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An Additional Review by I2M Associates, LLC 
 (http://www.I2MAssociates.com)  
 
 
Key to Comments:  
Black = Original Article Content  
Yellow = Particular Words or Phrases Requiring our Response. 
 [Red] = I2M Associates Mining Group Comments  
____________________________________  
Editorial in Question:  
 

FORUM: In Situ Uranium Mining Will Pollute Water 
Lilias Jarding 
Posted January 12, 2013 
Rapid City Journal 
 
Plans to mine uranium north of Edgemont remain controversial -- and with good reason. The 
company involved, Powertech Uranium, is a foreign corporation that has never mined anything. They 
want to use 9,000 gallons per minute of our water. And they will leave the water contaminated with 
radiation and other things -- like every other "in situ" leach uranium mine in U.S. history. 

[The reporter tells the reader up front what she is against. The first is that she is against a “foreign 
corporation”. However, they, like U.S. corporations, must meet the same environmental regulations. She has 
introduced prejudice, beginning with the article’s title, to set the readers viewpoint for what follows in her 
article. 

The uranium company’s lack of experience in producing uranium is in name only because all such companies 
hire the personnel with such experience and depend on the backgrounds and qualifications of the personnel 
they employ. This ranges from upper management to the truck drivers and maintenance people involved in 
mining. Aside from good management, the professional staff is the most important. The geologists, 
hydrogeologists, and engineers form the core of the mining company’s operations. This also includes a range 
of special professional consultants and firms who support the mine staff in various functions.  

They must have the appropriate training and experience to handle the exploration and production drilling 
and the data generated, the design and operation of the injection-extraction fields and other functions 
involved in mining operations, including the recovery plant’s design and operation, and, most important, the 
health and safety of all employees, contractors, and surrounding community. Most geoscientists in Colorado 
universities who have the knowledge and experience also support uranium exploration and mining (more). 

Accusing the company of a violation even before they do anything, the reporter predicts the company “will 
leave the water contaminated.” Let us be clear here, in situ leach uranium mines in the U.S. have never left a 
project with ground water being more contaminated than before the mining occurred (see Kelly, 2006). If she 
had conducted any research of unbiased sources she would have found that her statement is untrue and 
clearly biased in the worst sense of the word. But let’s turn to considering what is behind this blatantly 
shoddy journalism posted and encouraged by the Rapid City Journal. 

http://www.ucdenver.edu/academics/colleges/PublicHealth/research/centers/maperc/training/energysummit/Documents/johnson.pdf
http://www.i2massociates.com/Downloads/Kelley_story_ISL_restoration.pdf
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Lilias Jarding claims to have a Ph. D. in political science from Colorado State University at Fort Collins with 
an emphasis on Environmental Policy. She currently is on the faculty and teaches at a tribal college in Rapid 
City, South Dakota (i.e., Ogalala Lakota College).  Our research shows that she is a major supporter of the 
wind-energy industry. We have reviewed one of her articles before (see #13 (more)). The 3rd to the last 
paragraph on page 5 of that review discusses this matter. Also note that the reference on that page leading to 
her Clean Energy article has been removed.  No wonder she takes such a blatant stand on opposing uranium 
exploration, and probably nuclear power as well.  

Let us also be clear here. We do not oppose wind, solar, or any other type of alternative energy development 
in the U.S. as long as it makes sense economically and is consistent with environmental regulations, even if 
currently funded by the Federal government to test the concepts involved. We do object to a Ph.D. in political 
science who supports the wind industry opposing uranium mining (and nuclear power) by representing 
herself as being a legitimate environmental adversary of nuclear power, etc., notwithstanding her lack of 
background or training on the scientific and technical aspects of uranium exploration and mining. She, of 
course, has all the rights provided by being a U.S. citizen to speak out on any matter she wishes, irrespective 
of whether her views are correct, misleading, or contain falsehoods, and even if she has been paid for her 
opinions. 

We view this period in history as a time of experimentation in alternative energy research and development. 
The real costs of wind and solar energy are currently being studied with projects all over the U.S. The 
operational and maintenance costs and the generated power costs to the consumer without government 
subsidy will soon be known. Time will tell. In the meantime, however, coal, natural gas and nuclear power 
currently support the electricity needs of the U.S., but using coal to generate electricity will, in our opinion, 
over the this decade, begin to decline. This is because coal burning is a major environmental problem and we 
cannot see that “clean coal” will be economic for this use. We do see coal being a valuable resource, but to 
support a new carbon industry that will replace the use of wood (trees) and plastic (oil) in the U.S. economy in 
transition over this decade.  

