 
views are found in Figure 4-5 on page 4-33, and Figure 4-9 on page 4-77. Although it 
will take many years and a great deal of temporary disruptions to move the tailings, their 
removal to higher and safer ground will clearly be of benefit to the County’s 
socioeconomic wellbeing. 
 
Costs 
 
 Most reviewers of the Draft EIS quote the costs figures given on page S-6 of the 
Summary document as conclusive, failing to recognize that these Surface Remediation 
Alternatives projections are only a part of the picture. The Ground Water Remediation 
costs (page S-9) will require appropriations regardless of the disposal and 
transportation alternatives chosen in the Final EIS. Vicinity property cleanup costs also 
enter the budget estimates.  

Volume I provides details in 2003 dollars within a range of –15% to +30% 
beginning after the Record of Decision is issued. The Estimated Lifetime Cost of 
Analyzed Disposal Alternatives (Table 2-35 on page 2-180) shows a total cost of $248.8 
million for the on-site alternative, not the $166 million often quoted in the Summary 
document. Included are costs beginning with site characterization through surveillance 
& maintenance, plus vicinity property cleanup and a contingency of 10%. The total cost 
of the alternative we have recommended—rail transportation to Crescent Junction, is 
estimated at $472.3 million, admittedly much greater.  

We question the assumption that the timeframe for ground water remediation 
should be the same, namely 75-80 years, for all disposal alternatives. Given the 
continuing source of contamination which would conceivably exist with the Cap-in-Place 
alternative, it is likely that such remediation would require more than 80 years. Since no 
precedent exists for remediating a uranium mill tailings pile in a floodplain, both 
longterm risks and costs are more speculative than for remediation off-site.  It should be 
noted that Table 4-8 Remediation Costs on page 4-40 does include greater annual 
costs for ground water and post-remediation costs for on-site versus off-site disposal--
$942,000 versus $933,000.  

Regarding timeframe, compared to DOE’s responsibility for 200 to1000 years, 
the 7 to 10 years for surface remediation and 75 to 80 years for ground water 
remediation represent a sound investment in time.  We would argue that the greater 
cost for the much safer alternative of relocating the tailings from the Moab site to either 
site north of their current site is just such a sound investment.  
 
 White Mesa IUC Mill Site is unsuitable  
 

Of the three off-site locations considered, the White Mesa site is the greatest 
distance from the Moab site and would require moving the tailings out of Grand County, 
either by truck via the already congested main street of Moab, or by slurry pipeline. 
Construction of the two buried pipelines, 89 miles long, under the Colorado River and 
across varied and undulating ground, and of pump stations and other necessary 
infrastructure, would cause both unacceptable environmental impacts and a long delay 
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in actually moving the tailings.  The following paragraph displays additional 
disadvantages of the slurry transportation mode. 

 The presence of archeological and other cultural sites at White Mesa as well as 
proximity of minority and low-income populations—an environmental justice concern, 
also make the site a poor choice.  According to Sarah M. Fields in a June 2004 report 
on White Mesa, the IUC plant is located on the White Mesa Archeological District, which 
was found eligible for--tho' not officially listed on, the National Register of Historic 
Places.  The Ute Mountain Ute, Southern Ute, and Northern Ute Tribes all oppose 
moving the tailings to White Mesa.  

 
Slurry Pipeline and Truck transportation modes are unacceptable 
  
 As noted in most of the figures in the Summary Draft EIS, both slurry and truck 
are worse alternatives than rail.  

Slurry exceeds truck and rail in Annual Withdrawals of Colorado River Water 
(Fig. S-4); Maximum Land Disturbance (Fig. S-5); Maximum Number of Potentially 
Affected Cultural Resources (Fig. S-6); Minimum  Number of Potentially Affected 
Traditional Cultural Properties (Fig. S-7); Power Requirements (Fig. S-8); and Total 
Nonpotable Water Consumption (Fig. S-11);  

Truck exceeds rail in Total Fuel Consumption (Fig. S-9); Daily Potable Water 
Consumption (Fig. S-10); Total Nonpotable Water Consumption (Fig. S-11); Sanitary 
Waste Generation (Fig. S-12); Generation of New Direct and Indirect Jobs (I.e., would 
require more labor) (Fig. S-15); Latent Cancer Fatalities Among Workers (Fig. S-16); 
Nonradiological Transportation Fatalities (Fig. S-19); Increase in Truck Traffic on US-
191 (Fig. S-21); and Increase in Moab Traffic from Commuters (Fig. S-22). While both 
truck and rail would generate more dust than slurry, it is clear that DOE has developed 
a great deal of experience in its reclamation of 22 UMTRCA sites, and is capable of 
dealing with all construction and operational phases with a minimum of exposure by 
workers and the public in general.   

It is recognized that trucking will be necessary as an adjunct to rail, to move all of 
the material in the vicinity properties to the Moab site, for example, as well as to move 
mill parts and other debris which cannot be loaded into railcars. Trucks will also to used 
between rail sidings and disposal cells.  One further point--since some borrow materials 
may be moved by truck, it is best to use borrow areas which minimize the need for use 
of US-191. 

 
Klondike Flats site has drawbacks  
 

1) Interference with Recreation, especially during construction and operation of 
the disposal cell:  

  
Klondike Flats is just north of the Canyonlands Field Airport and north of the Blue 

Hills Road, which has heavy recreational use. Hikers, campers, mountain bikers and off-
highway vehicles use the area during most of the year. It is estimated that 53,000 
recreational use visits occurred in 2002. The Blue Hills Road is also used to access a 
track used by motorcycles and ATVs, especially in the spring and fall, an estimated 
1,000 user days per year. Construction of a new public access road and overpass and 
movement of the tailings and other materials would create dust, noise and vibration 
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which would severely affect recreation and airport employees and users.  
By contrast, the Crescent Flats site at Crescent Junction has little if any 

recreational use.  
 

2) Restricts room for growth, for airport expansion, and other future needs: 
 

Klondike Flats is only 18 miles from the fast-growing Moab and Spanish Valley 
areas. While the site itself is on BLM administered lands, there are properties within the 
northern corridor which are privately owned or are administered by the State of Utah 
School & Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA). SITLA is mandated to 
maximize the value of its holdings to enhance revenues for public education. The 
corridor could provide for economic assets such as gas stations, motels and 
campgrounds which serve visitors.  

The Crescent Flats site is near only to Crescent Junction, whose only industry--a 
gas station, appears to be closed. Neither Crescent Junction nor the small settlement of 
Thompson Springs, 6 miles away, contain significant population centers; neither is 
expected to grow in the future. 

   
3) Proximity to National Parks  
 
Klondike Flats is close to Arches National Park. As shown in figures 4-10 and 4-

11, on pages 4-79 and 4-80 of Volume I, the disposal cell would be potentially visible 
from this much visited park.  The increased truck traffic and impacts of construction of 
overpasses and access roads could decrease visitors’ appreciation of the area over the 
many years required for this project. 

While the Crescent Junction disposal cell site would be somewhat more visible, it 
would be most apparent from the I-70 scenic overlook.  
 
Other comparisons of Klondike Flats and Crescent Junction 
 
 In many regards, Table 2-32 Summary and Comparison of Impacts shows few if 
any differences in impacts between the two sites including: Geology and Soils, Air 
Quality, Surface Water, Floodplains and Wetlands, Aquatic Ecology, Noise and 
Vibration, Traffic, and Environmental Justice.  

In terms of Ground Water, the table shows that “Additional contamination from 
the ammonia salt layer could reach ground water within 1,100 years and could continue 
until 1,540 years from the present, even after completion of ground water remediation” if 
materials are stored on-site.  Travel time at Klondike Flats to underlying ground water 
would be 25,000 years, and at Crescent Junction 170,000 years. 

In terms of Terrestrial Ecology and Land Use, differences were projected in the 
number of acres disturbed for transportation infrastructure and total acres of short-term 
land disturbance. Whether moved by truck or rail, there would be more such 
disturbance at Klondike Flats than at Crescent Junction. 

More Cultural Sites would be adversely affected at Klondike Flats—15 to 32, 
versus estimates at Crescent Junction where 4 to 11 would be affected. 

