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March 14, 2014

Bureau of Land Management
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Attn:  Minerals Program
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Re: Scoping Comments —Daneros Mine Plan Modification (UTU-74631; NEPA: DOI-
BLM-UT-Y020-2013-023)

1.  INTRODUCTION

1.1.  These comments are submitted on behalf of Uranium Watch, Living Rivers, the Glen 
Canyon Group of the Sierra Club, and Information Network for Responsible Mining 
(INFORM).  Our organizations appreciate the opportunity to participate in the public 
decision-making process for the Daneros Mine Plan Modification.  Uranium Watch, 
Living Rivers, the Sierra Club, and INFORM has a long-standing interest in the public 
lands of Utah and nearby Colorado, including the public lands that are the responsibility 
of the Bureau of Land Management’s Monticello Field Office.  Our members and staffs 
enjoy many activities on lands in Southeast Utah and Southwest Colorado, including 
hiking, biking, wildlife and nature viewing, photography, educational research, visiting, 
and travel.  Our organizations have had an long-standing interest in uranium mining and 
milling issues in this region.

1.2.  The Daneros Mine is of special interest and concern because of its location on public 
lands on the Colorado Plateau approximately ten miles from Natural Bridges National 
Monument.  This region is important to recreational users and conservationists, provides 
habitat for wildlife, and includes the Colorado River.  Any proposed actions at the 
Daneros Mine should be considered and understood for their connections to other 
proposed actions in the region, historical uranium mining activities, and the overall 
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conservation and recreation based values of the area.  All potential and cumulative 
impacts from the mine’s expansion and operations should be analyzed.

2.  NEED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

2.1.  The December 2013 Plan of Operations Modification (Plan Modification) for the 
Energy Fuels Resources (USA) Inc. (Energy Fuels) Daneros has the potential for 
significant environmental impacts and should be the subject of an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS).   The Plan Modification is for the expansion of the Daneros Small Mine 
Operation (SMO) (State ID: S0370121)1 to a Large Mine Operation LMO) (State ID: 
M0370126).2

 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents must provide useful analyses, not 
only of the effects of the proposed action, but also of these effects in combination with 
past, present, and future actions.  This can only be accomplished within the context of an 
EIS for the Daneros Mine.  The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) must commence an 
EIS process at this time and not wait until the finalization of the EA.  This is based on the 
information below.

2.2.  The BLM National Environmental Policy Act Handbook (H-1790-1, January 2008) 
includes a discussion on determining whether an EA of EIS is appropriate (Chapter 7).  
Section 7.2  (Actions Requiring and EIS) states, in part:

Actions whose effects are expected to be significant and are not fully 
covered in an existing EIS must be analyzed in a new or supplemental EIS 
(516 DM 11.8(A)). You must also prepare an EIS if, after preparation of an 
EA, you determine that the effects of the proposed action would be 
significant and cannot be mitigated to a level of nonsignificance (see 
section 7.1, Actions Requiring an EA). If you determine during preparation 
of an EA that the proposed action would have significant effects and 
cannot be mitigated to a level of nonsignificance, you do not need to 
complete preparation of the EA before beginning preparation of an EIS 
(516 DM 11.7(E)) (See section 8.4.1, Significant Impacts – Transitioning 
from an EA to an EIS).

2.3.  Section 7.3 discusses the meaning of Significance. The Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations explain in 40 CFR 1508.27 that "Significantly," as used by 
NEPA, requires considerations of both context and intensity: 

(a) Context. This means that the significance of an action must be 
analyzed in several contexts such as society as a whole (human, national), 
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the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality. Significance 
varies with the setting of the proposed action. For instance, for a site-
specific action, significance would usually depend upon the effects in the 
locale rather than in the world as a whole. Both short-term and long-term 
effects are relevant.

(b) Intensity. This refers to the severity of effect. Responsible officials 
must bear in mind that more than one agency may make decisions about 
partial aspects of a major action….” (40 CFR 1508.27).  Note that to 
determine the severity of effect, you must look at direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects (40 CFR 1508.25(c)).

2.4.  The CEQ regulations (40 C.F.R. § 1508.27) include the following ten considerations 
for evaluating intensity of effects (direct, indirect, and cumulative): 

• Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse 
• Public health and safety
• Unique characteristics of the geographic area
• Degree to which effects are likely to be highly controversial
• Degree to which effects are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks
• Consideration of whether the action may establish a precedent for future actions 

with significant impacts
• Consideration of whether the action is related to other actions with cumulatively 

significant impacts
• Scientific, cultural, or historical resources, including those listed in or eligible for 

listing in the National Register of Historic Places
• Threatened or endangered species and their critical habitat
• Any effects that threaten a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements 

imposed for the protection of the environment.

2.5.  The proposed expansion of the Daneros Mine and perpetual presence of waste rock 
from the mine, with respect "Context," involves a specific locale and an action that will 
have both short-term and long-term significant impacts to the human and natural 
environment.  The mine will expand ten-fold, from 4.5 acres surface impact to 46.3 acres.  
The Daneros will have the largest surface impact of any permitted uranium mine in Utah.  
The Daneros is in the vicinity of Natural Bridges National Monument.  The expected 
amount of ore produced would increase from 100,000 tons of ore to 500,000 tons.  The 
expected length of operation would increase from 7 to 20 years.  The expanded mine will 
now require an Air Quality Permit and, due to the fact that power from electricity or 
natural gas is not available at the site, Energy Fuels expects to use diesel generators to 
provide power for the mining operation, greatly increasing gaseous and particulate 
emissions.

2.6.  Public health and safety: The Daneros Mine and the cumulative impacts from 
historical uranium exploration and development in the region will continue to have 
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significant environmental and health and safety impacts.