For the major population centers, natural gas and nuclear power will provide the needed energy production 
in the U.S. for decades to come, until fusion comes into reality. In the western U.S. and other isolated areas, 
wind and solar energy will likely find applications, especially in remote areas far from the national power 
grid. The cost of such energy will become the determining factor, as with all other products introduced to the 
market. 

The rest of Dr. Jarding’s article can now be placed in the appropriate perspective it deserves. In addition, as 
we will indicate below, she has no understanding whatsoever of the nature of in situ uranium exploration and 
production, its history or the environmental issues surrounding their operations.] 

In situ leach mining involves pumping a solution underground, where it loosens the uranium from the 
rock, and then pumping the uranium-filled solution back to the surface. 

[In situ leach mining involves pumping oxygenated water into the uranium deposit, not to physically loosen 
the mineralization but to dissolve the existing uranium minerals, like sugar in water, so it can be pumped to 
the surface. The solution is then treated and dried to produce yellowcake, a slightly radioactive material used 
to fabricate the enriched pellets that are assembled in bundles to provide the heat-producing fuel in reactors.  
The heat boils water to create steam for turbines to produce electricity like other power plants using coal, 
natural gas or oil.] 

http://www.i2massociates.com/Downloads/I2MAReviews/ColoradoCombination111107R.pdf
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Let's look at the company's claims. It says that its personnel have "extensive backgrounds" in the 
uranium industry. But let's look at that background. The company's vice president of environmental 
health and safety resources -- the man who would be in charge of the health of our water -- was in 
charge of cleaning up a 130-acre radioactive uranium waste site in Moab, Utah. He failed to clean it 
up, and the company he was working for declared bankruptcy. Taxpayers are now paying for the 
clean up at a cost of tens of millions of dollars. 

We don't want that type of "extensive background" in South Dakota. 

[The reporter makes the claim that the company’s V.P. is unqualified, but provides no supporting 
information. The unnamed company is described as having gone into bankruptcy, but the year and nature of 
the bankruptcy aren’t described.  If it happened in the 1980’s, the price of uranium decreased sharply and 
remained low for 25 years. Only high-grade ore deposits in Canada and Australia, and elsewhere, provided 
the world’s yellowcake needs. Uranium company bankruptcies weren’t unusual as a result. Failure to 
complete the site remediation would have been the result of the bankruptcy, not the result of the 
incompetence of the personnel trying to perform the remediation.  It takes money to remediate a site, and the 
company obviously had run out of funds, hence the need for the EPA CERCLA programs of the 1980s and 
later to clean up industrial wastes after companies went bankrupt.  

Regulations developed over the ensuing years require substantial bonds to help eliminate such issues, 
combined with State and Federal regulators monitoring company activities to keep wastes under control 
during the life of the company’s operation so they will not require State or Federal attention after the 
company has completed closure of the mining operations. Only after the company has received permission 
from State and Federal agencies will most of the bond be returned to the company; some of the bond may be 
retained for decades if they deem there is a potential problem foreseen that may require attention (and funds) 
at some stage in the future.The uranium company’s lack of experience in producing uranium is in name only 
because all such companies hire the personnel with such experience and depend on the backgrounds and 
qualifications of the personnel they employ. This ranges from upper management to the truck drivers and 
maintenance people involved in mining. Aside from good management, the professional staff is the most 
important. The geologists, hydrogeologists, and engineers form the core of the mining company’s operations. 
This also includes a range of special professional consultants and firms who support the mine staff in various 
functions.  

They must have the appropriate training and experience to handle the exploration and production drilling 
and the data generated, the design and operation of the injection-extraction fields and other functions 
involved in mining operations, including the recovery plant’s design and operation, and, most important, the 
health and safety of all employees, contractors, and surrounding community. Most geoscientists in Colorado 
universities who have the knowledge and experience also support uranium exploration and mining (more).] 

The company's track record is also suspect. It tried to mine uranium in Colorado. There, as here, 
local citizens and governments opposed the project. The state passed tough laws to ensure that its 
citizens and water would be protected. Rather than comply with the law, Powertech sued the state 
and eventually left Colorado. Here, the company worked to overturn state laws that would protect us. 