Costs at Crescent Junction would be somewhat higher than at Klondike Flats.  
On the other hand, benefits in terms of Annual Output of Goods and Services and 
Annual Labor Earnings would also be higher at Crescent Junction. 
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 A further advantage of Crescent Junction is that the site contains more of the 
borrow materials which would be needed. Thus, the maximum increase in average 
annual daily truck traffic on US-191 from shipping borrow materials would be 16% for 
Klondike Flats compared to only 6% for Crescent Junction.  The 6% at Crescent 
Junction is even lower than the 10% which would be incurred with on-site disposal.   
 The Summary Tables show no discernable differences between the two sites, if 
materials are moved by rail, in Annual Withdrawals of Colorado River Water (Fig. S-4); 
Maximum Land Disturbance (Fig. S-5); Power Requirements (Fog. S-8); Daily Potable 
Water Consumption (Fig. S-10); Total Nonpotable Water Consumption (Fig. S-11); 
Sanitary Water Generation (Fig. S-12); Annual Generation of Residual Radioactive 
Material and Solid Waste (Fig. S-13); Annual Costs and Benefits (Fig. S-14); Latent 
Cancer Fatalities Among Workers (Fig. S-16); Public Latent Cancer Fatalities (at the 
Moab Site)(Fig. S-17); Public Latent Cancer Fatalities from Vicinity Property Exposure 
(Fig. S-18); Increase in Truck Traffic in Downtown Moab (Fig. S-20); and in Borrow 
Material Requirements (Fig. S-24).  
 The Klondike Flats site has more adverse impacts in the following: Maximum 
Number of Potentially Affected Cultural Resources (Fig. S-6); Generation of New Direct 
and Indirect Jobs (Fig. S-15); and Increase in Truck Traffic on US-191 (Fig. S-21).  
 The Crescent Junction site has more adverse impacts in: Total Fuel 
Consumption (Fig. S-9); Nonradiological Transportation Fatalities (Fig. S-19); and 
Increase in Moab Traffic from Commuters (if materials are moved by truck) (Fig. S-21). 
It should be noted that all of these impacts are due to the fact that it  is further than 
Klondike Flats from the Moab site. Indeed, this very isolation of the Crescent Junction 
site is a major advantage.  
 There is one factor that affects Crescent Junction but not the Klondike Flats site, 
and that is the possible construction and operation of the Williams Petroleum Pipeline 
Terminal on fenced 50-acres within a 65-acre site adjacent to the Crescent Flats 
acreage. (See Fig. 2-24, page 2-55 of Volume I.) This aboveground and underground 
facility would include storage tanks, a truck-loading rack, vapor combustion system, 
electrical substation, offices and warehouse buildings. It would be served largely by 
truck traffic. Approved by BLM in 2001, the project has been delayed by litigation. If the 
Williams timeframe coincides with that of DOE’s Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill 
Tailings, cumulative impacts will have to be taken into account in developing the 
remedial action plan.  The Williams project would not disqualify the Crescent Junction 
site.   
 If the Williams facility is actually built, it will be much more prominent and visible 
from both I-70 and US-191 than will the finished disposal cell and site.   
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
On page S-11 of the Draft EIS, it states: “DOE intends to consider the results of 

the analysis provided in this draft EIS, the relative costs among the alternatives, and 
other factors, such as public and agency comments on this draft EIS (including the 
views of cooperating agencies), in determining its preferred alternative for the disposal 
cell location and remediation of vicinity properties.“ (Emphasis mine) In addition, the 
National Academy of Sciences made it clear that consideration of long-term impacts 
should help guide the eventual remediation decision. 
 We have looked at the same three considerations.  While we are unable to 
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gauge the validity of technical requirements and of conceptual and analytical models--
such as cost modeling, we applaud the DOE for its widespread release of the Draft EIS 
and sufficient comment period, for recognizing differences in interpretation by reviewers, 
and for its efforts to include the public in scoping and informational meetings.  However, 
we find the analysis of costs presented in the Summary document to be incomplete and 
misleading.  Indeed, the consequences of uncertainties/assumptions imply that the risks 
of on-site disposal of the tailings could result in extremely high costs--in more than 
federal dollars.  In terms of “other factors,” we implore you to give priority consideration 
to the many members of the public and the many agencies and organizations which 
urge you to MOVE THE TAILINGS. 
 

Thank you for your attention.  I would like to receive a copy of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement on the Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings 
in the mail. 
  
Jean Binyon (for the Utah Chapter Sierra Club)  
3057 East Coyote Court 
Moab, UT 84532 
 
E-mail: binyon@binyon.us 
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Document #378  lhart      Individual 

 
From: lhart578@aol.com 
Sent: Sunday, February 13, 2005 12:15 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Colorado Water Ways 
Deptment of Energy: 
Comments on Proposed Clean up: 
  
As the representative for the Women's Chamber of Commerce Community Safety Committee I am 
writing this note to see what we can do to support your efforts 
  
Water has been concern that has been put on the shelf far too long. 
  
I have a few questions, and based on those anwers the "Women's Chamber of Commerce" would 
like to provide a serioes of Community Forums and informational workshops. 
  
1. Will moving the uranium tailings pile secure safe drinking water? 
  
2. What is the preferred site to move this waste? 
  
3. Can this waste be used for other sources if recycled? 
  
4. What is the cost of this move if Las Vegas is selected as the location for pilings? 
  
5. Are other waterways endangered by similar situations? 
  
6. What has been done to prohibit coal waste dumping in American water ways? 
  
7. How does a family protect themselves from cancerous waters? 
  
8. Does boiling rid the water of all dangerous agents in water? 
  
9. Is there a way to disolve this waste without endangering the air quality? 
  
10. Will the costs of this relocation be paid by the EPA? 
  
  
TEMPORARY SOLUTION 
  

• Motivate community of safe water practices   

• Band Coal waste dumping in ALL water ways  

• Develop alternative source of water development  

• Develop a community based action committee, members made up of: 

Community organizations 
Water Autorities 
Chemical Specialists/Scientists 
Engineers 
Energy Specialists  
Local Counties endangered 
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Document #427  Stafford, Richard A.      Individual 
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Document #429  Dohrenwend, John C.      University of Arizona 
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Document #433  Kain, Nancy      Individual 

 
From: Nancy [antdancing@cox.net] 
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 1:10 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Moab waste pile 
Sirs, 
  
Our shameful policy decision to ignore the Kyoto accord should not be followed by another enviornmental 
abuse.  Please reconsider. 
Nancy Kain 
1733 Leisure World 
Mesa, AZ  85206 
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Document #444  Owens, Stephen A.      Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
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Document #445  Stapleton, Maureen A.      San Diego County Water Authority 
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Document #446  Nelson, Charles      Individual 
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Document #488  Sakrison, Dave      City of Moab, Mayor 

 
February 18, 2005 
City of Moab Comments 
Atlas Tailings Pile  
DOE EIS 2005 
 
 
I Removing Dangerous Materials from the Flood Plains of the Colorado River. 
 

“Storage of highly volatile, toxic or reactive materials” in an area that has “even a slight 
chance of flooding” is prohibited. This is Department of Energy’s (DOE) interpretation 
of the federal code at 10 CFR 1002.4 (Compliance with Floodplain/Wetlands 
Environmental Review). This regulation was implemented to protect people and 
environments from the harmful effects of imprudent actions within designated 
floodplains and wetlands. The Atlas Tailings Pile contains “highly volatile, toxic and 
reactive material” and is located in a recognized floodplain. The current Environmental 
Impact Statement, as written, denigrates the possibility of polluting the Colorado River 
should the tailings pile be kept in place. DOE’s experience with other similarly located 
tailings piles in the area, at Monticello and Green River, should be followed. The failure 
to contain these two smaller tailings piles on porous substructures without protective sub-
layers required DOE’s to eventually move both piles after having first attempted to 
contain them on site. These previous failures challenge DOE’s assertion that the integrity 
of the Colorado River can be protected by leaving the Atlas Tailings Pile in place.  
 