• Significant impacts include impacts from the emission of radionuclides and 
chemical constituents from the radon vents, waste rock (development rock) piles, 
stockpiled ore, ore pads, contaminated rock and soil, and windblown materials.  
The impacts from the releases of effluents to air and water courses from the 
proposed mine expansion have potentially significant impacts. 

• Significant health and safety impacts are relevant to mine workers and to  
members of the public who are engaging in recreational activities at Natural 
Bridges, Fry Canyon, and public lands in the vicinity of the Daneros Mine.   

• The Daneros SMO suspended operation at the end of 2012.  It is not known if or 
when the proposed LMO will commence.   The reopening of the existing SMO 
and mine expansion would include reopening old mine openings and the release 
of radon from old underground mine workings.  This will cause a significant 
release of radon and other emissions.  In addition to using the Bullseye Portal and 
South Portal, Energy Fuels proposes to use the old Spook Portal and former Jim 
Butts Portal for ventilation, allowing accumulated radon and radon progeny to be 
released to the atmosphere.  

• The emission of radon and radon progeny is a significant effect that cannot be 
mitigated through any BLM action.  The mines are required to exhaust radon from 
the mines to protect the health of the underground workers.  The amount of radon 
and radon progeny and radioactive and hazardous particulates (from blasting and 
diesel generators) exhausted from the mines will always have the potential to have 
a significant impact on the health and safety of the workers, public, and natural 
environment.  As the mine operation expands, the emission of radon and radon 
progeny into the community will only increase, and the potential for adverse 
effects will increase. 

• These potential significant impacts must be identified and evaluated in the context 
of an EIS.

2.7.  Unique characteristics of the geographic area:  

• The Daneros Mine is in a unique area due to the variation of the topography and 
ecology in the area for the mines and mining activities associated with the 
installation of radon vents, exploration drilling, and access roads.  Some of the 
impacted area includes a variety of shrubs, trees, and other vegetations.  With 
limited rainfall, the ability of the land to recover from clearance of vegetation is 
limited.  The estimated time frame of 3 to 5 years for re-vegetation is 
irresponsible.  Aerial photographs show that this area would take decades to 
recover from the clearance of the vegetation.  Unique characteristics include its 
location in an area and with permanent and ephemeral watercourses.
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• The expanded mine is near Natural Bridges National Monument.

2.8.  Degree to which effects are likely to be highly controversial:  

There are already controversies regarding the nature and extent of the effects associated 
with the expansion of the Daneros Mine.  These controversies include:

• The effects of the emission of radon, radionuclides, hazardous constituents 
from the ore, and particulates from blasting, transportation, diesel generators, 
trucks and equipment

• Extent of surface impacts from exploration drilling, roads, access routes, and 
vent hole installation

• Timing of reclamation
• Revegetation standards
• Reduced ability of the land to heal 
• Amount of cover on the waste rock piles
• Reclamation standards associated with the long-term presence of uranium and 

uranium progeny at the mine sites
• Presence of historical impacts from earlier mining activities
• Proximity to Fry Canyon and Natural Bridges National Monument.

2.9.  Degree to which effects are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks:  

• The effects and risks (including cumulative effects and risks) associated with the 
emission of radon and other radionuclides from the current and future mining 
operation involve unique and unknown risks. 

• The effects of the perpetual storage of the waste rock piles are unknown, 
particularly because reclamation standards for the emission of radionuclides from 
the piles, ore pads, and contaminated soils have not been established.

• Radioactive sands and fine particulates remain radioactive for millions of years.

• Intense rainfall (flash flood) and snowmelt events can mobilize and transport mine 
waste with associated radioactive material and trace elements long distances 
during relatively short periods.

2.10.  Consideration of whether the action may establish a precedent for future actions 
with significant impacts:

• The consideration and environmental review of Plans of Operations and 
amendments for all uranium mines on federal public lands.  This includes 
uranium-mining activities in Utah, Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Wyoming, 
South Dakota, and other states.  
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• Radiological standards for reclamation of the waste rock areas, ore pads, and 
other areas contaminated by radionuclides at uranium mining operations.

2.11.  Consideration of whether the action is related to other actions with cumulatively 
significant impacts:

• The proposed expansion of the Daneros Mine is related to the historic uranium 
mining in the area and the degradation of public lands from those activities.

• The expansion of the Daneros Mine is also related and directly connected to the 
operation of the White Mesa Uranium Mill, south of Blanding, Utah. Without the 
White Mesa Mill, there would be no facility to process the ore from the Daneros 
Mine, so Mine would not operate.  Thus, the Daneros Mine is considered a 
connected action with the White Mesa Mill.  At a minimum, the full 
environmental impacts from the Mill, alone and in association with the Daneros 
Mine, must to identified and analyzed.

• The expansion of the Daneros Mine is directly related and connected to the need 
for a new tailings impoundment to be constructed at the White Mesa Mill for the 
deposition and storage of uranium mill tailings in the foreseeable future.  A new 
tailings impoundment would destroy unique and significant cultural resources 
(e.g., large pit houses and related structures) that are part of the White Mesa 
Archeological District and have been found eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places.

• The cumulative significant effects of those related uranium mining facilities and 
activities (past, current, and reasonably foreseeable) include: 

Impacts —
o on transportation
o to water, soils, and air quality
o of land disturbance over the short- and long-term
o from waste rock and contaminated areas over the short- and long-term
o from the emission of radon from radon vents
o of the release of other radionuclides into the environment
o to known cultural resources in the White Mesa Archeological District
o on low-income and tribal communities in San Juan County.

• The cumulative impacts of extensive uranium mining in San Juan County, or the 
Colorado Plateau have never been assessed.

• There has never been an assessment of the disproportionately high and adverse 
human health and environmental effects to low-income and tribal communities in 
Utah from the mining and processing of uranium ore in San Juan County, 
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pursuant to applicable requirements for Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations.