 [Again, the reporter makes accusations against Powertech with no backup or supporting documentation, 
only innuendos, such as “suspect”, “tried to mine”, “local citizens and governments”, “rather than comply 
with the law”, and “worked to overturn state laws that would protect us”, to name a few. What was the 

http://www.ucdenver.edu/academics/colleges/PublicHealth/research/centers/maperc/training/energysummit/Documents/johnson.pdf
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nature of the lawsuit claims?  Hypothetically, was it because Powertech wanted to change the environment 
requirements of the State or was it because they were in compliance but the State prevented them from 
legally mining the deposit without a valid reason? This has happened in the past in other states. Local 
governments are prone to panic, while State and Federal governments tend to be more introspect in dealing 
with citizen-generated claims to potential harm to the environment. 

The reporter needs to provide the supporting information to be credible, rather than making vague 
accusations of corruption on Powertech’s part. Two years ago, when Powertech began to reduce the level of 
operations in Colorado, the price for uranium had significantly dropped, perhaps making Powertech’s 
deposit less favorable than the other project Powertech operates in South Dakota. Or, perhaps the reason for 
decreasing the level of operations in Colorado was that Powertech management decided to put the project on 
hold until conditions improved in both uranium price and in the community’s attitudes after being barraged 
with misleading information by self-serving individuals with unidentified agendas who didn’t happen to have 
uranium below their lands or who unilaterally didn’t want the additional jobs and revenue and taxes to drive 
the finances of the Weld County community over the next 15 years.  

Mineral deposits such as this represent value in the ground, and if mining them are economic for a mining 
company, the revenues and profits generated represent new wealth created by those natural resource, wealth 
shared among the mining company and investors who took the risk, and with the local community who 
receive benefits from the revenues generated by the mining company, e.g., jobs, taxes, mining–related 
businesses, and royalties to the fortunate land-owners on which the uranium deposits occur. 

What are the reasons those people oppose mining uranium in Weld County? Based on our review of the 
available documents, we have concluded that there are likely many reasons for the opposition: 

A. Maybe these individuals just wanted less traffic on the rural roads.  

B. Or, maybe this small number of dissatisfied individuals wanted to keep the range quiet for cattle 
grazing. 

C. Or, maybe they wanted nothing to do with supplying fuel for nuclear power to provide other areas of 
the country with electricity.  

D. Or, perhaps they assumed that they had plenty of wind and sun to drive their windmills and solar 
panels, although the costs of such were not immediately apparent. 

E. Or, perhaps those who oppose mining should consider the fact that since uranium mineralization has 
been identified to occur, in part, above the water table, this natural contaminant should be mined to 
decrease the potential environmental impact of radon and associated degradation products on the 
cattle and wildlife above and around this shallow deposit. Perhaps this same logic should apply to the 
deeper uranium mineralization found in the local aquifer.  Should we consider this as a form of 
environmental remediation of a natural contaminant without using government funds? Although 
novel logic, the fact is that the genie is out of the bottle because everyone in Weld County knows that 
a natural contaminant is present in the subsurface of the area so the damage has already been done 
to real-estate sales aspirations, if that was ever a concern to anyone but those who sell real-estate, 
new or old.    

There are likely additional reasons but they all combine to form the classic NIMBY (not in my backyard) 
attitude by a few disgruntled, noisy individuals who are willing to misrepresent, exaggerate and/or fabricate 
information critical of the company’s efforts to mine uranium, an increasingly important energy resource for 
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the country. The people of the community should embrace the company efforts, not oppose its efforts. State 
and Federal regulations are on the books to protect their health and the environment.] 

The company has applied to the state for permits to extract 9,000 gallons of water per minute from 
the Madison and Inyan Kara aquifers. Over the 20-year life of the project, this totals 94 billion gallons 
of water. The company's project manager minimizes the impacts this would have, saying the 
company will "really" use a smaller amount. 

[The reporter also states that 9,000 gallons per minute of water would be removed from the aquifers.  The 
actual volume of water to be removed would be much less.  The permit may be for 9,000 gallons per minute, 
but in reality, 99% of the water is re-used.  She insinuates that the company is lying about the volume, but she 
is mis-informing the public by what appears to be her incredible lack of knowledge of water use for the in situ 
mining process.] 

But the fact remains that, if the company gets the permits, it can use 9,000 gallons of our water, 
every minute of every day for a generation. It can sell the water to another company. Its project is on 
the Wyoming line, and water could be sold out of state. This is important in a semi-arid region that 
suffers regular droughts and relies on groundwater. We need our water. 