Federal regulations also require DOE to consider the possibility and consequences of 
long-term or catastrophic flooding of the Atlas Tailings Pile. Long-term flooding might 
arise from river migration or subsidence. DOE argues that the first, river migration, has 
tended south to southeast because of the rapid dissolution and collapse of the Paradox 
Formation in that direction. Independent geologists and the Utah State Geological Service 
challenge this assertion by correctly orientating the historical flood maps to show that the 
Colorado River has migrated north, northwest and southeast away from Moab and 
towards the tailings pile. This is the very pattern one would expect from the current 
meandering pattern of the river. It is the north tending arch of the river, propelled by 
heavy sediment loads, that creates a long-term threat to the integrity of the north bank on 
which the tailings pile is located. Geological records reasonably describe a river that 
moves sinuously and forcefully, back and forth between the portals, inherently 
threatening the integrity of the tailings pile. Legacy Management, the bureaucracy 
created by DOE to monitor and solve for the next 1000 years, perceived threats to the 
integrity of the tailings pile, can not be reasonably argued given the length of time and 
inconsistency of federal bureaucracies and budgets. DOE’s commitment to protecting the 
tailings pile in a flood plain has little if any historical substance. Even if such a 
commitment were imaginable, one thousand years is but a fraction of the time needed to 
mitigate the site’s long-term pollution potential.  
 
What is the possibility that a catastrophic flood might occur during the “legal” lifetime of 
the radioactive danger? The “probability” of such catastrophic flood limits “the storage of 
highly volatile, toxic or water reactive materials” in a floodplain. A 100 year flood of 
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99,500 cu ft covers the flood plain up to 2’ on the tailing pile and has a 1% chance of 
occurrence. A 500 year flood of 123,500 cu ft could reach 27’ up onto the pile. The 
maximum flood considered by DOE was a 10 hour, 150,000 cu ft flow which is ½ of the 
Probable Maximum Flood (PMF) considered by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for 
the Moab site (1999 EIS). With half the volume and force of a PMF, 20 to 80 percent of 
the tailings pile could wash into the river. The fact that a 100 or 500 year flood event has 
not occurred historically does not eliminate the probability of such an event. A scenario 
can be constructed where significant precipitation events in the 21,100 sq miles of up-
stream Colorado drainage could cause the collapse of one or both of the up-stream dams. 
Repeated “precipitation events” could have catastrophic impacts on the tailing pile, 
protected or not. It has become politically inappropriate to infer the effects that global 
warming might have on localized weather events. However, the Glen Canyon Dam was 
almost breached by the floods of the early 80’s. The storms of 2005 have shown their 
“locally” destructive nature across the Southwest.  
 
Using historical flood data may in the uncertain future become outdated, even dangerous 
if probability for catastrophic floods is thereby limited. The “Probable Maximum Flood” 
while having a statistically low possibility could happen even within the 1000 years of 
legally required protection window. The USGS study indicates that there may have been 
at least two floods in the last 800 years that could have washed the entire tailings pile into 
the river. Similar subsurface gravel bed elevations and the indication of past river 
channels under the tailings pile substantiate the definition of “probability”. Given these 
arguments of at the least, “the slight possibility” of structural failure, DOE is mandated 
by the 10 CFR 1033.4, to prohibit (DOE’s own words) the continued storage of “highly 
volatile, toxic or radioactive materials” on the floodplain of the Colorado River. To take 
any other action is irresponsible and dangerous.    

 
2 Socioeconomic Factors of Capping the Atlas Tailings Pile in Place. 
 

This EIS focuses solely on the economic benefits derived from revenues generated by the 
preparation of storage sites and/or the transportation modes used to move the tailings. 
The economic benefits of the various alternatives are economically significant and would 
temporarily improve the economy of Moab. However, what are blatantly lacking in the 
EIS are the negative socioeconomic consequences of capping the tailings pile on the 
banks of the Colorado River. Previous paragraphs outlined the probability of long-term or 
a catastrophic flood would have on the integrity of the tailings pile. That such events 
would have significant impact on Moab’s future recreational viability is a given. It is also 
important to point out that the enshrinement of a radioactive monstrosity at the entrance 
to Moab would of itself remind residents and visitors alike that it only a matter of time 
before the pile could be swept into the river. All those who travel 191 would be 
impressed with the vision of a 130 acre, 97 ft tall geometrical monolith dedicated to the 
storage of radioactive waste. It would be an inappropriate historical marker for the 
thousands of miners who have suffered and continue to suffer the effects of radioactive 
poisoning.  Not only would the tailings pile violate Bureau of Land Management river 
corridor visual guidelines, it would intimidate future recreational users of the Colorado 
River. The future economy of Moab, dependent on tourism and recreation, would thereby 
suffer the long-term consequences of an enshrined radioactive catastrophe waiting to 
happen. Leaving the pile as a constant reminder, is a slap in the face of a community who 
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willing did the “dirty” work of supplying necessary uranium to a Nation threatened by 
nuclear war. The appropriate response by DOE is to act now to remove the Atlas Tailings 
Pile.   

 
III White Mesa Mill Disposal Alternative 
 

The City of Moab is strongly opposed to moving the tailing pile through the City by truck 
or slurry pipeline. Downtown Moab is classified by the Utah Department of 
Transportation as a very congested area. The additional 275% increase in downtown 
truck traffic from 642 to 1,458 trucks, even when spread over a 20 hour day, would create 
a dangerous situation. Construction of a slurry line would remove much of the truck 
traffic but it would not eliminate it entirely. %00,000 tons of radioactive materials would 
still have to continue to travel through downtown Moab. A slurry line would have to be 
constructed along an already heavily used utility easement. This easement already 
contains highly volatile gases. Given the type of slurry material to be transported, the 
possibility of radioactive leaks or breaks is too high. The risk of exposure by truck or 
slurry accidents is unacceptable. 

 
The route of the proposed slurry corridor would place the line beneath the Colorado River 
and through protected wetlands. The 430 acres of pipeline disturbance needed to reach 
the White Mesa Mill site would have adverse impacts on previously revegetated areas. 
The 28.7 miles of new right of way would also have negative impacts on the 
environment. Wetland areas could be compromised, and endangered species threatened. 
There is an estimated 51 to 101 cultural sites along the slurry route that would be affected 
in addition to the 5 potential cultural sites at White Mesa itself. Surface and ground water 
are also threatened by the storage of the tailings at this site. The prudent federal action is 
to not unnecessary endanger the residents of Moab or the surrounding environment by 
moving the tailings south to the White Mesa Mill for deposal and profit. 
 
Thank you for considering our concerns on the need to move the Atlas Tailings Pile from 
the banks of the Colorado River.    

 
 Dave Sakrison, Mayor 

City of Moab 
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Document #504  Suarez, Michael K.      Individual 
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Document #505  Suarez, Mary      Individual 
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Document #515  Millard, Charles      Individual 

 
From: Chuck & Cheryl [cherylannmillard@netzero.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 4:02 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Don’t Drink The Water 
  