• For all of these past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions/operations, the 
BLM must fully analyze the quantitative as well as qualitative impacts to human 
health and safety and the environment.  Simply listing these actions/operations, or 
briefly discussing generalized impacts, does not fulfill the BLM’s duty to conduct 
the “hard look” required by NEPA.  Because of the potential for significant 
environmental impacts from the proposed action, as well as in conjunction with 
these other actions/operations, an EIS is required.

2.12.  Any effects that threaten a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements 
imposed for the protection of the environment:

• The expansion of the Daneros Mine has the potential to threaten violation of the 
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for radionuclides, 
specifically, 40 C.F.R. Part 61, Subpart B—National Emission Standards for 
Radon Emissions From Underground Uranium Mines.  The expansion of the 
mining operation will result in an increase in the amount of radon emitted from 
the underground mining operations.  The increase has the potential for the mines 
to exceed the standard for one or more receptor points.  As the La Sal Mines 
Complex, in La Sal, Utah, expanded, the radon emissions increased so that the 
mine complex exceeded the 40 C.F.R. Part 61 Subpart B radon emission standard.

• The expansion of the Daneros Mine threatens the violation of laws and 
requirements related to the worker environment. The number of Mine Safety and 
Health Administration (MSHA) violations has increased as operations have 
expanded at the mines owned and operated by Energy Fuels (previously Denison 
Mines Corp.). 

2.13.  The EA developed for the Daneros Mine expansion will be, essentially, a document 
that is similar to an EIS.  The Plan Modification is extensive and involves complex 
technical and environmental information and issues.  A full EIS with more detailed 
examination of the environmental impacts is warranted by the extent and complexity of 
the issues and impacts.  The proposed EA will be far longer and more complex that the 
brief environmental analysis expected for an EA and Finding of No Significant Impact.  
The BLM has not provided the public with information regarding why the BLM 
determined that an EA, not an EIS, was the appropriate NEPA document.  One of the 
reasons that the BLM is not requiring the development of an EIS at this time is so that 
Energy Fuels (or an Energy Fuels’ contractor), rather than the BLM, will be able to 
prepare the EA.  The BLM and Energy Fuels have signed an Memorandum of 
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Understanding (MOU) for the preparation of the EA.3  If the BLM determined that an 
EIS was warranted, the permittee would not be preparing the NEPA document.  

2.14.  An EIS is required to determine the full range of environmental impacts and the 
appropriate mitigative measures needed to address those impacts.

3. GENERAL COMMENTS

3.1.  Timeliness, Purpose and Need: The Plan Modification for the expansion of the 
Daneros Mine and NEPA review is premature.  At this time there is no viable uranium 
market, and the reopening and expansion of the mine is not guaranteed.  Without a 
market to support the mining and processing of uranium ore, any permit associated with 
this Environmental Analysis will sit on a shelf for an undetermined amount of time and 
become outdated.  BLM should seriously consider the unlikelihood of mining activities 
resuming and expanding at the Daneros Mine.  The BLM should consider the overall 
purpose and need for an expansion that will exist primarily on paper and for speculative 
economic purposes.  If and when the viability of the uranium market returns to the 
region, then the impacts and operations of the Daneros Mine should be analyzed at that 
time and under contemporary mining regulations. This is especially important in an 
industry that will see significant regulatory changes and developments at the federal level 
in the next several years.  The lack of current activity at the Daneros and other permitted 
uranium mines in Utah should form the contextual bedrock of a No-Action alternative in 
the Environmental Analysis, and it should be carefully considered in the review.

3.2.  On February 5, 2014, the BLM Monticello Field Office issued a press release: 
“BLM Seeks Public Input on Proposed Uranium Mine Plan Modification.”  That press 
release was misleading.  The release stated:   “The BLM-Utah will be preparing an 
environmental assessment to analyze potential impacts associated with proposed changes 
to Energy Fuels’ operating plan for a uranium mine in eastern Utah.”  At the time of the 
press release the BLM was in the process of arranging a MOU with Energy Fuels for the 
preparation of the EA.  That MOU was not signed until February 14, 2014.  So, actually, 
Energy Fuels will be preparing the EA, with BLM oversight.  The BLM should have 
waited until after the MOU was signed to issue the press release.  The BLM should have 
stated that Energy Fuels, not the BLM, would be preparing the EA.  The BLM should 
also have explained why they had determined that an EA, rather than an EIS, was the 
appropriate NEPA document.

3.3.  In general, the Plan Modification should have contained much more information 
about Daneros Mine LMO and the potential impacts of the expansion of mining 
operations.  The Modification Plan lacks sufficient data and baseline information required 
for a full analysis of the environmental impacts.  There are several references to 
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documents, including the documents related to the SMO application and approval 
process, that are currently not readily available for public review.  Any data and 
information referenced by the Plan Modification should be readily available to the public.  
The referenced documents should have been included in the application or a link to those 
records provided.  The Plan Modification should have included the October 2, 2012, 
application for an Air Quality Permit.

3.4.  Given the inadequacies of the Modification Plan and obvious conflict of interest, it 
was not appropriate for the BLM to sign a MOU with Energy Fuels that allowed Energy 
Fuels to prepare the EA.

3.5.  Unauthorized Work:  Commenters have reason to believe there may have been 
unauthorized work done at the Daneros Mine site that was not authorized in the 2009 
Plan of Operations (POO) for the Daneros SMO, which was approved by the BLM in 
2011.  The BLM should inspect the existing operation and determine whether all work 
since 2011 was described in the POO, evaluated in the SMO EA, and approved by the 
BLM.  Possible unauthorized work could include the moving of soils and rock in 
Bullseye Canyon. 

3.6.  Water Rights:  The Environmental Analysis must review the water rights, including 
rights to water not owned by Energy Fuels, associated with the Plan Modification, and 
determine whether Energy Fuels has secured all the water rights necessary for the 
operation of the mine.