[What fact remains? She has turned her statements into actual facts for the purpose of impacting the reader. 
As stated above, 99% of the water is re-used. The 1% that isn’t recycled is sent off for disposal, typically in 
deep disposal wells that are either on-site, or nearby.  Groundwater used for mining purposes is not sold for 
use by others because it doesn’t meet drinking water standards.] 

And as for water quality, we know from the history of in situ leach uranium mining that the 
groundwater will be contaminated. Leaks and spills are common. Every in situ uranium mine has 
them. And at the end of the process -- when things have supposedly been "cleaned up" -- the 
groundwater has always been left polluted with radioactivity and with things like arsenic, selenium 
and lead. 

[Who knows mining will contaminate the groundwater? The reporter, once again, doesn’t bother to cite the 
evidence to support her claim.  Leaks and spills aren’t common, but do happen as in any industrial 
operations. The company, according to State and Federal rules and regulations, must immediately remediate 
any such areas to levels required by the State and Federal agencies. These areas, once identified, are generally 
small and easily cleaned-up. 

As far as her accusation that all in-situ leach mines have been left polluted with radioactivity and other 
constituents of concern, this is yet another example of her grossly misleading the general public and of her 
lack of knowledge of uranium deposits and associated mining. She claims that arsenic and lead contamination 
are to be expected in the groundwater after operations have ceased. This claim is a prime example of her 
misrepresentation of the facts. Arsenic and lead are not typical contaminants of in situ mining; in fact, it’s 
more likely that they are present in the groundwater from many years of indiscriminate use of insecticides, 
herbicides, and fertilizers on the surface by farming and ranching in days past. 

Roll-front uranium deposits that are amenable to in-situ mining, typically occur within drinking-water 
aquifers, but the area in and around the deposit aren’t now and have never been of drinking-water quality 
because of the small amounts of naturally-occurring dissolved uranium, radon, radium, and other elements 
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have always been well above drinking-water standards within and adjacent to the deposit since its formation 
millions of years ago. For any company to “remediate” the aquifer in the area of the uranium deposit is 
impossible, primarily because this is “natural” contamination that has been in the aquifer since its formation. 
Her claims are as ludicrous as “remediating” the oceans of their salt content. Professor Whicker at Colorado 
State University puts radioactivity into an appropriate perspective (more). ] 

Research shows that rural counties in the west that are managed for conservation and recreation, 
rather than for resource development, have greater economic success, including higher home prices 
and more jobs. Our tourist and recreation economy benefits us all. Uranium mining would benefit a 
foreign company and its Canadian, Russian and Belgian investors. 

[Again, where’s her documentation? What research?  The western U.S. is where most of the mineral 
resources occur. Her statements here finally reveal the core of her personal agenda …i.e., “rural counties in 
the West are managed for conservation and recreation rather than for resource development”.  Add the wish 
for higher home prices, more jobs (for real-estate agents and home builders) and tourism (plus jobs for clerks 
in tourist shops selling Indian knock-off memorabilia) to conservation (plus jobs involved in limiting 
economic growth and community expansion), you are presented with the complete agenda perpetuated by a 
vocal self-serving minority willing to exaggerate, mislead, and misrepresent the reader on imagined 
environmental impacts to the air and drinking-water supplies by in-situ uranium mining in Weld County.] 

We don't want to be guinea pigs for this company. We want our water to be safe and available for 
future use. 

[The reporter is using inflammatory language to incite the general public to become upset over a false idea 
that the areas in and around the uranium deposit were of drinking water quality in the first place and that all 
drinking water in the aquifer would be become contaminated as a result of uranium mining. This is not true.] 

Uranium mining has been stopped in the Black Hills before. We need to stop it again. 

[When was uranium mining stopped in the Black Hills, South Dakota?  Was it State or Federal governmental 
action that stopped it or was it the result of the yellowcake price decline years ago that impacted the uranium 
industry for 25 years?  Again, the reporter’s making claims without providing any information that supports 
her claims. She also is asking for support to stop economic growth in the area cheating all but a small group 
from enjoying the growth of economic expansion not based on discretionary spending from tourism and real-
estate expansion but from a broader base involving a balance of different types of industry that would 
produce revenue benefiting all of Weld County as well as those counties in South Dakota.] 

 
We are also reviewing the Comments published after the Article: 

roonie - January 15, 2013 6:58 pm 
I like the above statement! "Is it more likely the case that there are REAL and IMPORTANT concerns with 
this issue and they are taking their precious time and energy to fight it BECAUSE our water and future is a 
precious issue? One BASIC thing to remember here- Opponents have no personal benefit to fighting this 
issue. Proponents DO have huge personal benefit to mining". 
 