  As a certified HAZWHOPPER First Responder & D.O.T. Certificate holder since 1993, 
Receipt #30194, I was most interested in responding in regards to the SUPERFUND site 
at Moab, Utah. I think what struck me first, was the photograph the San Diego Union ran 
of the site on 2/13/05. If this is representative of the conditions at the stockpile area 
today, I think it would be even harder to delay site remediation. There seems to be a lack 
of even the most fundamental controls in place to provide containment, and even less in 
place to prevent  intrusion by the river, only 750 feet away.  
  It was only after a long hard lessons did we learn of the dangers our own careless 
disposal of wastes during our countries nuclear programs. These learned lessons would 
become realized with the SUPERFUND creation and 29 CFR regulations  that followed. 
The most important sites slated for remediation always included the same important 
factors, containment and groundwater sources, along with the obvious health dangers to 
vast areas having contaminated water supplies for years to come. Savanna River Project 
sat on a aquifer that was the water supply of many southern states that had no idea that 
a site so far away would affect them or their health. Hanford, on the Columbia 
River,contaminated God knows how many lives and trillions and trillions of gallons of 
water, the effects to be learned only after hundreds of years of studies.The Rocky 
Mountain Flats site had material that escaped containment that wasn't detected until the 
barrels that were to be moved were found to be empty and the groundwater in the area is 
still contaminated and will be for years to come. We all remember Love Canal and the 
terrible price paid by citizens who had no idea of what was in their back yards. Yet today, 
we seem to sit here and ignore these lessons and continue to pollute the things that are 
in fact, the very essence of life on this planet. Water is  what makes Earth different from 
all other known planets in our solar system. It is the reason for life being here, period. 
  The reason for delaying action at this site can only be classified as gross negligence. 
The only other reason being gross ignorance. Any person with the least bit of training or 
experience knows the guidelines are clear. The SUPERFUND mandates are very precise 
on what must be done at this site. There has been a Presidential order to your 
Department to remove the stockpile and remediation of the groundwater. I really don't 
understand why we are waiting for some, as yet, unappointed undersecretary of the 
Department of Energy to make a decision that has already been made time and time 
again. Further delays, lack of funding by the current administration, leaving the pile in 
place, would all constitute violations of the law. These laws were enacted to protect both 
the people and the resources that are placed under your Departments control. 
  To close, I see the option of transporting the waste to a mill to dispose of the waste in a 
pipeline as the safest, most responsible means of correcting the problem. Putting trucks 
on our highways laden with these compounds to go bury them some place else seems 
very shortsighted and unacceptable. After all, there is no reason to delay action further. 
Get the funding required to accomplice the task at hand, and GET IT DONE !  Or maybe 
you would like to drink the water from this irreplaceable source that so many of us 
depend on.  
  
                                                                                        Charles Millard 
                                                                                       San Diego, Calif 
   



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–250 

Document #527  Tielens, Arthur J.      A.J. Tielens and Associates 
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Document #535  Moran, Mary      Individual 
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Document #536  LeMontre, Sue      Individual 
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Document #537  Maia, Maia      Individual 

 
From: Maia Maia [Maia3@rain.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 4:22 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Help move a toxic waste site away from the Colorado River 
 
February 16, 2005 
 
Moab DEIS Comments 
U.S. Department of Energy Grand Junction 
2597 B3/4 Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81503 
 
 
Attention Moab DEIS Comments: 
 
RE: DOE/EIS - 0355D 
 
What we need is a completely new Environmental Impact Statement to address the 
full  reclamation of 12 million tons of uranium wastes that are, each and 
every 
day, contaminating the Colorado River near Moab, Utah.  
 
 This new EIS should strongly  reject the idea of capping the radioactive 
waste 
on the bank of the Colorado River, and should instead recommend  moving the 
waste 
to one of two nearby Utah sites - Klondike or Crescent Junction. 
 
IT IS SIMLY NOT ACCEPTABLE TO LEAVE 12 MILLION TONS OF  MILL WASTE TO LEAK 
INTO 
THE COLORADO RIVER WHERE IT IS ALMOST CERTAIN  TO BE INUNDATED BY FLOODS, THUS 
CONTAMINATING THE WATER CITIZENS AND FARMERS  REQUIRE FOR LIFE AND HEALTH. 
 
Away from the Colorado River, the Klondike and Crescent Junction sites are in 
extremely stable, isolated areas that meet all the criteria for long-term 
disposal 
of radioactive wastes.   
 
EVERY SAVINGS FROM RESORTING TO CAPPING WILL BE OFFSET BY THE MUCH GREATER 
COSTS 
OF CONTAINMENT- FAILURE AND CLEANUP. 
 
  
Please consider this vital decision carefully. Thank you. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maia Maia 
332 Ellwood Beach Dr Apt 9 
Goleta, CA 93117-2702 
USA 
Maia3@rain.org 
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Document #539  Rivera, Madeline      Individual 

 
From: Madeline Rivera [madelinx@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 2:02 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Help move a toxic waste site away from the Colorado River 
 
February 16, 2005 
 
Moab DEIS Comments 
U.S. Department of Energy Grand Junction 
2597 B3/4 Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81503 
 
 
Attention Moab DEIS Comments: 
 
RE: DOE/EIS - 0355D 
 
As a citizen who relies on the Colorado River for drinking water, I am 
extremely 
concerned about an accident waiting to happen.  I urge you to prepare a new 
Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for the final reclamation of 12 million tons of uranium 
wastes that are contaminating the Colorado River near Moab, Utah.   
 
The radioactive wastes are now located in an unlined pile within the 
floodplain 
of the river and are leaking approximately 12,000-15,000 gallons per day of 
intensely 
contaminated fluids into an underground aquifer that immediately discharges 
into 
the river. This site fails every test for an appropriate site, since it does 
not 
provide long-term isolation from the human and natural environment below 
ground 
that will endure without the need for ongoing maintenance.  
 
I urge you to prepare a new EIS that (1) dismisses the alternative of capping 
the radioactive waste at its current site on the bank of the Colorado River, 
and 
(2)  instead identifies a preferred alternative of moving the waste to one of 
two nearby Utah sites - Klondike or Crescent Junction. These sites are in 
extremely 
stable, isolated areas that meet all the criteria for long-term disposal of 
radioactive 
wastes.   
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Madeline Rivera 
600 W Orange Grove Rd 
Tucson, AZ 85704-5643 
USA 
madelinx@yahoo.com 
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Document #547  Angel, Bradley      Green Action 

 
From: Bradley Angel [bradley@greenaction.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 11:09 AM 
To: moabcomments 
Cc: ‘David L. Sakrison’; sarahmfields@earthlink.net 
Subject: Request for short extension of Public Comment Perios on draft EIS for Moab Atlas 
project 
On behalf of our constituents living in communities along the Colorado River south of Moab in California, 
Arizona and Nevada, we request a three week extension of the public comment period on the draft EIS.  I 
have recently been notified that some of these constituents, including Native Nations along the Colorado 
River, may be interested in submitting comments.  Please let me know if the comment period can be 
briefly extended.  Thank you. 
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Document #549  Whiteskunk, Selwyn      Ute Mountain Ute Tribe 
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Document #553  Underwood, Dennis      Metropolitan Water District of Southern 
California 
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Document #555  Hedden, Bill      Grand Canyon Trust 
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Document #556  Hartsfield, Sam      Port of Portland 

 
From: Hartsfield, Sam [hartss@portptld.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 10:22 AM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Comments on Draft EIS 

Greetings!  

This correspondence is in regard to The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Remediation of the 
Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah. (DOE/EIS-0355D). 

Below is my comment regarding the plan included in Appendix F to remove tamarisk from the floodplain 
between the existing Moab tailings pile and the Colorado River. I look forward to your response. 

Thank you.  

SAM HARTSFIELD  

COMMENT:  
Existing groundwater contamination at the Moab site is currently discharging into the Colorado River, 
resulting in impacts to surface water quality. Groundwater remediation is not expected to result in 
decreased levels of ammonia being discharged to the river for a minimum of 35 to 50 years after the 
active remediation activities have begun (Figure 4-7). The plan includes removing a stand of mature 
tamarisk trees that currently occupies the floodplain between the Moab tailings pile site and the Colorado 
River. Section F.2.1.3. states that the tamarisk currently removes a significant portion of the groundwater 
and the pollutants associated with it, thus resulting in a reduction of the total pollutants being discharged 
to the river. While I applaud the idea of removing a stand of invasive species, there are three reasons why 
these tamarisks should be left in place for the time being. First, removing these agents of 
phytoremediation before the active groundwater remediation begins to have a measurable effect will 
simply result in a higher concentration of ammonia and other pollutants in the river downstream of the 
Moab site in the interim. Even if other measures are in place, such as trenches or wells to intercept 
groundwater, the tamarisk will further decrease the amount of polluted water entering the river if they are 
left in place. Second, the plan suggests replacing the tamarisk with deep-rooted native species. Stream 
flow at this site has been altered due to upstream diversions, and the tamarisk has stabilized the bank 
such that this floodplain is now inundated less than once every 5 years. Unlike tamarisk, native riparian 
species such as Populus spp and Salix spp cannot thrive or even become established without regular 
inundation. Another option suggested in the plan is cultivating salt-tolerant crops. The plan states that the 
water table is generally at least 5 feet below the surface, whereas most crop plants have root systems 
that are too shallow to effectively remove significant quantities of groundwater from such depths. Third, 
even if it were possible to reestablish native plants in the floodplain, the process would likely require an 
active management strategy, given the generally unfavorable site conditions for the types of plants that 
would perform phytoremediation. No such strategy is suggested or even mentioned.  

