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The Texas Mining and Reclamation Association (TMRA) claims the National Uranium Resource Evaluation (NURE) database shows high levels of naturally occurring uranium in south Texas groundwater (Kingsville Record, April 19).  Using their standard arrogant approach, the mining industry (TMRA) states that the NURE database shows mining has not caused high levels of uranium in the groundwater, yet the scientific data collected at restored in situ mining sites tells a different story.  

Of course, TMRA did not bother to obtain an independent analysis of their methods used to obtain and evaluate the NURE data.  Pubic transparency has never been popular with the mining industry. Why did they not disclose how they queried the NURE database?  Do the 400 Texas wells identified in the database have uranium levels that exceed a specific limit or do they represent every detectable uranium result for Texas?  What is their definition of a high uranium concentration?  Where is the data set that they obtained from the database?   This information is needed to provide proof to the reader on the distribution of the wells and the percentage of wells that contained uranium above the EPA drinking water standard.
Ms. Lucas (Director of TMRA) purports that uranium mining has not contaminated groundwater in Texas.  Perhaps she needs to spend a few days in Austin at the offices of the Texas Commission of Environmental Quality (TCEQ) to review the legal record on the modification of restoration standards for in situ uranium mines, which allowed the mining companies to leave uranium and other contaminants in south Texas groundwater at concentrations far above the baseline values.  This was verified by Dan Kelley of the Corpus Christi Caller Times (November 5th, 2006), who concluded that a review of 32 permits from closed south Texas mines indicated that the uranium mining industry failed to restore the groundwater to pre-mining conditions, and TCEQ approved modification of the restoration standards to allow the mining companies to walk away. I guess you could call it legal contamination, but it is still contamination.
It is certainly true that uranium is present in groundwater around ore deposits, but the uranium concentrations in groundwater are generally below the EPA drinking water standard.  This is due to the insoluble nature of the uranium ore minerals in the low-oxygen environment that favors the formation of the ore deposit.  If oxygen is returned to the groundwater contacting the ore deposit, uranium ore minerals begin to dissolve and the uranium concentration in groundwater will increase.  Oxygen can be supplied naturally, by a change in groundwater flow conditions, or it can be introduced by human activities (oxygen-rich groundwater used to drill exploratory boreholes, improper plugging and abandonment of exploratory boreholes, in situ mining activities that introduce oxygen into the deposit, sinking of mine shafts for conventional uranium mines, etc).  TMRA’s assertion that exploration and mining does not elevate uranium levels in groundwater is absurd, as the scientific basis for in situ mining relies on adding oxygen to raise uranium levels prior to extraction of the groundwater.
Additionally, the presence of uranium in some fraction of a drinking water aquifer does not make the entire aquifer unsuitable for consumption.  If a well yields a uranium concentration above the EPA drinking water standard because it is screened in an ore zone that is being oxidized naturally, the ore zone can be sealed off and the screened interval can be changed to pull water from a non-ore zone.   The U. S. Geological Survey (USGS) has applied this approach to arsenic-contaminated drinking water used by the city of Norman, Oklahoma (http://pubs.usgs.gov/fs/2005/3111/pdf/FS2005-3111.pdf).  Arsenic concentrations, like uranium, will increase in groundwater in the presence of oxygen.  The USGS identified distinct zones within the aquifer that were delivering arsenic to the city wells.  By sealing off the arsenic zones and moving the screened interval of the well, a reliable drinking-water supply was obtained for the city wells.  Therefore, in contrast to TMRA’s conclusion that you would not want to drink from a well that penetrated an ore body, you can construct a well through an ore zone and obtain a reliable source of drinking water.
The unsupported interpretations of the NURE database made by TMRA are in line with other disingenuous statements made by TMRA in their You Tube video on uranium mining.  TMRA claims that Texas uranium is needed to provide America with a reliable source of uranium, and uranium mining is good for the Texas economy.  
TMRA’s call to patriotism is an insidious manipulation of the public conscious, as they cannot guarantee that Texas uranium will go to American power plants.  Mining companies will sell their product at the market rate, and they have no control over the final destiny of their product.  The fact is that there is plenty of uranium supplied by Canada and Australia, and Texas production will make no difference in the cost to run American power plants.
As for the economic benefits to Texas, why did Uranium Resources, Inc (URI) shut down its Kingsville dome operations?  Apparently, the market rate for uranium is not high enough to provide the return on investment that URI is looking for.  How about giving up the profit for now and starting up the operation to help out the community during these hard economic times?  What economic benefit is provided by leaving contaminated groundwater at restored in situ mining sites?
When the good citizens of America read or view the next release of TMRA propaganda, they should remember that TMRA spins tall tales but omits scientific data and facts.