[By examining this reader’s response to the article above, this person is reacting to the Reporter’s 
claims of perceived danger of in-situ mining causing a drinking-water aquifer to become polluted, as 

http://www.geos.vt.edu/events/uranium/pdf/1115-1200_Whicker_Natural_Radiation.pdf
http://rapidcityjournal.com/users/profile/roonie


 Page 7 
 

well as to using huge volumes of water from the aquifer. As stated previously, the aquifer in and 
around the uranium deposit isn’t of drinking water quality in the first place, plus 99% of the 
groundwater is recycled. Also, contrary to the reader’s claim, opponents to mining do have many 
agendas, many of which are hidden from the general public, as we have mentioned previously in our 
review above.] 
 
Why should those wanting to "save the black hills" and its water be made to be anything less then caring 
individuals motivated to do what is right? Its like the rape victim being blamed for the crime. The true 
question is, "why are companies, govt, so anxious to permanently destroy the black hills and surrounding 
territories"? One reason is because this is not in their backyard, so why should they care? Profits and how 
much is earned from this is the real concern and who cares about the people that love their land and live 
down the way???? 
 
[By examining this reader’s response to the article above, this person is reacting to the Reporter’s 
distrust of companies and the government, which is a common theme amongst environmental 
activists. They don’t want any development of any kind, and so make false accusations to scare the 
general public into believing in a perceived threat and that all environmental rules, regulations, and 
regulators are corrupt and essentially non-existent.  Notice the use of emotionally charged terms such 
as “caring individuals”, “rape victim”, “anxious to permanently destroy the Black Hills”, “Profits 
and how much is earned”, and finally “the people who love their land”. These are designed to impact 
the reader (of the Comments) in an attempt to sway opinions without providing the reasons behind 
such claims. This is called hollow rhetoric, signifying nothing. 
 
We live in a capitalist society with socialist controls which means, as we have discussed previously in 
this review, that we can create value for all of society simply by developing natural resources under 
regulations enforced by impartial governmental agencies to protect human health and the 
environment. We all should be pleased that we are fortunate to have such natural resources in 
Colorado and South Dakota. No matter how they cover up their agendas with jargons of motherhood 
and apple pie, the needs of a few individuals do not outweigh the needs of the majority living in Weld 
County, Colorado and in the U.S.A. in general.] 

 
 
lilacs817 - January 15, 2013 9:46 am 
Snowflake, What do you think is more likely? Lilias Jarding is bored and seeking satisfaction through 
being concerned over uranium mining, OR proponents of uranium mining are minimizing the concerns out 
of their own self serving motivations? Do you really believe that Lilias or others who are concerned are just 
determined to hate uranium mining because they are paranoid freaks who have nothing better to do? Is it 
more likely the case that there are REAL and IMPORTANT concerns with this issue and they are taking 
their precious time and energy to fight it BECAUSE our water and future is a precious issue? One BASIC 
thing to remember here- Opponents have no personal benefit to fighting this issue. Proponents DO have 
huge personal benefit to mining. WHO is more likely to be ignoring the facts Snowflake? THINK. Look up 
the facts. Find out for yourself about uranium mining in other regions and the results of that. 
 
[Of course there are real and important concerns with this issue, which is why environmental rules 
and regulations have been written and are in affect.  However, opponents to uranium mining do have 
agendas, but they do not publicly admit them, just like mining companies have agendas to which they 
typically will admit. Lilias Jarding has shown that her agenda is against any kind of mining activity 
and for wind and solar development because she hasn’t bothered to learn the details involved in the 

http://rapidcityjournal.com/users/profile/lilacs817
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mining process and apparently refuses to admit that all can, and should, coexist, when they are 
economically feasible. How do we know this? – by her numerous mis-statements regarding the 
mining process and claims on polluting the drinking water resources. She may have legitimate 
concerns, but she obviously doesn’t want to look into the problem enough by getting input from 
independent professional geoscientists from say Colorado State University on the subjects to come to 
an appropriate conclusion of the geoscience involved in the issues at hand. Her background does not 
support this but she nevertheless makes judgments on matters about which she knows very little.] 
 