Please explain why it is necessary to remove the tamarisk early in the project rather than leaving it in 
place until groundwater ammonia concentrations have decreased substantially. Also, please provide 
more information on alternatives, such as a list of potentially cultivated crops and their transpiration rates 
and a restoration or management strategy for establishing native plants in the floodplain. 

 

Sam Hartsfield  
Environmental Specialist  
Port of Portland  
(503) 460 - 4523  
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Document #557  Members of Congress      Congress of the United States 
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Document #558  Nielson, Dianne R.      Utah Department of Environmental Quality 
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Document #559  Rosson, Clay      Individual 

 
Dear Don Metzler and DOE Staff- 
 
     Even though a preferred alternative was not listed in the Atlas Tailing’s Pile DEIS, persuasive 
argument was made for removal of some material at the mill-site based on the information 
provided in the report.  In the alternative of capping the pile, the EIS states that the pile will 
eventually subside and reach the water table.    Will the increased pressure of capping increase 
the rate of subsidence?  The EIS states that levels of contaminants to the river will be restored to 
flux rates equivalent to the previous groundwater levels once the base of the tailing pile comes 
into contact with the water table.  An argument could be made that the pile would be left behind 
for future generations to remove with the addition of the material that would comprise of the 
proposed cap.  This would make future removal even more expensive.    
 
     If we were mining and processing uranium in 2005, it would not be taking place on the bank 
of a major river.  Therefore, the mess was left behind from a more naïve time in the 1940’s 
where legal environmental constraints or the awareness of point source contamination did not 
exist, and the public had little knowledge of cancer or the effects of uranium and radon on human 
health.   
 
     Contaminants of concern listed in the Draft Report are not necessarily emphasizing 
radioactive metals, the source of radon and ammonia.  The plumes of radionuclide and other 
metal contaminants reaching background levels within miles downstream may be misleading for 
reassuring the public.  In the case of radionuclides, Grand County has many radioactively hot 
creeks and disturbed uranium mining areas along the Colorado River as well as radioactive 
geological layers that all combine to naturally and unnaturally increase the background levels in 
the river.     
 
     Lake Powell  and Lake Mead have been sinks in the their lake bed sediments for uranium and 
other metals for the past 50+ year lifespan of the tailings pile due to their anoxic depths. This 
could continue for hundreds or thousands of years if the pile is capped in place creating places 
where the pile will continue to increase the background radiation.  The river system will continue 
to concentrate uranium processing metals as they are soluble in their mobile oxidative state and 
insoluble and immobile when reduced in anoxic waters of deep reservoirs.  Sinks such as the 
reservoirs along the Colorado River will slowly increase their radiation in the depth of their lake 
beds. Any future disturbance of water flow as during prolonged drought and increasing demand 
on the waters of the Colorado River will at times create low water levels in the reservoir once 
again making the metals mobile downriver.  Once the metals and other contaminants of concern 
are in the current in an oxidative state, any attempt at downstream remediation will not be cost 
effective.  It should be said that the cheapest alternative may be removal of the pile because the 
true cost of leaving the pile on the bank or capping it in place may not be calculable in terms of 
future effects to human health or downstream remediation efforts.   
  
          I truly believe that any money spent on this site should be on removal of material from the 
pile and processing ponds rather than dumping more material at the site.  Immediately spending 
$166 Million on material removal by truck would be a more effective means of re-contouring the 
pile, lessening the subsidence effect, and remediating the hottest areas like processing ponds 
which are creating larger contaminant plumes than the pile itself.  Taking the barrels of materials 
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out of the pile could also be done in this first stage.  Another important step would be to remove 
a portion of the pile likely to be in contact with the river at higher flood stages.   
      
     The DOE should choose the least expensive option of moving the materials by truck to 
Klondike Flats, and setting up a disposal cell removing as much material as can be for the $166 
Million.  A smaller pile can be recontoured, vicinity properties can be remediated, and 
processing sites adjacent on the mill site can be excavated to the Klondike Flats location.  The 
most important first action would be to make the biggest impact on the site for the least amount 
of money in the same fashion as the Interim Groundwater Remediation has provided----the 
biggest effect for the money available.  We have a window of opportunity at this time with all 
the current political momentum to give this site and the river some relief.  
 
Six or seven years ago this pile was not in the media, papers, or discussed amongst politicians.  It 
had only been the subject of scientific studies yet not a part of public discourse.  The public was 
not informed about the nature of this site whether locally or nationally.  Information was not 
readily available about the Atlas Tailing Pile.  The pile is no longer a mystery.   
 
     I want to thank the DOE office of Grand Junction for providing information for the law 
makers, and state and federal agencies as well as the public to weigh in on the fate of this site.  I 
still believe that this site should be completely remediated without regard to cost because the 
awareness to do so in the past did not exist.  This is a vestige of the atomic age and military 
endeavors, and it is all our duty to our national heritage to make sure that this land that we have 
inherited is not destroyed at the same time that it is defended with nuclear arms and powered by 
nuclear energy.  Moreover, this site is violating the Clean Water Act as it is impairing a water 
body and Endangered Species Act.  There will not likely be a chance to meet TMDL criteria at 
the Cane Creek location as stipulated by the Utah Department of Environmental Quality in the 
future if the complete pile is capped in place or the No Action alternatives are followed.   
 
The Atlas Tailings pile is within the watershed of the Colorado River.  As part of the eventual 
comprehensive watershed plan that will be developed for protecting the Colorado River in the 
upper basin states, sensible efforts should be made to mitigate sites such as this mill site, as well 
as mining sites just upriver, and the tailings pile submerged beneath Lake Powell to their effects 
on water quality.  Materials should be removed from the mill site not brought to the mill site.  If 
the pile is to be capped, I believe that some of the worst materials should be removed completely 
from the site first as mentioned.  The pile could be recontoured only after the core of highly 
contaminated sediments and slimes have been removed.  Much of the pile near the river would 
be scaled back away from flood stage and determined if it should be removed from site or 
relocated on-site.  A plan to satisfy all parties for now would be to remove the hottest materials 
and sources of pollution, and evaluate the next steps once these initial goals were accomplished 
and plumes re-characterized. 
 
I provide these comments as a private citizen who once inhabited in Grand County, and as a 
scientist in the field of hydrology and environmental engineering in an effort to bring forth fresh 
ideas.  I do not represent SAIC, my employer, in these comments.  
 
Clay A. Rosson      
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Document #560  Carlson, Virginia      Individual 

 
From: Ginny Carlson [ginny@wyn.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 9:59 AM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Comments on draft EIS 
 
I have pasted my comments in text below in case you have difficulty reading  
the MS-WORD formatted attachment.  Both the text in the email and the  
attachment are identical. 
 
======================== 
 
COMMENTS ON: Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, 
   Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
   Draft Environmental Impact Statement, November 2004   
  (DOE/EIS-0355D) 
 
SUBMITTED BY:  Virginia Carlson, Moab, Utah 
    
DATE:   February, 17, 2005 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
I am a resident of Moab, Utah and live a few miles away from the tailings  
pile.  I drive by the pile several times a week and am often downstream of  
the pile. For the following quality of life issues I support moving the  
tailings pile north of its present location either to Klondike Flats or  
Crescent Junction. 
 
1. The pile is located in a very scenic area bordering both Arches National  
Park and the Colorado River. The pile is visually ugly and greatly distracts  
from the beautiful vistas.  Residents of Moab should not have to live with  
this visual impairment just because the current location of the pile was  
convenient during the uranium era. 
 
2. If all or part of the tailings pile was undermined by high waters of the  
Colorado, the economic impact on Moab would be catastrophic. It would also  
put downstream river users (including me) at risk for an unknown number of  
years. 
 
3. The Colorado River is one of the great rivers of the west and it must be  
taken care of. Leaving a large tailings pile on its flood plain does not  
make any kind of sense. 
 
4. All cooperating agencies have agreed that the best long term solution is  
to move the tailings pile. 
 
5. I have been near the pile during the spring winds and have seen dirt and  
dust blow from the site. 
 
I have reviewed the draft EIS and I have the following specific comments on  
the document and on other information I have read about the tailings pile. 
 
A. Page S-41 Consequences of Uncertainty; 
 
9.   If river migration and encroachment were to occur to a great degree,  
significantly lessening the transport distance from the disposal cell to the  



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–360 

river, surface water ammonia concentrations and concentrations of other  
contaminants of concern could revert to nonprotective levels, and additional  
engineered remedies or pile relocation could be necessary to meet UMTRCA  
requirements, potentially increasing program costs by tens to hundreds of  
millions of dollars. At the extreme, perpetual treatment or mitigation might  
be required, or the pile would have to be relocated after all on-site  
reclamation efforts and costs had been committed. 
 
Since the historical tracking of the river is for a very short time frame  
(100+ years) and the DEIS is supposed to provide a 200-1,000 year solution,  
the DOE has not proved that leaving the tailings on the bank of the Colorado  
River is a safe long term solution. Both the State of Utah and the USGS  
disagree with conclusions use in the DEIS that the Colorado River is  
migrating away from the tailings pile. Since there is major disagreement  
among scientists and engineers, and since a miscalculation by DOE could  
result in moving the pile after it is stabilized at an enormous increase in  
costs, then a reasonable solution is to move the pile, not cap it in place. 
 
B. Page S-41 Consequences of Uncertainty; 
 
10.   If 20 to 80 percent of the tailings pile were washed into the river,  
it would have serious adverse impacts on the riparian plant and animal life  
and would affect the health and safety of residents along the river and of  
river guides who may spend up to 50 days on the river in a given year. Such  
a flood event could also affect the tourist economy of Moab if users of the  
river corridor avoided the area after such an event. 
 
There was no suitability study done before the tailings pile was located on  
the banks of the Colorado River.  This location was not selected for any  
reason other than convenience for transportation for uranium mining.  The  
DEIS contains no proof that the current location is appropriate for long  
term storage of toxic materials. Again a prudent and reasonable conclusion  
is to move the tailings pile. If the tailings pile were washed into the  
river, the DEIS contains no discussion on how the river banks could be  
cleaned up which makes one come to the conclusion that the river banks could  
never be made safe for use in the foreseeable future. 
 
C. COSTS.    I have tried to reconcile the costs quoted in the management  
summary and from Pages 2-180 and 4-40.  It appears that the costs in the  
management summary do not reflect the total costs of any of the options.  
The EIS must state clearly the costs of EACH option and must provide  
backward compatible tables so that a reasonably adept person can review the  
cost tables for errors and omissions. 
 
D. MOVING OTHER TAILINGS PILES. I understand that there were 22 tailings  
sites located near rivers. For all others it was deemed appropriate to move  
them. That is overwhelming evidence that Moab Tailings pile should also be  
moved away from the Colorado River banks. The DEIS did not specifically  
discuss remediation of other riverbank sites in the DEIS. Remediation of  
similar sites must be included. 
 
E. US GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITY. The US Government has a responsibility to  
clean up toxic materials that it caused.  Clean up does not mean capping in  
place on a flood plain. 
 
F. GROUND WATER.   It is stated in the DEIS (page S-9) that "Ground Water  
Remediation 
? Cost $10.75 million for design and construction and $906,000 annually  
under both on-site and off-site disposal alternatives 
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? 75 to 80 years to complete under either on-site or offsite disposal  
alternatives 
 
This does not make any sense. Ground water remediation should not cost the  
same for a large pile left on the site versus the remediation of "leftover"  
dirt after moving the tailings. The DOE did not include information that  
supported this theory. It also does not make any sense remediation should  
take 75-80 years whether of not the tailings pile is moved. If the pile is  
not moved, remediation should take much longer. 
 
G. WIND AND FLOODING. The DEIS assumes that if the Colorado River had a  
major flood, the waters would be slow moving and flood the lowlands near the  
current site.   What was not mentioned that if the river did  this type of  
flooding, once the flood receded, the dried residue would become airborne  
during spring winds, which are strong and constant over the entire Colorado  
Plateau. 
 
H. REASONABLE SOLUTIONS. The purpose of a DEIS is to discuss reasonable  
solutions to a problem. There is nothing reasonable about a proposal of  
using slurry to White Mesa. Why was this alternative even included? Or if it  
had to be included, why didn’t the DOE state that it was not a reasonable  
alternative as they did on storing the wastes in empty salt mine caverns? 
 
I. UPRIVER DAM FAILURE. I did not see an analysis of the result of a  
possible dam failure up river from the Tailings pile except in the  
Consequences of Uncertainty. A detailed analysis of the upriver dams must be  
prepared if the DOE wishes to select a Cap In Place Alternative. 
 
Please remember, we are neither smart enough nor strong enough to beat  
"Mother Nature".  The only prudent decision is to move the tailings pile out  
of the path of potential flooding. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Virginia Carlson 
3136 Far Country  
Moab, Utah   84532 
Email: ginny@wyn.org 
 



Remediation of the Moab Uranium Mill Tailings, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah 
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 

 3–362 

Document #567  Lynch, Esq. Robert      Irrigation & Electrical Districts Association of 
Arizona 
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Document #568  Weisheit, John      Living Rivers and Colorado Riverkeeper 
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Document #572  Indergard, RG Lantz M.      Individual 
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Document #573  Fong, P.E., Leighton      Glendale Water & Power 

 
From: Fong, Leighton [LFong@ci.glendale.ca.us] 
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 10:45 AM 
To: moabcomments 
Cc: Kavounas, Peter 
Subject: Moab EIS Comments 
Mr. Don Metzler 
Moab Federal Project Director 
U.S. Department of Energy 
2597 B 3/4 Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81503 
  
Dear Mr. Metzler, 
  
The City of Glendale, California, has a population of just over 200,000 and receives about 
24,000 acre-feet (over 70%) of our annual water supply from the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California.  The threat of the Moab uranium mill tailings to the quality of our water 
supply from the Colorado River is of considerable concern to our City.   
  
Glendale suffered greatly when our groundwater was lost due to VOC contamination.  It took 
almost two decades and significant expense to restore that water supply with the construction of 
the Glendale Operable Unit.  Considerable resources will continue to be expended in the 
operation of treatment facilities for decades to come.  We have learned the hard way that Ben 
Franklin knew water quality when he said an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure. 
  
We can appreciate that moving the tailings will be a difficult task.  However is would not 
compare to the efforts of remedial treatment if our water supply became contaminated from these 
tailings. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  
Leighton Fong, P.E. 
Water Quality Manager 
Glendale Water and Power 
141 N. Glendale Avenue 
Level 4 
Glendale, CA  91206 
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Document #574  Roberts, Robert E.      U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
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Document #598  Keeler, Bruce      Red River Canoe Company 

 
From: redriver [redriver@redrivercanoe.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 7:48 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Atlas Tailing Comments 
 
Department of Energy, Atlas EIS Comments, 
 
As  a River Outfitter who operates on the Colorado River adjacent to and  
below the location of the Atlas tailings I must strongly recommend that  
the tailings be moved away from the Colorado River flood plain.  My day  
trip business by canoe from the boat ramp above the tailings to several  
destinations several miles below the pile has stopped being a viable  
business option since the official reports have come out.  The Moab area  
is tourist based and keeping the tailings in place will harm our current  
local economy. 
 
I also serve as the Mayor of the Town of Castle Valley located  
approximately 16 miles from the pile.  We shop for our groceries and all  
necessities in Moab so our  concern is very personal here also.  The  
Town Council has voted to support a resolution promoting the moving of  
the pile north of Moab. 
 
 
There are several other points that need to be considered in the choice  
to relocate the tailings pile.  The amounts of ammonia, radium, lead and  
others are too high to leave in the flood plain because no one can  
account for disaster related to flooding from a major regional river  
system.  We have a responsibility to the future generations to leave  
them with clean, safe water not water contaminated by nuclear waste.  
The health of the Moab Community is also tied to the moving out of their  
"air space", not to mention the current and future down stream users.  
Health and safety should hold sway over cost, although we should try to  
keep the necessary costs as low as possible.  This would lead to moving  
the pile north to Klondie Flat. 
 
Moab has produced this waste to help with the cold war and is still  
willing to keep the waste locally, it just needs to be moved away from  
the Colorado River. 
 
Thanks for your consideration. 
 
Bruce A. Keeler 
Mayor, Town of Castle Valley 
General Manager/Owner Red River Canoe Company 
Castle Valley, Utah 
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Document #602  Paterson, Lisa      Individual 

 
From: Lisa Paterson [lpater1@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 9:08 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Atlas Tailings Removal 
To Whom It Concerns: 
  
Thank you for accepting my comments on the safe removal of the Atlas tailings. The tailings are 
leaking ammonia and radioactive waste into the Colorado River now.  It has been demonstrated 
that a large flood could carry a significant amount of radioactive tailings down the Colorado 
River thus contaminating drinking and irrigation water.  Capping the tailing on site will not 
eliminate this possibility.  Therefore, the tailings must be moved. 
  
It is the removal of the tailings that concerns me as a citizen of Moab.  To insure the safety and 
health of all citizens of the Moab Valley and our tourists, the removal of the tailings must be 
done in such a way as to produce NO DUST.  Some sort of negatively pressured building must 
be erected in which the tailings will be scooped into whatever vessel used to carry them north to 
the repository.  The train cars/trucks or whatever is used to transport the tailings must also be 
sealed so well that no radioactive tailings are allowed to escape. 
  
It does no good to move the tailings for the safety and benefit of those downriver at the expense 
of Moab citizens and our tourist economy.  Please! remove them without allowing radioactive 
dust to escape.   
  
Thank you.   
  
Sincerely, 
Lisa P Paterson 
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Document #662  Roberts, Harold      International Uranium (USA) Corporation 
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Document #663  Goddard, Terry      Office of the Attorney General 
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Document #669  Kamala, Laura      Grand Canyon Trust 

 
 February 18,2005 
 
 
To The Department of Energy, 
 
The Atlas Mill Tailings must be removed from the banks of the Colorado River and moved to a 
safe contained area well away from the river. 
 
I have been a resident of Grand County for 28 years. I’ve seen the Colorado River lapping up 
against the Atlas uranium mill tailings pile in the high water years of ’83 and ’84. The best 
available science says that 12 million tons of radioactive waste will wash downstream if left in 
place, it is just a matter of time. A National Academy of Science report confirms this as well as 
the USGS. You are well aware of the scientific facts. 
 
I stood with Congressman Matheson last October on the riverbank next to the tailings pile and 
took water samples that dramatically illustrated the rapid outflow of a toxic brew of chemical 
waste into the current of the river. After all, 57,000 gallons per day of this toxic plume have been 
pouring into the river for the past 40 years. 
 
The existence of an alternative in the DEIS that considers capping the tailings pile in place is a 
blatant disregard of the health and welfare of 26 million downstream water users and 
demonstrates an utter lack of responsibility for the economic disaster that will occur when the 
Colorado River washes the tailings downstream. Such a scenario should be included in an 
analysis of the real costs of capping the pile in place. 
 
Residents of Moab are threatened with contamination of their culinary aquifer by the toxic plume 
emanating from the tailings pile. For many years I watched as high Spring winds sent thick 
clouds of toxic tailings dust airborne, to settle over the residents of the Moab valley. This 
community has suffered enough from the long range effects of uranium mining and milling and 
waste storage.  
 
The Department of Energy should choose an alternative that removes the mill tailings from the 
banks of the Colorado River. I vote for the Klondike Bluffs site. 
 
 
Laura Kamala 
Director of Utah Programs 
Grand Canyon Trust 
HC 64 Box 1705 
Castle Valley, Utah 84532 
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Document #672  Peschong, Jon      Duratek Federal Services 

 
From: Jon Peschong [JCPESCHONG@duratekinc.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 4:06 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Moab Mill Tailings EIS Comment 
Section 102 [42 USC 4332] (C) (ii) requires the responsible government official to provide a detailed statement on any adverse 
environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented.  With the proposed two alternatives, 
unavoidable impacts are either those impacts resulting from leaving the waste in place (Alternative 1) or impacts resulting from 
disposal cell construction activities (all three locations analyzed in Alternative 2).  The EIS should consider a third alternative - rail 
and truck transportation of the waste to an existing, licensed disposal cell.  This third alternative would not incur the impacts 
from leaving the waste in place, nor the impacts from disposal cell construction activities.  When this alternative is analyzed in the 
EIS, the existing, licensed disposal cell should be chosen appropriately distant from Moab so as to bound transportation 
environmental impacts. 
  
Jon Peschong 
Duratek Federal Services 
e:mail:  jcpeschong@duratekinc.com 
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Document #673  Clark, Monette      Individual 

 
From: Monette Clark [clarkcom@frontiernet.net] 
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 3:52 PM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Comment on the EIS, Moab, Utah UMTRA Project 
Donald R. Metzler, Moab Federal Project Director 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Office of Environmental Management 
2597 B-1/4 Road 
Grand Junction, CO 81503 
 
February 18, 2005 
 
RE: Comment on the EIS, Moab, Utah UMTRA Project 
 
Dear Mr. Metzler: 
 
I am a resident of San Juan County, Utah, living in the upper end of the Moab Valley, just across the 
Grand County line. I am writing to make a comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
issued by the DOE for the Moab, Utah UMTRA Project Site. I am in favor of moving the uranium 
tailings pile away from the banks of the Colorado River and relocating the contaminated soil, by 
rail, to the Crescent Junction site within Grand County. 
 
I believe it is imperative that the tailings be moved off the river bank because it is a big health and safety 
risk, both for residents of the Moab Valley and for the huge population living downstream of the Colorado 
River. Several years ago, a study showed that the tailings pile is already contaminating the nearby river 
water with ammonia that is strong enough to kill the fish. Another recent study has found that 
contaminants are leaching into the ground water across the river, in the Matheson Wetlands Preserve! 
This is scary and is bound to get worse the longer the pile remains where it is. It is only a matter of time 
before the Moab Valley ground water becomes polluted and the people of Moab will have unsafe drinking 
water coming out of the wells that supply us. The tailings pile has been there all my life. I grew up in Moab 
during the 50s and 60s, when the uranium mill was actively processing uranium. The yellowcake and dust 
from the tailings pond and mill site was blowing all over the valley when I was a kid. I have been exposed 
to enough radioactivity already. 
 
The conclusions in the EIS about the river moving southward and the valley floor subsiding have been 
challenged by other studies and other scientists. I ask you to consider the following items: 

• Grand County and governors and representatives across the region are unanimous in their position 
that pile should be moved to a safe, contained area within the county.  

• The National Academy of Science says that it is a near certainty that the river’s course will run over 
the Moab uranium mill site at some time.  A major flood or storm event will cause radioactive waste 
and other chemicals to wash into the Colorado River. The fact that a 100 or 500 year flood has not 
occurred in recent history is not a good enough reason to suppose that such an event will not occur 
in the future. In the scheme of geologic and meteorological history, recent history means nothing. To 
confine ourselves to the limited purview of recent history is both dangerous and irresponsible. We 
have the opportunity and responsibility to protect future generations and millions of people in the 
lower Colorado River Basin.  

Moving the Moab Uranium Tailings Pile is a justice owed to the Moab community. The government 
started the Uranium Boom and created the market for it. Moab people, including my relatives, produced 
the radioactive material for America’s defense. And everybody in America benefited by being "protected." 
Many of the mill workers are now dead of cancer. Fifty-plus years later, the government should be 
responsible enough to defend the local people that are left (and all the new people moving in here due to 
our new tourist economy) against the very real terror of radioactive pollutants on the riverbank! The cost 
of moving the pile should be shared by the nation that shared in the "benefits" of nuclear defense. 
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Please move the tailings pile NOW. 

Thank you for considering my comment. 