3.7.  Air Quality Permit:  The BLM should not complete the NEPA analysis until the Utah 
Division of Air Quality (DAQ) has issued a final Approval Order for the new Air Quality 
Permit associated with the Modification Plan.  Energy Fuels submitted the Notice of 
Intent to the DAQ on October 2, 2012.  As of this date, the DAQ is still reviewing and 
considering comments on the March 15, 2013, proposed Approval Order (DAQE-
IN144920002-13) that were submitted to the DAQ.  The information contained in the 
final Approval Order and DAQ responses to comments should be available to the public 
prior to commenting on the draft Daneros Mine NEPA documents. 

3.8.  DOE AUM Report to Congress:  The Department of Energy (DOE) is in the process 
of identifying and evaluating abandoned uranium mines (AUMs) associated with the 
United States nuclear weapons program.  These mines were developed and operated from 
1947 to 1970.  The DOE has identified 1,380 AUMs in Utah.  Most of these mines were 
in Grand, San Juan, Garfield, and Emery Counties.  The DOE AUM report to Congress is 
due in July 2014.  The Daneros Mine NEPA review must take into consideration all data 
and information associated with historic uranium mining activities and their impacts in 
the area of the Daneros Mine.4  This information is pertinent to the discussion of the 
cumulative impacts of the propose mine expansion.
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3.9.  Reclamation and Remediation: The Environmental Analysis must clearly address the 
mitigative measures.  The Environmental Analysis must include both measures for 
reclamation and remediation at the site: during operation, during periods of cessation of 
operation, and after completion of mining operations.  

3.10.  The Environmental Analysis must consider the fact that the BLM has not 
developed regulations or guidelines that are specific to uranium mining operations, which 
have their own unique environmental impacts and issues.  The lack of a specific uranium 
mining regulatory program means that the BLM lacks the background, information, data, 
and expertise to assure minimal site and environmental degradation from the operation of 
the Daneros Uranium Mine or any other uranium mine.  The BLM has failed to identify 
and explain exactly what is meant by “unnecessary or undue degradation” at a uranium 
mine during all phases of a uranium mine operation.  Clear and unambiguous regulatory 
language is missing when it comes to the degradation of land, air, and water from 
radioactivity and other environmental contaminants and impacts associated with uranium 
mining.  This lack of expertise and an adequate regulatory program is reflected by the 
BLM’s minimal oversight of uranium mining operations in southeast Utah over the past 
30+ years. 

3.11.  Waste Rock Disposal Alternative:  The proposed expansion includes the 
development of new waste rock piles, which will contain many thousands of tons of 
material, and remain in place in perpetuity. The BLM should develop an alternative in the 
Environmental Analysis that eliminates the existing waste pile and eliminates the 
permanent, above-ground disposal of all waste rock.  The potential for disposing of all or 
a significant portion of the waste rock underground should be throughly analyzed.  This 
alternative should consider how the progressive disposal of waste rock back into the 
underground workings of the mine could occur and reduce the longterm surface impacts 
at the site.  The existing historical mine workings may provide room for the underground 
disposal of much of the waste rock on the surface.

Because the Daneros Mine is located in an attractive and interesting part of the Colorado 
Plateau and is accessible by a fairly short side road off the main route, the general vicinity 
of the mine already attracts visitors and holds potential for recreational use in the future 
once the mine is fully reclaimed.  Reduction of the final size of the permanent waste piles 
on site could help protect these features and reduce visual impacts.  In addition, because 
the Daneros Mine is considered a dry mine, BLM should analyze whether the disposal of 
waste rock in the workings will provide additional protections for water quality and the 
site itself.

3.12.  The BLM must establish a radiological clean up standard for Technologically-
Enhanced, Naturally-Occurring Radioactive Materials (TENORM) at uranium mine sites.  
The BLM must not leave it to the mine owner to establish such a standard.
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4.  ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

4.1.  The Environmental Analysis must consider the impacts from all phases of the LMO: 
1) Pre-existing environmental impacts, 2) exploration (throughout life of mine), 3) 
construction, 4) operation, 5) long periods of non-operation, 6) reclamation and 
remediation, and 7) during the long-term (that is, forever), when there will be no one 
responsible for inspections, repair, and maintenance of the remediated site.  The normal 
phase for currently permitted uranium mines in Utah is the years (often decades) when 
the mines are in non-operational status.  The impacts during lengthy periods of non-
operation include or are a result of: infrequent inspections, lack of enforcement of mine 
suspension regulations, erosion, dispersion of contaminants into the environment, delay 
in reclamation activities, accumulation of trash and junk, transformer impacts, general 
site degradation, and general regulatory indifference.

4.2.  The Environmental Analysis must fully determine the radionuclide emissions from 
the existing mine and assess the impacts of those emissions to the air, soils, and water, 
wild and domestic animals, vegetation, and human population.  This would include 
conducting radiation surveys of the mines, ore piles, waste rock piles, access and haul 
roads, vents, exploration drilling sites, and any other location that has been potentially 
impacted by the mining operations since the 1950s.  It would also include vegetation 
sampling and assessment in the vicinity of the mines and radon vents.

4.3.  Due to the likelihood of regional transport of air emissions from the Daneros Mine, 
the Environmental Analysis must include a regional air-transport analysis to determine 
the long-range (as well as short-range) potential for, and impacts from, emissions and 
particulate transport.

4.4.  The Environmental Analysis must evaluate the impacts of the mining operation on 
the wildlife in the area, with particular attention to the impacts on the food chain from the 
releases of chemicals and radioactive particles into the air, water, and soils in the Daneros 
Mine area.

4.5.  The Environmental Analysis must include an analysis of the radiological and non-
radiological constituents that accumulate in the drainage catchment basins.  Any water 
that remains in the basins after a storm event will probably be used by wildlife in the 
area.  The potential for the consumption of contaminated water by wildlife and the 
impacts from that consumption must be accessed.

4.6.  The Environmental Analysis must the assess Denison's emergency response 
planning for their underground operation.  This would include an evaluation of the Mines' 
compliance with MSHA emergency response requirements.

4.7.  The Environmental Analysis must assess the impacts of the mining operation with 
respect to Environmental Justice.  There has never been an assessment of the impacts of 
uranium mining and milling operations in San Juan County on the low income and tribal 
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communities.  These low-income and tribal communities bear the brunt of impacts from 
uranium industry operations in San Juan County.

4.8.  The Environmental Analysis must include the the indirect and cumulative impacts 
from uranium milling at White Mesa Mill and mining at other mines owned by Energy 
Fuels or proposed uranium mine projects in Utah, Colorado, Arizona, and New Mexico.  
If the proposed action is approved, mined ore from the Daneros and Energy Fuels’ other 
mines would be milled at the White Mesa Mill.  The BLM’s analysis must include the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions at White Mesa Mill.  This includes impacts relating to past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable processing and storage of ore and uranium-bearing 
materials at the Mill.   The Environmental Analysis must address the potential impacts of 
those indirect and cumulative impacts to a range of resource values, including, but not 
limited, to air quality, surface and ground water quality, human health, soil, vegetation, 
wildlife, and special status species within and proximal to the White Mesa Mill.  In 
undertaking that analysis, the BLM should rely at least in part on other federal research 
and literature reviews exploring the potential impacts of uranium-related emissions to 
various resource values.  This would include studies by the US Geological Survey 
(USGS).  The BLM should engage USGS to obtain all of those resources and 
appropriately integrate their findings and uncertainties into its analysis of indirect and 
cumulative impacts here.

4.9. The Environmental Analysis must assess the impacts of the Daneros mining 
operation with respect impacts to numerous cultural resources on White Mesa (a site that 
has been determined to be eligible for the National Register) from the disposition and 
perpetual storage of tailings from the processing of ore from the Daneros and other mines 
on federal lands in San Juan County and elsewhere (including Colorado, Arizona, and 
New Mexico).  The processing of ore from the expanded Daneros Mine will eventually 
require the construction of a new tailings impoundment at the White Mesa Mill.  The new 
impoundment, like the others, will cause the destruction of unique and significant 
archeological resources.  It may cause impacts to cultural resources on land transferred to 
the owners of the Mill by the BLM.  The BLM has retained responsibilities for those 
cultural resources and is required to conduct inspections of those cultural resource areas 
at least every three years.  Even though the BLM has never implemented their inspection 
responsibilities, they still have responsibility for those cultural resources.  

4.10.  The Environmental Analysis must assess the impacts from the long-term 
(perpetual) presence of the mine waste rock, ore pads, contaminated soils, and other 
contaminated materials from the mining operations on the soils, water, air, flora and 
fauna, and human community.

4.11.  The Environmental Analysis must state the water and soil and waste rock clean up 
standards that will be used for reclamation of the mine areas.  If clean-up standards have 
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not been established, then the BLM must consider standards that 1) are as low as 
reasonably achievable, 2) at or as close to background, 3) meet or exceed the standards 
for clean up of soils at uranium mill sites, or 4) meet or exceed Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) TENORM guidelines.

4.12.  The Environmental Analysis must assess the potential hazard to the public of 
having radon vents readily accessible to the public, with no fencing or warning signs.

4.13.  The Environmental Analysis must determine the actual amount of radon that is 
being received at relevant off-site locations (receptor points) and evaluate the impacts 
from the radon and radon progeny.   

4.14.  The Environmental Analysis must assess the cumulative potential for the facilities 
and activities at the Daneros Mine to result in unnecessary or undue degradation of the 
public lands and resources.

4.15.  The Environmental Analysis must include an analysis of the noise levels at the 
Daneros Mine and the impacts to local wildlife and livestock from that noise.  Noise 
sources include: ventilation shaft fans, diesel generators and compressors, trucks and 
equipment, ore handling and loading, and blasting.  Impacts of noise levels on feeding, 
mating, birthing and nesting, rearing of young, and other wildlife activities must be 
analyzed.

4.16.  The Environmental Analysis must include an analysis of the impacts to the 
construction workers as a result of moving any soils and other materials that were 
previously contaminated by historical mining activities.  It must include an analysis of the 
impacts to the above-ground workers from the release of radon and radon progeny from 
the underground workings.  The MSHA regulations do not protect workers from exposure 
to radionuclides above ground.  

4.17.  The Environmental Analysis must assess the impacts from climate change related 
to this project over the life of the proposal.

4.18.  The Environmental Analysis must consider the placement of synthetic liners in the 
catchment basins so that contaminated water is contained and radiologically 
contaminated sediments will not migrate into soils and groundwater.

4.19.  The Environmental Analysis must include a discussion of test vegetation plots and 
an analysis of the success of the proposed seed mixture in past re-vegetation efforts on 
soils similar to those that will be placed on the reclaimed areas of the mine.

4.20.  The Environmental Analysis must include a description of Daneros Mine site’s 
historical mining impacts and provide information regarding which impacts, such as soil 
contamination, will be remediated as part of the reclamation of the Daneros Mine.  The 

BLM/Monticello Field Office                                                                                            13
March 14, 2014



public should have a full understanding of the previous impacts that might not be 
reclaimed as part of the new mining operations.

4.21.  The Environmental Analysis must fully characterize the underground environment 
in the area of the proposed mine expansion.  There is a lack of information about the 
hydrogeology in the project proposal.  Without this information, the BLM and the public 
cannot determine whether aquifers will be protected.

4.22.  The Drainage Plan for the Daneros LMO is based on a 100-year/6 hour storm 
event.  The Environmental Analysis must assess the impacts of storm events that exceed 
the design basis for the Drainage Plan.  The Environmental Analysis must also assess the 
long-term impacts of storm events after the mine has been reclaimed. 

4.23.  The Environmental Analysis must access the Biological Pathways of Exposure and 
Ecotoxicity Values for Uranium and Associated Radionuclides for the Daneros Mine 
LMO, including the cumulative pathways associated with the historic uranium mining 
operations in the vicinity of the Daneros Mine.

4.24.  The Environmental Analysis must include a full description and analysis of the 
sources of radioactive particles and radioactive gases; the nature of those particles and 
gases; their potential to impact mine workers, the public, wildlife, vegetation, and 
domestic animals; and potential health and environmental effects.

4.25.  Inspection Schedule:  Usually the BLM inspection documents are copied to the 
Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining (DOGM) and posted on the DOGM Mineral Files 
webpage.  The last BLM inspection for the Daneros Mine posted by DOGM is dated July 
17, 2011.  There may have been subsequent inspections, but they have not been posted.  
The BLM should have inspected the Daneros Mine at least annually, and certainly after 
the mine suspended operation, to assess the adequacy of the interim management actions. 
The BLM must make sure that all Daneros Mine inspections are copied to DOGM and 
posted.  If the last inspection was in 2011, an inspection is surely due.  The 
Environmental Analysis must discuss the schedule of BLM inspections, during periods of 
operation and non-operation.  The Environmental Analysis must also include a full 
description of the aspects of the mining operations that are inspected and the standards 
that the BLM expects the mine to adhere to during all phases of the mine operation.  If 
the BLM does not have a guidance document that documents the various aspects of a 
uranium operation inspections, the BLM must development such a guidance.

4.26.  The Environmental Analysis must analyze the economic and social impacts 
associated with the uranium boom-and-bust economy in the Four-Corners region over the 
past 50 years.  That uranium boom-and-bust cycle in currently in the “bust” phase.  The 
uranium mines in Utah and Colorado that began production about 2007 were all closed 
by the end of 2012, and there is no indication as to when any of them will resume 
operation.  The last operating mines (Arizona) will close during the summer of 2014.  All 
of these mines provided ore to the White Mesa Mill near Blanding, Utah—the only 
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operating conventional uranium mill in the United States—and are owned by the same 
company that owns the Mill.  That Mill, too, will cease processing ore this summer.  
There is no evidence that these mines, including the Daneros Mine, will produce ore 
anytime in the near future or in the long-term.  The future of uranium mining and 
uranium ore processing in southeast Utah and surrounding states is unknown.  Data 
regarding the number of employees at the mines that supply ore to the White Mesa Mill is 
available on the MSHA website.5

4.27.  Proximity to Natural Bridges National Monument:  The Environmental Analysis 
must include a full analysis of the impacts of the expansion of the Daneros Mine on 
Natural Bridges National Monument.  The would include impacts from truck and vehicle 
traffic, dust and other gaseous and particulate emissions, radioactive emissions, night 
lights, and noise.  

4.28.  Proximity to Fry Canyon:  The Environmental Analysis must include a full analysis 
of the impacts of the expansion of the Daneros Mine on Fry Canyon.  The would include 
impacts from truck and vehicle traffic, dust and other gaseous and particulate emissions, 
radioactive emissions, and noise. 

4.29.  The Modification Plan includes some discussion of interim reclamation actions.  
The Environmental Analysis must identify and assess possible interim reclamation 
actions throughout the life of the mine.  The BLM must identify and require appropriate 
mitigative reclamation activities throughout the the life of the mine in order to protect the 
environment and health and safety of the workers and the public.  

4.30.  Ore Storage Pad: The ore pad itself relies on a natural geologic barrier to contain 
any migration of radionuclide or toxic materials.  The BLM should analyze the possibility 
that such contamination could be reduced by using a synthetic liner in the ore pad during 
mine operations. The Plan Modification does not address the length of time that ore may 
be stored at the site.  It is possible that ore will be produced at the Daneros Mine and 
remain on site for lengthy periods, because years of idleness and brief production runs, if 
any, are the normal course of operations for the region’s uranium mines.  Although the 
Plan does say that all hazardous materials will be removed from the mine site during 
extended periods of downtime, it doesn’t limit the length of those periods.  The BLM 
should place operational limits on the amount of time that ore can be stored openly at the 
Daneros Mine. 

4.31.  Cumulative Impacts:  The Environmental Analysis must fully assess the cumulative 
impacts from historical mining operations at the Daneros Mine site, and historical mining 
activities in the surrounding area, including mining activities on U.S. Forest Service 
lands.
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4.32.  Power Generation:  The Environmental Analysis should consider an alternative 
method of energy production at the mine.  Energy Fuels expects to rely on diesel 
generators to provide the necessary power for the mine operation.  The production of 
energy via solar power generation should also be considered and analyzed, because the 
Daneros Mine is in an area of minimal precipitation and plenty of sunshine.   

5.  SPECIFIC SECTIONS OF PLAN OF OPERATION MODIFICATION

5.1.  Section 1.2 (Background), page 1-2, states:  “This Modification is designed to 
facilitate mineral development activities for a minimum of five and up to approximately 
20 years of continued production.”  The Environmental Analysis must consider the fact 
that the mine will be in operational status for much longer than 20 years.  Three of the 
Energy Fuels mines in San Juan County have been permitted for over 30 years, with 
production occurring for only a limited number of years.  It is likely that a mine that 
would produce for 20 years might not be in operation and non-operational status for 40 to 
50 years, if not longer.  The Environmental Analysis must recognize and consider that the 
so-called “life of the project” will be a lot longer than 20-years.  

5.2.  Section 3.2.3 (Construction of Development Rock Areas), page 3-5, describes 
various angles of repose for the waste rock piles during the operation of the mine.  
During reclamation the angle of the slopes will be reduced and topsoil (when there is 
any), soil, and rock to create a cover (which will eventually erode).  But, the history of 
uranium mining in Utah shows that there will be long periods of non-operation (often 
lasting for decades).  As a result, there will be the low-grade ore piles, waste rock piles, 
and possibly stockpiled ore that will be at angles greater than the natural angle of repose, 
increasing the amount of degradation of the piles and dispersal of contaminants through 
the actions of wind and water.  The Environmental Analysis must fully assess these 
processes and the impacts of having unreclaimed ore piles, ore pads, low-grade ore, waste 
rock piles, contaminated soils on site for decades without any reclamation and 
remediation work on these elements of the mining operation.

5.3.  Section 3.2.6 (Installation of Drainage Control Structures), pages 3-7 to 3-8, 
includes information about catchment basins (retention ponds) to receive runoff during 
storm events.  The Environmental Analysis should include information about what will 
happen to the sediments that accumulate in those ponds.  Historically, levels of 
radionuclides that are higher than other contaminated soils in the area accumulate in the 
uranium mine runoff retention ponds; for example, the La Sal No. 2 Mine in Lisbon 
Valley, San Juan County.  The Environmental Analysis must include information 
regarding radioactive cleanup action levels for those ponds for reclamation and 
remediation purposes.    

5.4.  Section 3.3 (Construction of Vent Holes and Access Roads), pages 3-11 to 3-13.  
The Environmental Analysis must include an analysis of the impacts from radon 
emissions from the mine when the mine is reopened via access to the Bullseye, Spook, 
and Jim Butts Portals. The reopening of old mine workings causes the release of 
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accumulated radon into the atmosphere.   The conditions underground are hazardous to 
the workers.  The Utah Division of Air Quality must approve the use of the Bullseye, 
Spook, and Jim Butts Portals for mine ventilation.  Old mine openings should not be re-
opened until radon monitoring devices are in place.  Several years ago inspectors from 
the MSHA inspected the newly re-opened Beaver Shaft Mine in La Sal, Utah.  Inspectors 
ordered mine workers out of the mine due to the high levels of radon underground.   A 
similar situation will likely occur when Daneros Mine workers go underground and radon 
is emitted above ground when old mine workings are exposed.  The impacts to workers 
and the surrounding area from the radon and radon progeny emitted from those workings 
must be analyzed.  Also, above ground workers will be exposed to radon and radon 
progeny from the reopening of old mine workings.  MSHA regulations do not protect the 
above ground workers from radioactive gases and particulates.

5.5.  Section 3.3 (Construction of Vent Holes and Access Roads), pages 3-11 to 3-13.  
The BLM should not give blanket approval for the installation of additional vent holes.  
The mine owner should request a modification to the plan of operations when it intends to 
construct new vents, because the exact location of the vent holes is not know at this time 
and the emission of radon has the potential to adversely impact nearby workers if they are 
placed in the wrong area.  

5.6.  Section 3.6.1 (Rock Characteristics, Potential for DRAs to Produce Leachate), page 
3-19, states: “The UNSAT-H simulations predict that leachate production under all three 
potential reclamation cover profiles will be negligible, with estimated percolation beyond 
9.8 feet of approximately 0.0004 inches (0.001 centimeters) per year.”  There is no 
relevant information on the potential for the waste rock piles to produce leachate during 
the decades before any reclamation covers are placed on the piles.  Currently, there are a 
number of permitted, un-reclaimed uranium waste rock piles on BLM administered land 
in Utah that have been there for over 30 years.  The Environmental Analysis must include 
a full analysis of the leachate potential for waste rock piles for the decades prior to 
reclamation.  The Environmental Analysis must include an description of how the mine 
owner will monitor the leachate production from the waste rock piles, low-grade ore 
piles, stockpiled ore, and ore pads during mine operation.  

5.7.  Section 3.6.2 (Rock Management Plan), page 3-20,  states:  “These potentially acid-
forming or deleterious materials will then be covered with an upper zone composed of 
inert materials prior to reclamation. The upper zone is designed to serve as a buffer to 
prevent upwards migration of products of sulfide mineral oxidation into the soil layer 
during evaporation and/or transpiration.”  The Environmental Analysis must analyze the 
impacts from the upwards migration of sulfide mineral oxidation products during the 
many years (possibly decades) that the potentially acid-forming materials will be exposed 
to the atmosphere prior to the placement of an upper zone of materials during 
reclamation.  The Environmental Analysis must also evaluate the impacts of the products 
from sulfide mineral oxidation from low-grade ore piles during the decades before the 
piles will be removed. 
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5.8.  Section 3.7 (Quality Assurance Plans) page 3-20, does not provide the BLM or the 
public with enough information to evaluate the plans and determine their adequacy and 
how they might be improved.  

5.9.  Section 4.3 (Reclamation Plan, Drainages), page 4-3, does not provide any 
information regarding the reclamation of the runoff holding and catchment basins 
(retention ponds).  There is no information regarding the cleanup and disposal of 
sediments or other materials that contain levels of radioactivity above background.  The 
Environmental Analysis must include an analysis of the radiological aspects of these 
catchment basins, disposal of accumulated sediments, and an alternative that includes 
synthetic liners for these catchment basins.  

5.10.  Section 4.7 (Reclamation Plan, Isolation and Control of Acid-Forming, Toxic, or 
Deleterious Materials), page 4-7, discusses a radiation cleanup standard for contaminated 
soils at the mine site.  The Plan Modification proposes a standard that is based on a dose 
limit. Any cleanup standard should be based on a level of radiation in the soils that is 
based on the number of pico Curies per gram (pCi/g) of radium.  Such a radiological 
cleanup standard has been established by the EPA for the cleanup of soils at uranium mill 
sites during reclamation.  The Plan Modification references an Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) dose standard, but that standard applies to operating uranium mills, 
not reclaimed facilities that are released for public entry.  The cleanup standard that the 
BLM should consider is found at 40 C.F.R. Section 192.32(b)(2).  This standard applies 
to material similar to that found at uranium mine sites.  The standard is “(i) 5 picocuries 
per gram (pCi/g), averaged over the first 15 centimeters (cm) below the surface, and (ii) 
15 pCi/g, averaged over 15 cm thick layers more than 15 cm below the surface.”  The 
BLM should also consider using the background at the site as the standard.  The BLM 
must also consider site-specific standards that have been established by the EPA for 
uranium mine reclamation and EPA guidance.  The BLM must not leave the 
establishment of a radioactive cleanup standard to the mine owner.  It is the BLM’s 
responsibility to establish standards for the cleanup of deleterious radioactivity at 
uranium mine sites.  

5.11.  Section 5.5 (Air Quality Monitoring), pages 5-4 to 5-5, discusses compliance with 
40 CFR Part 61 Subpart B, National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP) for Radon from Underground Uranium Mines.  The application refers to an 
approval of construction letter of May 23, 2012 (Attachment J).  The Approval to 
Construct letter does not include the application for the Approval to Construct,ssubmitted 
to the DAQ pursuant 40 C.F.R. § 61.07.  Therefore, there is no information in Attachment 
J regarding the number and location of the ventilation shafts or other radon emission 
sources that were approved by the DAQ in 2012.  The BLM must obtain a copy of the 
application for the Approval to Construct and make that document available as part of the 
NEPA record on the BLM Daneros Mine web page.  

5.12.  Section 5.5 (Air Quality Monitoring), pages 5-3 to 5-5, discusses compliance with 
40 CFR Part 61 Subpart B, National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
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(NESHAPS) for Radon from Underground Uranium Mines.  The application refers to an 
Approval of Construction letter of May 23, 2012 (Attachment J).  The Approval to 
Construct states that the meteorological data used to determine the radon dose to the 
nearest receptors is from the Bullfrog Basin on Lake Powell.  However, there is no 
information that demonstrates that the meteorological conditions at the Bullfrog Basin are 
in any way similar to the meteorological conditions at the Daneros Mine.  The Daneros 
Mine is in a area with a variety of surface topography.  The mine in near Fry Canyon and 
the Natural Bridges National Monument where people reside and recreate.  Given the 
variable surface topography at the Daneros Mine, it is doubtful that the radon exposure 
calculations that rely on the meteorological conditions at Bullfrog Basin will be a reliable 
way of determining the dose to the nearest receptors, including the surface workers 
themselves.  Additionally, the mine owners are not required to measure radon emissions 
when the Daneros Mine is not operating.  However, natural updrafts from the mine and 
the flow of air from the mine portals during periods of non-operation means that, even 
during periods of non-operation, the mine will emit radon and radon progeny into the 
atmosphere.  The radon progeny are taken up by soils in the vicinity of the vents and 
portals and accumulate in the soils are are a source of further dispersion of radiological 
contamination.  The Environmental Analysis must consider these factors in its analysis of 
the radiological impacts of the Daneros Mine expansion.  

5.13.  Section 5.5 (Air Quality Monitoring), pages 5-3 to 5-5, does not include any 
information regarding the monitoring of radioactive particulates, such as uranium and 
radon progeny.  The emission and dispersal of radioactive particulates is a major 
environmental and health hazard.  The Environmental Analysis must consider the failure 
of the Plan Modification to include any monitoring for radioactive particulates at the 
mine site and any plan to measure and reduce those particulates during mine operation.  

5.14.  Section 5.6 (Radiation Monitoring), page 5-5, has a brief discussion of the MSHA 
regulation of worker exposure to dust and radiation.  However, MSHA does not regulate 
worker exposure to uranium, radon progeny, diesel fumes, and other particulates at the 
mine surface.  The Daneros Mine has already been cited by MSHA for exposures of 
workers to unacceptable levels of noise and diesel emissions underground.  The 
Environmental Analysis must include a full analysis of the radioactive and non-
radioactive hazards to workers—both aboveground and underground—and their health 
and safety impacts.

5.15.  Section 6.1.1 (Interim Management Plan: Mine Portals and Vent Holes), page 6-1, 
does not consider the possible emission of radon and radon progeny from open mine vent 
holes during periods of non-operation, which may last for decades.  The Environmental 
Analysis must include an analysis of the emission of radon and radon progeny from radon 
vents during periods of non-operation due to natural air flows, when measurement of 
those emissions is not required.  The Environmental Analysis must also must analyze the 
impacts when the mine access portals and vents are reopened after lengthy periods of 
non-operation when unvented radon has accumulated underground.
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5.16.  Section 8.9 (Worker Health and Safety), pages 8-14 to 8-15:  This section fails to 
discuss the numerous citations from MSHA at the uranium mines owned and operated by 
Energy Fuels and its predecessor, Denison Mines.  The many citations and monetary 
penalties demonstrate that the company and its contractors require closer scrutiny and 
attention with respect the health and safety of the mine workers.  There is no discussion 
of the types of violations, why the violations occurred, their implications, and what 
Energy Fuels intends to do to reduce or eliminate health and safety violations at their 
uranium mining operations.  There is no discussion of the unique worker health and 
safety issues associated with the reopening of old uranium mine workings, including 
instability and radon levels.  There is no discussion of the lack of regulation of worker 
exposure to radon, radon progeny, uranium, and other radioactive particulates above 
ground.  The Environmental Analysis must include a full assessment of worker health and 
safety issues, including a description and analysis of the health and safety violations at 
Energy Fuels/Denison Mines uranium mines since 2006, the beginning of the last 
uranium boom.   

Commenters will supplement these scoping comments upon receipt of new information.

Sincerely,

Sarah M. Fields
Program Director
Uranium Watch

John Weisheit
Conservation Director
Living Rivers
P.O. Box 466
Moab, Utah 84532

Sarah M. Fields
Nuclear Issues Chair
Glen Canyon Group/Sierra Club
P.O. Box 622
Moab, Utah 84532

Jennifer Thurston
INFORM
P.O. Box 27
Norwood, Colorado 81423
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