 
DocterBec - January 13, 2013 4:28 pm 
Black Hills Marine got it right. The citizens' interests (water, health, economy/land values) have been 
ignored by the Legislature and press in favor of the industry. Powewertech spends their days in Pierre 
schmoozing the legislators with food and goodies and presenting blatant lies. Why not have a few 
independent sources weigh in rather than the boys who seek to fatten their wallets? SnowFlake : you don't 
do humanity a service by quoting Mark Twain as he is not an esteemed source. Obviously YOU have not 
traveled around the country and observed the dire health problems, water problems, abject poverty and 
toxic mess communities are left with after these foreign entities steal our resources and retreat to Canada.  
 
[Here the Commenter (DoctorBec) illustrates the result of being “spun-up” by a fear mongering 
media articles such as the one under review here. Notice how this person demonstrates that he (or 
she) doesn’t support the State Legislature (anti-government) and assumes the latter is “in favor” of 
industry, (mining we presume). 
 
An excellent idea is then put forth that “independent” professionals (geoscience professionals, we 
presume) should evaluate the situation in Weld County and in South Dakota as well. As independent, 
licensed geoscientists, we would be pleased to conduct such investigations. Figure a budget of about 
$20,000 to start and we’ll evaluate the claims, discuss the matters with the community, and prepare a 
report of our findings. We must emphasize to you that the facts will speak to the independent, if you 
are willing to undertake such a risk. 
 
The last sentence of the Commenter above casts aspersions on Mark Twain (as being currently 
politically incorrect, we presume) and presents claims of damage to the human health and the 
environment perpetrated by those greedy rascals from Canada. This is another example of how 
easily some otherwise intelligent people leap to gross exaggerations and prejudicial accusations, 
especially of mining companies from Canada when American companies refuse to take such financial 
risks in developing American natural resources. 

 
The mess DoctorBec mentions, assuming he (or she) could confirm such matters, may be referring to 
very old, residual conditions of earlier mining times when there were weak State and Federal 
regulations and mining companies, as well as heavy industry in general throughout the U.S.A. once 
conducted sloppy operations and allowed waste to be left behind in some areas of the country. During 
the 1970s these practices began to change as State and Federal environmental agencies came into 
existence and began to whip industry into shape by requiring improved operational practices 
designed to protect human health and the environment (with a clear emphasis on protecting drinking 
water). Today, evolving over the past 40 years, appropriate State and Federal regulations are in 
place to protect communities. These regulations are strengthened and improved as more is learned 
and new situations arise. Sadly, those individuals holding “anti-government” views will chose not to 

http://rapidcityjournal.com/users/profile/DocterBec
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believe that these State and Federal regulations are in place for their protection as well, whether they 
like it or not.] 
 
DoctorBec goes on to mentions that This is a clear example of "privatization of profits, socialization of 
problems". We the taxpayers get stuck with the bill over and over and over. People like Dr. Jarding 
appreciate quality of life and hats off to the many hours of work they do trying to protect our beautiful 
Black Hills. Shame on all of the citizens that don't take an interest and just let industries rape and gut our 
lands. Since Snowflake likes quotes: here is a better one by an esteemed muckraker: "It is difficult to get a 
man to understand something when his salary depends on his not understanding it - Upton Sinclair". This 
would certainly apply to Mr. Hollenbeck and Representative Lance Russell and others who have sacrificed 
our land and people for their own wealth. Anybody who goes to the literature on the uranium industry will 
see for themselves how utterly destructive it is - and it cannot be fixed. Google:  
 
http://www.NRDC.org/nuclear/files/uranium-mining-report.pdf  
 
and see for yourself. For up to date information on Powertech go to www.powertechexposed.com. A top 
accountant/attorney updates the site daily and you can read all of Power Tech's sordid past. 
 
[DoctorBec continues to roll out prejudicial innuendos from an uncited quote ruing how the 
government continues to pay “the bills” for some unspecified, but implied, social problem. He (or 
she) then launches into great praise for Jarding’s activities, which we have shown are deceitful and 
who misrepresents a litany of issues surround uranium mining. Either DoctorBec is part of the 
Jarding crowd or he (she) has also been misled by Jarding, good intentions notwithstanding albeit 
overzealous to many faults. Using the same jargon (e.g., “let industries rape and gut our lands”), 
DoctorBec appears to be part of the Jarding crowd. 
 