Sincerely, 

Monette Clark 

22 West Coronado Street 

PO Box 1274 

Moab, UT 84532 
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Document #684  Weber, Ivan      Weber Sustainability Consulting 
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Document #689  McNeely, Jerry      Grand County Council 
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Document #696  Bruno, Jeanne-Marie      Park Water Company 
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Document #699  Livermore, Dave and Bellagamba, Susan      The Nature Conservancy 
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Document #706  Fields, Sarah M.      Glen Canyon Group 
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Document #707  Fields, Sarah M.      Individual 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Sarah M. Fields [mailto:sarahmfields@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 10:12 PM 
To: Donald Metzler 
Cc: Loren Morton; Mike Fleigel 
Subject: IUSA's Proposal for the Moab Mill Project 
 
Dear Mr. Metzler, 
 
Upon review of International Uranium Corporation's (IUSA's) submittal, 
"Moab Tailings Project White Mesa Slurry Pipeline Option: Preliminary 
Cost  
Estimate and Technical Report" (May 9, 2003), I have some questions regarding 
the applicability of the various sections of the Uranium Mill Tailings 
Radiation Control Act of 19789 (UMTRCA) to the proposed project and  
question about rights of way. 
 
I. IUSA Operations 
 
The activities at the Moab Mill are currently under the supervision and 
direction of the Department of Energy (DOE) pursuant to Title I of UMTRCA. 
 
IUSA's proposal contains three major operations: 1) a slurry preparation plant 
at the Moab Mill, 2) slurry and recycle pipelines between the preparation 
plant and the IUSA Mill at White Mesa, and 3) the disposal site at White Mesa. 
Currently the IUSA mill is operated under a 10 C.F.R. Part 40 source material 
license pursuant to Title II of UMTRCA. 
 
IUSA proposal states that the slurry preparation plant will be under 
IUSA's supervision and direction.  The pipelines will also be under their 
control and direction. It appears that IUSA would own both operations. 
 
QUESTIONS: 
 
1. Since IUSA believes that they would control and operate the slurry 
preparation 
plant and the materials that enter that plant at the Moab Mill will, at 
that point, 
become the property of IUSA, under what regulatory regime would IUSA operate 
that slurry preparation plant?   
 
2. Would that slurry plant become part of IUSA's Title II licensed activities? 
If so, is the DOE authorized to have a Title II operation at a Title I 
facility? 
 
3. Would IUSA operate the slurry preparation plant as a contractor to 
the DOE? 
 
If so, would the DOE have oversight responsibility for that Moab Mill 
operation? 
 
4. Would the pipelines become part of IUSA's licensed activities?  If 
not, which 
State or Federal agency or agencies would have oversight over the construction 
and operation of the pipeline.  Which statutes and regulations apply? 
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5. If IUSA takes ownership of the tailings at the Moab site and their slurry 
operation and/or pipelines are part of their uranium mill facility operation, 
where in statute and NRC or State of Utah regulations is this 
authorized?  What 
Part 40 regulations, guidances, manuals, etc., apply to this type of 
operation? 
 
6. I may have missed some questions.  Basically, I would like to know what 
statutes and regulations would apply and how they would be applied to 
the slurry 
preparation and pipeline facilities and operations if the IUSA proposal 
is approved. 
 
II. Rights of Way 
 
The fact that it is doubtful that IUSA would be able to get a right of way 
over the Matheson Wetlands Perserve would seem to be something that 
would preclude the implementation of IUSA's proposed project.  Yet, many FTE's 
and funds have been spent on considering a proposal that would be moot 
because the required rights of way are likely not available to this 
private entity. 
 
I do not understand why this basic issue has not been brought up and settled. 
IUSA seems to think that a non-publicly available memo from a law office 
suffices as a reasonable assurance that there is no problem with rights 
of way. 
 
QUESTION: 
 
1. Why has the DOE gone ahead with consideration of the the IUSA proposal 
when it it quite possible that IUSA will not be able to abtain the required 
rights of way?   
 
2. Why has the DOE not even bothered to inquire of the various owners or  
responsible parties for the land that IUSA would have to cross with a pipeline 
in order to determine whether any right-of-way difficulties might arise that 
would block IUSA's proposed project? 
 
3. If the IUSA Mill alternative is chosen as the preferred alternative, 
is the DOE authorized or prepared in any way to exert federal authority 
in order 
to obtain the required rights of way on behalf of IUSA?   
 
The DEIS sheds no light on these legal and regulatory authority questions. 
 
Thank you for your attention to these matters. If you are unable to answer 
these questions with authority, please refer them to the appropriate persons. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sarah M. Fields 
P.O. Box 143 
Moab, Utah 84532 
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Document #1368  Davenport, James H.      Colorado River Commission of Nevada 
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Document #1396  Feinstein, Dianne      U.S. Senate 
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Document #1398  Smith, Darrell H.      Salt Lake County Council of Governments 
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Document #1400  Zimmerman, Gerald R.      Colorado River Board of California 
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Document #1404  Fields, Sarah M.      Individual 
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Document #1405  Brian, Danielle      Project on Government Oversight 
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Document #1430  Darke, John      Individual 

 
John Darke 
4:30 PM 
February 22, 2005 
 
I’m happy to hear in your message that there is going to be a public hearing in January. I’m also 
happy that you’re still receiving comments. This is a request: the DOE Grand Junction Office 
received emails suggesting that it was the appropriate in conformance and CEQ intent that the 
Initial Phase Investigation particularly be made available in the reading room and also in respect 
that some of the data set that is mentioned in that record, USGS record, it is there that the data set 
be made available. I would refer you to the USGS website and the link the appropriate link 
indicates that in order to receive the data set is essentially to treat it as a commercial enterprise. 
Some can’t afford $100 an hour or $70 or whatever. The download time of the initial 
investigation report itself is 48 megabytes. It’s intent was to place copies have been received of 
the report at the courthouse. It was quite a delay until after the suspense on the comment period. 
Suggest that we lighten up in a group-phased effort to provide affordable records. This is John 
Darke. 
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Document #1432  Gosnell, James      Individual 

 
From: J. Gosnell [ravens1988@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 22, 2005 10:53 AM 
To: moabcomments 
Subject: Uranium Tailings Pile in Moab, Utah 
 
To whom it may concern, 
 
As I resident of San Diego, California, the current state of the uranium  
tailings pile concerns me.  San Diego currently gets about two-thirds of its  
water from the Colorado River.  This is the water that I use to wash  
laundry, drink, and bathe.  Yet out in Moab, Utah a major health risk and  
threat to our water supply exists.  The uranium tailing pile located in Moab  
is a diaster waiting to happen.  Daily the pile leaks 15,000 agllons of  
toxic chemical chemicals into the river in a day, it could be easily  
subjected to a terrorist attack and used to poision the water in all of  
Southern California, Nevada, and Arizona.  If it isn't attacked by  
terrorists a flood could easily wipe 80% of the pile into the river,  
spelling diaster for the Untied Sates Government and all citizens using the  
Colorado for a water supply.  According to a recent survey by the US  
Deparment of Energy, the uranium tailing pile currently is not in compliance  
with EPA standards for Unarium concentration or Ammoniium concentration.   
The alloted uranium concentration is .04 mg per l; yet in some parts of the  
pile the concentration is as high as 15 mg per L.  That is 37500% percent  
apove the EPA's accepted level! That kind of violation causes unneccesary  
stress to many concerned residents.  Simularily, the ammonian level set by  
the EPA is 3mg per L; despite this alloted concentration the entire pile  
never drops below 50mg per liter.  That figure is a staggering 1667% above  
the alloted EPA levels.  I propose that the citizens of all areas drinking  
the Colorado river water, that is consistently poisioned by the Uranium  
tailings pile at Moab, Utah, petition for the pile to become part of the EPA  
Superfund Act.  Superfund is the perfect solution because it will call for  
removing and clearing the waste at no cost to the victims of hazardous waste  
poisioning, even if that poisiong may not be lethal. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
James Gosnell 
 
_________________________________________________________________ 
FREE pop-up blocking with the new MSN Toolbar – get it now!  
http://toolbar.msn.click-url.com/go/onm00200415ave/direct/01/ 
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Document #1501  Eddy, Jr., Daniel      Colorado River Indian Tribes 
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Document #1503  Juan-Sanders, Vivian      Inter Tribal Council of Arizona 
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