A word on the reference to the NRDC report linked above. The Natural Resources Defense Council is 
the infamous equivalent of the Greenpeace and the Serra Club whose membership have consisted for 
decades of those individuals who hold a range of anti-government and anti-industry views, especially 
against oil & gas, mining, and logging companies, and the fishing industry, etc., on the primary basis 
that we can do without the necessities of life. Like the ACLU, whose goal it is to protect the civil 
rights of those from the fringes and small minority of society to ensure their rights never erode to 
such an extent that one day the erosion might go unchecked affecting those rights of the core of 
society, the NRDC, Greenpeace and Serra Club together try to exert change from within the 
minority of the U.S. population using every method possible from misrepresentation of facts to 
misleading readers into false positions, while at the same time paying large salaries to the senior 
management of the three large bureaucracies. They have made a growing business out of blocking 
industrial development even though recent environmental regulations have addressed bad industrial 
practices of past decades in the U.S.A. No wonder many American jobs have gone to China, Japan, 
and elsewhere in the world. Circumstances must change if the U.S. economy is going to recover soon. 
 
In following the NRDC and similar groups since their founding in the 1950s and 1960s, it has been 
abundantly clear to us that their collective purpose is indeed to defend all natural resources from any 
and all use by humans. They appear to worship nature in a totally misguided manner assuming that 
all man's interaction with nature is negative, never recognizing that in fact most of our activities have 
improved upon God's work if that is indeed where folks believe all about us is created. 

http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/files/uranium-mining-report.pdf
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We have improved rivers and expanded wetlands and made natural beauty able to be appreciated by 
all.  We have reduced predatory damage to many species.  Although the NRDC and similar 
organizations will never openly admit this, the world is a far better place since humans have come 
upon the earth. The sole exceptions that we are aware of are the overfishing and waste dumping 
practiced in many parts of the world’s oceans. In that vernacular, this is likely because, in reality, 
they choose to frustrate mankind at nearly every turn toward the future. And yes, industry does 
require regulatory oversight of its operations on the high seas and on land because capitalism does 
encourage expediency to compete in world markets. Regulations assure that development and use of 
our natural resources are accomplished responsibly, with minimal long-term negative effects on the 
environment. The line is a fine one to walk but with the NRDC and the like piling on top of State and 
Federal regulations, capitalism suffers from the heavy burden and reacts by going where other States 
and countries are more supportive of industry. This must change. As this applies to uranium mining, 
the deposits will be mined. It’s just a matter of time until the yellow-cake price is high enough to 
encourage mineral owners and the mining companies they deal with to move ahead with mining, with 
or without the support of a small minority of the local community who oppose mining and nuclear-
power development.] 

cmwelch - January 13, 2013 11:47 am 
I worked in the uranium mining/milling industry at Edgemont in the late 1960's. At that time, the uranium 
ore was extracted by open pit mining. Did widespread, permanent water pollution result from those 
activities? Not that I know of, but I'm willing to look at the evidence, if you have any. If solution mining is 
used, where exactly do arsenic, selenium and lead come from? As I recall, they are components of the 
uranium ore. Will these elements be removed during mining and intentionally reinjected into the Madison 
(Paha Sapa) reservoir? As for tourism and recreation being the best basis for an economy, I have observed 
the opposite. The jobs pay poorly and the environmental effects have been large. 
 
[Seeking expert opinions is good.  However, environmental activists aren’t experts; they’re agenda-
driven people. In this case, by those supporting wind and solar development and who are against 
nuclear power in general although its health and safety record has been outstanding over the past 40 
years in the U.S.A. Selective sourcing of information to promote an opinion is also inappropriate and 
misleading. For example, to simply consider what the remaining concentrations of the various 
constituents of concern are at an in-situ mine and compare them to drinking-water standards will 
also result in conclusions that are in error. The final concentrations of the various constituents of 
concern need to be specifically compared to both their original concentrations prior to any mining 
activity and to what the State and Federal concentrations should be for aquifers that are considered 
to be unfit for drinking-water purposes. And by the way, wastewater from the plant would not be 
injected into Madison reservoir.] 

 
runswithhorses - January 13, 2013 7:25 am 
Here's are some facts: Uranium mining pollutes. We have it good here in the Black Hills and are known for 
outdoor recreation, and our symbol of Democracy, Mt Rushmore. Tourism and Agriculture are our 
economic base. So, why should we "give away" our water? Rapid City residents pay for their water use. 
Shouldn't a foreign company at least have to pay for their water use? Why allow a foreign company to 
come here, pollute and then leave the taxpayers to pay for an attempt to clean up. The water and land will 
never be the same. The Black Hills will never be the same. There are so many reasons to oppose uranium 
mining in the Black Hills, how could anyone think that taking such a huge chance with our water is worth 
it? Look a the price of real estate in Edgemont SD. Rapid City residents as well as all other residents of the 
Black Hills need to get educated and speak up to protect our waters. You cannot live without good water! 
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You can't see, smell, or taste the contaminates left behind from uranium mining. Given time they will harm 
you and future generations. 
 
[Runswithhorses comments above in a remarkably similar fashion and style to some of the previous 
Comments, to such an extent that we have already addressed the issues raised in the tirade above. It 
contains all the required elements of a propaganda piece, e.g., life is good in BH, recreate and praise 
be the U.S. Democracy, Mt. Rushmore, tourism ($) and agriculture (large commercial farming). 
These, of course, all need water and a ”foreign company” will steal and pollute “our” ground water if 
you don’t watch out, implies the Commenter,  and so goes the Comment. But then, a warning and 
call to arms “to protect our waters”. He (or she) then begins to beat the drums that if they allow 
uranium mining that will contaminate their water, although one can’t see, smell, or taste the 
contaminants left behind after mining …and “Given time they (the contaminants) will harm you and 
future generations,” (meaning your children and your children’s children) Do you buy this rhetoric? 
We hope not.] 
 
blackhillsmarine - January 12, 2013 11:53 pm 
There have been three recent Forum pieces supporting the Powertech proposal. Two were written by people 
who's salaries directly depend on this industry, and the other by a personal friend of theirs. Glad to see 
someone who has no financial interest in the outcome, but only the wellbeing of her community at heart, 
bring some unbiased hard facts to the discussion. I would certainly trust Ms. Jardine's facts over those of 
people with vested financial interests in promoting this troubling project in the South Hills. 
 
[We agree that all residents need to educate themselves on these issues and not simply accept the 
testimony of environmental activists who have little or no knowledge of what really takes place.  
Education doesn’t mean you accept one argument blindly and assume the other argument is simply a 
lie. All facts must be reviewed with an open mind before and consider whose argument has 
credibility behind it before making an informed decision. The public needs to recognize arguments 
that are primarily based on fear-mongering, which ones are based on biased views (both pro and 
con), and what the real facts are (based on the credibility behind the view). 
 
Ms. Jarding has shown that not only is she biased against any mining of any kind, but she also has no 
credibility because of her hidden agenda of promoting the wind and solar industries, because she has 
exaggerated and misrepresented the facts, and is sorely lacking in understanding of the process 
involved (see previous Comments). 
 
Our salaries do not depend on Powertech or any other uranium mining company. We do have 
decades of experience dealing with environmental remediation and several of our employees have 
experience with uranium exploration and mining.  When selecting a spokesperson it’s not enough to 
simply look to see if they have any financial interest, but it’s also necessary to determine whether that 
spokesperson has any knowledge of the subject and of hidden agendas.] 
 
snowflake - January 12, 2013 8:54 am 
“It ain't what you don't know that gets you into trouble. It's what you know for sure that just ain't so.”  
 
Mark Twain   
 
and to this group I say, don't let the facts get in the way of your opinions.  
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 [It sounds like snowflake understands the facts, and lack thereof, of this article by Jarding.] 
 
 
Original Editorial: 
 
http://rapidcityjournal.com/news/opinion/forum-in-situ-uranium-mining-will-pollute-
water/article_ecc53035-6f34-5293-8d5f-08b0e619bee0.html   
 
FAIR USE NOTICE: This publication contains copyrighted material the use of which may not have been specifically authorized 
by the copyright owner. Material from diverse and sometimes temporary sources is being made available in a permanent unified 
manner as part of an effort to advance understanding of uranium exploration and mining, including in situ recovery of uranium 
and other constituents from the subsurface. It is believed that this is a 'fair use' of the information as allowed under section 107 of 
the U.S. Copyright Law. In accordance with Title 17 USC Section 107, this publication has been prepared and distributed without 
profit for those members of the general public and of the I2M Associates, LLC, who access it for research and use it for 
educational purposes. To use material reproduced for purposes that go beyond 'fair use', permission is required from the 
particular copyright owner. 
 

http://rapidcityjournal.com/news/opinion/forum-in-situ-uranium-mining-will-pollute-water/article_ecc53035-6f34-5293-8d5f-08b0e619bee0.html
http://rapidcityjournal.com/news/opinion/forum-in-situ-uranium-mining-will-pollute-water/article_ecc53035-6f34-5293-8d5f-08b0e619bee0.html

	FORUM: In Situ Uranium Mining Will Pollute Water
	We are also reviewing the Comments published after the Article:


