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2012 ANNUAL SEEPS AND SPRINGS SAMPLING REPORT

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This is the 2012 Annual Seeps and Springs Sampling Report for the Energy Fuels Resources
(USA) Inc. (formerly Denison Mines (USA) Corp.) (“EFRI”’) White Mesa Mill (the “Mill”), as
required under Part L.F.7 of the Mill’s State of Utah Groundwater Discharge Permit No.
UGW370004 (the “Permit”) and Section 6.0 of the Mill’s Sampling Plan for Seeps and Springs
in the Vicinity of the White Mesa Uranium Mill, Revision: 0, March 17, 2009 (the “Sampling
Plan”) and Revision 1, June 10, 2011 (“Draft Sampling Plan”).

1.1 Sampling Plan Revisions

The Sampling Plan for Seeps and Springs in the Vicinity of the White Mesa Uranium Mill, was
revised during the 2011 reporting period. The revisions were completed to address corrective
actions delineated in the 2010 Annual Seeps and Springs Sampling Report for the Mill. The
Draft Sampling Plan was submitted to the Utah Division of Radiation Control (“DRC”) via e-
mail for review on June 10, 2011. Per conversations with DRC personnel on June 28, 2011,
regarding the July 2011 sampling event, EFRI used the 2011 Draft Sampling Plan field forms for
the July 2011 sampling event and the June 2012 sampling event even though the 2011 Draft
Sampling Plan had not received DRC approval at the time of the sampling event. To date
comments have not been received from DRC on the 2011 Draft Sampling Plan.

2.0 SAMPLING EVENTS

Seeps and springs which were identified near the Mill in the 1978 Environmental Report (Plate
2.6-10, Dames and Moore, January 30, 1978) are to be sampled annually in accordance with the
Sampling Plan and Part I.LE.6 of the Permit. The Sampling Plan specifies the following sample
locations: Corral Canyon Seep, Corral Springs, Ruin Spring, Cottonwood Seep, Westwater Seep
and Entrance Spring.

2.1 June 2012 Sampling

In accordance with the Permit and the Sampling Plan, DRC was notified of the sampling. The
DRC representative was present for this sampling event. On June 20, 2012, EFRI collected
seeps and springs samples from Cottonwood Seep, Ruin Spring, Back Spring (duplicate sample
of Cottonwood Seep), and Entrance Spring. The DRC representative collected a “split” sample
on June 20, 2012 at Cottonwood Seep from the EFRI sampling equipment, using sample
containers he provided. Corral Canyon Seep, Westwater Seep, and Corral Springs were all dry
on June 20, 2012. All of the data from the June sampling event are included as Attachment D in
this report.

2.3 Repeat Visits to Dry Seeps and Springs.
During the June 20, 2012 sampling event, Westwater Seep, Corral Canyon Seep and Corral

Springs were dry, could not be sampled, and did not warrant development attempts with limited
1
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hand tool excavation at that time. Additional visits were made to these locations on June 27,
2012 and July 9, 2012 to determine if development attempts with hand tool excavation would
yield enough water for sampling. The additional two visits did not indicate any changes; that is
there was no indication that development attempts would be successful.

2.4 Sampling Procedures
Samples were collected and analyzed for the parameters listed in Table 2 of the Permit.

During the June sampling event, samples were collected from the locations indicated in Table 1.
Sampling procedures for each seep or spring are determined by the site location and access.

The DRC-approved sampling procedures for seeps and springs at the Mill are contained in
Sampling Plan, Revision 0. Samples collected under this plan were collected either by direct
collection which involves collecting the sample directly into the sample container from the
surface water feature or from spring out-flow, or by using a stainless steel ladle to collect water
until a sufficient volume is contained in the ladle for transfer to the sample bottle.

Sampling Plan Revision 0, was revised in 2011 to provide flexibility in sampling procedures to
address differing site conditions as well as to correct several inconsistencies noted during the
2010 report preparation and review. EFRI provided detailed descriptions of the sampling
procedures used in 2010 in the 2010 Annual Seeps and Springs Sampling Report for the Mill,
which was accepted by DRC. EFRI determined a revision to Sampling Plan, Revision 0 was
necessary, because the procedures in Sampling Plan, Revision 0 do not match the site conditions
and do not include the use of a peristaltic pump for sampling or filtering samples for metals and
gross alpha analyses. EFRI submitted a Draft Sampling Plan to DRC in 2011. The procedures in
the Draft Sampling Plan are consistent with the sampling procedures employed in 2010 and
2011. Samples collected under this plan are collected by direct collection, stainless steel sample
ladle, or by use of a peristaltic pump which involves collecting the sample from the source or
out-flow using the peristaltic pump. The peristaltic pump is used to deliver the sample from the
source or out-flow to the sample bottles. Filtered parameters are pumped through a 0.45 micron
filter prior to delivery to the sample bottle.

EFRI employed the previous sampling procedures again in 2012, because the 2010 and 2011
Annual Seeps and Springs Sampling Reports for the Mill were inspected by DRC and
determined to be in compliance with the GWDP. Additionally, DRC was present during the
2010, 2011, and 2012 sampling events and did not provide comments noting that the procedures
used were unacceptable. Since DRC has not commented on the seeps and springs sampling
procedures that were used in 2010 and 2011, EFRI has continued using the procedures
implemented in 2010.

Ruin Spring

In the case of Ruin Spring, sample bottles for all analytes during the June sampling event

(except gross alpha and heavy metals) were filled directly from the spring out-flow which is a

pipe. Samples for heavy metals and gross alpha were collected by means of a peristaltic pump
2
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and delivered directly to the sample containers through a 0.45 micron filter. The appropriate
preservatives for the analytical technique were added to the samples.

Cottonwood Seep and Entrance Spring

For the June samples collected from Cottonwood Seep and Entrance Spring, the samples for all
analytes (except gross alpha and heavy metals) were collected by means of a peristaltic pump
and delivered directly to the sample containers. In the case of the samples for heavy metals and
gross alpha, the samples were delivered by a peristaltic pump directly to the sample containers
through a 0.45 micron filter. All samples were preserved by the addition of the appropriate
preservative for the analytical technique.

The tubing on the peristaltic pump that comes into contact with the sample water was disposed of
between each sampling. As a result, no equipment required decontamination, and no rinsate
samples were collected.

All samples were stored at 6° C or lower prior to laboratory analysis. Samples were received by
the Mill’s contract laboratories, Energy Laboratories (“EL”) at 2.2° C and America West
Analytical Laboratories (“AWAL”) at 4.5° C.

2.5 Field Data

Attached under Tab A are copies of all of the field data sheets recorded in association with the
June seeps and springs monitoring events. Photographic documentation of the sampling sites is
also included in Tab A. Sampling dates are listed in Table 1 and field parameters collected
during the sampling program are included in Tab B.

2.6 Field QC Samples

The field Quality Control (“QC”) samples generated during this sampling event included one
duplicate per sampling event and one trip blank per shipment to each laboratory which received
samples for Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs). The duplicate samples (Back Spring) were
submitted blind to the analytical laboratory. As previously stated, no rinsate blanks were
collected during this sampling event as only disposable equipment was used for sample
collection.

3.0 SEEPS AND SPRINGS SURVEY AND CONTOUR MAP

Part I.F.7(c) of the Permit requires that a water table contour map that includes the elevations for
each well at the facility and the elevations of the phreatic surfaces observed for each of the seeps
and springs sampled be submitted with this annual report. Tab C includes two contour maps.
The contour map labeled C-1, shows the water table without the water level data associated with
the dry ridge (“DR”) investigation piezometers. The contour map labeled C-2 shows the water
table with the water level data associated with the DR investigation piezometers. It is important
to note that Cottonwood Seep is not included in any of the perched water level contouring,

3
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because there is no evidence to establish a hydraulic connection between Cottonwood Seep and
the perched water system. Cottonwood Seep is located near the Brushy Basin
Member/Westwater Canyon Member contact, approximately 230 feet below the base of the
perched water system defined by the Burro Canyon Formation/Brushy Basin Member contact.
The stratigraphic position of Cottonwood Seep indicates that its elevation is not representative of
the perched potentiometric surface. Exclusion of the Cottonwood Seep from water level
contouring is consistent with previous submissions. The contour map includes the corrected
survey data from December 2009 as discussed below.

Part I.LF.7 (g) of the Permit requires that survey data for the seeps and springs be collected prior
to the collection of samples. DRC previously clarified that the requirement to submit survey data
applies only to the first sampling event and not on an annual basis. The December 2009 and July
2010 seeps and springs survey data shown in Tab C will be used in all reporting where seeps and
springs locations and elevations are relevant.

A full discussion of the survey data and the hydrogeology of seeps and springs at the margins of
White Mesa in the vicinity of the Mill and the relationship of these seeps and springs to the
hydrogeology of the site, in particular to the occurrence of a relatively shallow perched
groundwater zone beneath the site, is contained in Hydrogeology of the Perched Groundwater
Zone and Associated Seeps and Springs Near the White Mesa Uranium Mill Site, dated
November 12, 2010, prepared by Hydro Geo Chem, Inc. and submitted to the Director on
November 15, 2010. Additional information is also contained in the Second Revision
Hydrogeology of the Perched Groundwater Zone in the Area Southwest of the Tailings Cells
While Mesa Mill Site, dated November 7, 2012, prepared by Hydro Geo Chem, Inc. and
submitted to the Director on November 7, 2012.

4.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE AND QUALITY CONTROL

4.1 Laboratory Results

All analytical results are provided by one of the Mill’s two contract analytical laboratories EL or
AWAL.

The laboratories utilized during this investigation were certified under the Environmental Lab
Certification Program administered by UDEQ Bureau of Lab Improvement for the analyses they
completed.

The analytical data as well as the laboratory QA/QC summaries are included under Tab D.

4.2 DATA EVALUATION

The Permit requires that the annual seeps and springs sampling program be conducted in
compliance with the requirements specified in the Mill’s approved White Mesa Uranium Mill
Groundwater Monitoring Quality Assurance Plan (“QAP”), Revision 7.2, dated June 6, 2012, the
approved Sampling Plan and the Permit itself. To meet this requirement the data validation

4
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completed for the seeps and springs sampling program as discussed in this section utilized the
requirements outlined in the QAP, the Permit and the approved Sampling Plan as necessary. The
2010 Annual Seeps and Springs Monitoring Report noted that in several places the requirements
in the QAP, and Sampling Plan, Revision 0, were in conflict. To address these inconsistencies,
the Sampling Plan, Revision 0 was revised and, as previously stated, submitted to DRC for
review in June 2011. For the purposes of this data review, the Permit and the QAP requirements
were used to determine compliance. The Mill QA Manager performed a QA/QC review to
confirm compliance of the monitoring program with requirements of the Permit and the QAP.
As required in the QAP, data QA includes preparation and analysis of QC samples in the field,
review of field procedures, an analyte completeness review, and quality control review of
laboratory data methods and data. Identification of field QC samples collected and analyzed is
provided in Section 4.5.1. Discussion of adherence to the Sampling Plan is provided in Section
4.3. Analytical completeness review results are provided in Section 4.4. The steps and tests
applied to check laboratory data QA/QC are discussed in Sections 4.5.1 through 4.5.9 below.

The analytical laboratories have provided summary reports of the analytical QA/QC
measurements necessary to maintain conformance with National Environmental Laboratory
Accreditation Conference (“NELAC”) certification and reporting protocol. The analytical
laboratory QA/QC Summary Reports, including copies of the Mill’s Chain of Custody and
Analytical Request Record forms for each set of analytical results, follow the analytical results
under Tab D. Results of review of the laboratory QA/QC information are provided under Tab E
and discussed in Section 4.5 below.

4.3 Adherence to Sampling Plan and Permit Requirements

On a review of adherence by Mill personnel to the Permit, the QA Manager observed that
QA/QC requirements established in the Permit and the QAP were being adhered to and that the
requirements were implemented as required except, as noted below.

Sampling procedures varied from those contemplated in the Revision 0, Sampling Plan as
discussed in the 2010 Annual Seeps and Springs Sampling Report for the Mill. As previously
stated, the Sampling Plan, Revision 0 was revised in June 2011 to accurately reflect the sampling
procedures used during the 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012 sampling events. DRC has not provided
comments on the Sampling Plan to date; however, the DRC representative was present for both
the 2010, 2011, and 2012 sampling programs and observed the sampling procedures used. The
DRC representative accepted the procedures and made no comments regarding the sampling
strategies employed. No further discussions regarding the changes to the Revision 0 Sampling
Plan sampling procedures are included.

The Permit only requires the measurement of the field parameters pH, conductivity and
temperature. Field parameter measurements collected during this sampling event included pH,

conductivity, temperature, redox potential, and turbidity. The collection of additional field
parameters resulted in no effect on the usability of the data.

5
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4.4 Analyte Completeness Review
All analyses required by the Permit Table 2 were completed.
4.5 Data Validation

The QAP and the Permit identify the data validation steps and data quality control checks
required for the seeps and springs monitoring program. Consistent with these requirements, the
QA Manager performed the following evaluations: a field data QA/QC evaluation, a receipt
temperature check, a holding time check, an analytical method check, a reporting limit check, a
trip blank check, a QA/QC evaluation of sample duplicates, a gross alpha counting error
evaluation and a review of each laboratory’s reported QA/QC information. Each evaluation is
discussed in the following sections. Data check tables indicating the results of each test are
provided under Tab E.

4.5.1 Field Data QA/QC Evaluation

The QA Manager performs a review of all field recorded parameters to assess their adherence
with QAP and Permit requirements. The assessment involved review of the Field Data sheets.
Review of the Field Data Sheets noted that all requirements for field data collection were met
except as set out below.

4.5.2 Holding Time Evaluation

QAP Table 1 identifies the method holding times for each suite of parameters. Sample holding
time checks are provided under Tab E. All samples were received and analyzed within the
required holding time.

4.5.3 Laboratory Receipt Temperature Check

Chain of Custody sheets were reviewed to confirm compliance with the sample receipt
requirements specified in the QAP. Sample receipt temperature checks are provided under Tab
E. All samples were received within the QAP required temperature limit.

4.5.4 Analytical Method Check

All analytical methods reported by both laboratories were checked against the required methods
specified in Table 1 of the QAP. Analytical method check results are provided in Tab E.

4.5.5 Reporting Limit Evaluation

Reporting limits utilized by the laboratory were required to be equal to or lower than the Ground
Water Quality Standards set out in Table 2 of the Permit. For TDS, sulfate and chloride, for
which Ground Water Quality Standards are not set out in Table 2 of the Permit, reporting limits

6
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specified in Part 1.E.6.e).(1) were used. Those reporting limits are 10 mg/L for TDS, and 1 mg/L
for Sulfate and Chloride. All analytical method reporting limits reported by both laboratories
were checked against the reporting limits specified in the Permit. Reporting limit evaluations are
provided in Tab E. All analytes were measured and reported to the required reporting limits
except that the sulfate sample results had the reporting limit raised for samples due to sample
dilution necessary to accommodate the sulfate concentrations in the samples. In all cases the
reported value for the analyte was higher than the increased detection limit.

4.5.6 Trip Blank Evaluation

All trip blank results were reviewed to identify any blank contamination. Trip blank evaluations
are provided in Tab E. All trip blank results associated with the samples were less than reporting
limit for all VOCs.

4.5.7 QA/QC Evaluation for Sample Duplicates

Section 9.1.4 a) of the QAP states that the Relative Percent Difference (“RPD”) will be
calculated for the comparison of duplicate and original field samples. The QAP acceptance limits
for RPDs between the duplicate and original field sample is less than or equal to 20% unless the
measured results (described as activities in the QAP) are less than 5 times the required detection
limit. This standard is based on the EPA Contract Laboratory Program National Functional
Guidelines for Inorganic Data Review, February 1994, 9240.1-05-01 as cited in the QAP. The
RPDs are calculated for all duplicate pairs for all analytes regardless of whether or not the
reported concentrations are greater than 5 times the required detection limits; however, data will
be considered noncompliant only when the results are greater than 5 times the required detection
limit and the RPD is greater than 20%. RPDs are also only calculated when both the sample and
the duplicate report a detection for any given analyte. If only one of the pair reports a detection,
the RPD cannot be calculated. The additional duplicate information is provided for information
purposes.

All duplicate results were within a 20% RPD in the seeps and springs samples except chloride in
the Cottonwood Seep/Back Spring duplicate pair. The chloride duplicate RPDs greater than 20%
are most likely due to some naturally occurring interference present in the samples. Results of
the RPD test are provided under Tab E. Per QAP, Revision 7.2, and in response to requests from
UDEQ, a separate corrective action for duplicate RPDs outside of acceptance limits has been
developed and is documented in the revised QAP. The revised procedure for duplicate results
outside of acceptance limits was implemented for the chloride results in duplicate pair
Cottonwood Seep/Ruin Spring. The corrective actions that were taken in accordance with the
revised procedure are as follows: the QA Manager contacted the Analytical Laboratory and
requested a review of the raw data to assure that there were no transcription errors and the data
were accurately reported. The laboratory noted that the data were accurate and reported
correctly. Reanalysis was not completed as the samples were beyond the holding time.

Corrective actions were followed per QAP, Revision 7.2, and no formal correct action will be
provided.

7
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4.5.8 Radiologics Counting Error

Section 9.14 of the QAP requires that all gross alpha analysis reported with an activity equal to
or greater than the Groundwater Compliance Limits (“GWCL”) set out in the Permit (for the
seeps and springs samples the Groundwater Quality Standards [ GWQS”] will be used), shall
have a counting variance that is equal to or less than 20% of the reported activity concentration.
An error term may be greater than 20% of the reported activity concentration when the sum of
the activity concentration and error term is less than or equal to the GWQS.

Section 9.4 of the QAP also requires a comparability check between the sample and field
duplicate sample results utilizing the formula provided in the text.

Results of routine radiologic sample QC are provided under Tab E. All seeps and springs
radiologic sample results that had positive detections met the QAP specified criteria for
radiological counting error. The duplicate samples were nondetect, and as such the duplicate
comparability check specified in the QAP does not apply.

4.5.9 Laboratory Matrix QC Evaluation

Section 9.2 of the QAP requires that the laboratory’s QA/QC Manager check the following items
in developing data reports: (1) sample preparation information is correct and complete, (2)
analysis information is correct and complete, (3) appropriate analytical laboratory procedures are
followed, (4) analytical results are correct and complete, (5) QC samples are within established
control limits, (6) blanks are within QC limits, (7) special sample preparation and analytical
requirements have been met, and (8) documentation is complete. In addition to other laboratory
checks described above, EFRI’s QA Manager rechecks QC samples and blanks (items (5) and
(6)) to confirm that the percent recovery for spikes and the relative percent difference for spike
duplicates are within the method-specific required limits, or that the case narrative sufficiently
explains any deviation from these limits. Results of this quantitative check are provided under
Tab E. All lab QA/QC results from both EL. and AWAL met these requirements except as
described below.

A significant number of the seeps and springs samples had the reporting limit raised for Sulfate
due to matrix interference and/or sample dilution. In all cases where the detection limit was
increased, the concentration for the analyte was higher than the increased detection limit.

The check samples included at least the following: a method blank, a laboratory control spike
(“LCS”), a matrix spike (“MS”) and a matrix spike duplicate (“MSD”), or the equivalent, where
applicable. It should be noted that:

e Laboratory fortified blanks are equivalent to LCSs.

e Laboratory reagent blanks are equivalent to method blanks.
e Post digestion spikes are equivalent to MSs.

e Post digestion spike duplicates are equivalent to MSDs.

8
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e For method E900.1, used to determine gross alpha, a sample duplicate was used instead
of a MSD.

All qualifiers, and the corresponding explanations reported in the QA/QC Summary Reports for
any of the check samples for any of the analytical methods, were reviewed by the QA Manager.

The QAP Section 8.1.2 requires that a MS/MSD (referred to as a Duplicate Spike [Matrix Spike]
in the QAP) pair be analyzed with each analytical batch. The QAP does not specify acceptance
limits for the MS/MSD pair, and the QAP does not specify that the MS/MSD pair be prepared on
EFRI samples only. Acceptance limits for MS/MSDs are set by the laboratories. The review of
the information provided by the laboratories in the data packages verified that the QAP
requirement to analyze a MS/MSD pair with each analytical batch was met. =~ While the QAP
does not require it, the recoveries were reviewed for compliance with each laboratory’s
established acceptance limits. The QAP does not require this level of review and the results of
this review are provided for information only.

The information from the Laboratory QA/QC Summary Reports indicates that the MS/MSDs
recoveries and the associated RPDs for all seeps and springs samples were within acceptable
laboratory limits except as noted in Tab E. Five MS/MSD recovery RPDs were are outside the
laboratory established acceptance limits. This result does not affect the quality or usability of the
data because the recoveries and RPDs above or below the acceptance limits are indicative of
matrix interference. Four MS/MSD recoveries were above the laboratory established acceptance
limits, indicating a high bias to the individual sample results. A high bias means that reported
results may be higher than the actual results. Two MS/MSD recoveries were below the
laboratory established acceptance limits. The recoveries do not affect the quality or usability of
the data because the recoveries outside of the acceptance limits are indicative of matrix
interference. Furthermore, the MS/MSD analyses samples for Carbon Tetrachloride,
Chloromethane, and Toluene which were spiked for analyses were not collected at the Mill, and
as such the matrix interference is not applicable to the Mill samples reported herein. The QAP
requirement to analyze a MS/MSD pair with each analytical batch was met and as such the data
are compliant with the QAP.

The QAP specifies that surrogate compounds shall be employed for all organic analyses, but the
QAP does not specify acceptance limits for surrogate recoveries. The analytical data associated
with the routine quarterly sampling met the requirement specified in the QAP. The information
from the Laboratory QA/QC Summary Reports indicates that the surrogate recoveries for all
seeps and springs samples were within acceptable laboratory limits for all surrogate compounds
except as indicated in Tab E. Sixteen surrogate recoveries were above the laboratory established
acceptance limits, indicating a high bias to the individual sample results. A high bias means that
reported results may be higher than the actual results. The surrogate compounds outside of
acceptance limits are most likely the result of laboratory spiking compound degradation. This is
apparent because the same compounds were out compliance limits in all samples analyzed within
a specific period of time. There is no effect on the quality or usability of the data, because the
low surrogate recoveries were on a laboratory matrix spike which would indicate surrogate
solution degradation at the laboratory. These recoveries do not impact other results, because

9

N:\WMM\Required Reports\Seeps and Springs Sampling Report\2012\2012 Annual Report - text.docx



there are multiple surrogates added to each sample and all other surrogates were within limits.
Furthermore, there are no QAP requirements for surrogate recoveries.

The QAP Section 8.1.2 requires that each analytical batch shall be accompanied by a reagent
blank. Contamination detected in analysis of reagent blanks/method blanks will be used to
evaluate any analytical laboratory contamination of environmental samples. The QAP specified
process for evaluation of reagent/method blanks states that nonconformance will exist when
blanks are within an order of magnitude of the sample results. Eight analytes were reported in the
reagent/method blanks from EL. Reagent/method blank results are included in Tab E. In all
cases the reagent/method blank results were less than an order of magnitude relative to the
positive sample results or the associated sample results were nondetect. The QAP requirement to
analyze a reagent/method blank with each batch and evaluate the results has therefore been
completed as required.

5.0 EVALUATION OF ANALYTICAL DATA
Analytical Results

As previously stated, all samples were analyzed for the groundwater compliance parameters
found on Table 2 of the Permit. In addition to these laboratory parameters, the pH, temperature,
conductivity, redox potential and turbidity (although not required redox and turbidity were
collected) of each sample was measured and recorded in the field.

The samples were not analyzed for semivolatile organic compounds. Although the Sampling
Plan, Revision 0, currently states that the samples will also be analyzed for semivolatile organic
compounds, the Permit was revised to eliminate the requirement for semivolatile analysis. The
requirement to analyze the seeps and springs samples for semivolatile organic compounds has
also been eliminated from the Draft Sampling Plan, Revision 1.

5.1 Evaluation of Analytical Results

The results of the June sampling event show no evidence of Mill influence in the water produced
by the seeps and springs sampled. The lack of Mill influence on seeps and springs is indicated
by the fact that the parameters detected are within the ranges of concentrations for the on-site
monitoring wells and for available historic data for the seeps and springs themselves. For those
detected analytes, concentrations are shown in Tables 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D. The data are
compared to available historic data for each seep and spring as well as to on-site monitoring well
data. Specific discussions about each seep or spring are included below.

5.1.1 Ruin Spring

No VOCs or radiologics were detected. Metals and major ions were the only analytes detected.
The metals detections were minimal with only molybdenum, selenium and uranium having
positive detections. A comparison of the 2009, 2010, and 2011 data to the 2012 data shows that
the concentrations of most detected analytes remained approximately the same with only minor
changes within the limits of normal analytical deviation. The reported values for fluoride,
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magnesium, potassium, sodium, total dissolved solids (“TDS”), selenium, and uranium increased
from the 2011 sample results, but they are below the upper range of historic values for the on-site
monitoring wells. The differences are not significant and are most likely due to normal
fluctuations due to flow rates or seasonal variations due to annual precipitation. Overall, the data
reported for Ruin Spring are typical for a surface water sample with no indication of Mill
influence.

5.1.2 Cottonwood Seep

No VOCs or radiologics were detected. Metals and major ions were the only analytes detected.
The metals detections were minimal with only uranium having a positive detection. A
comparison of the 2009, 2010, and 2011 data to the 2012 data shows that the concentrations of
most detected analytes remained approximately the same with only minor changes within the
limits of normal analytical deviation. The reported values for bicarbonate, calcium, chloride,
magnesium, potassium, sodium, and TDS increased from the 2009, 2010, and 2011 sample
results. In most cases the increases were minimal and within the range of analytical deviation
(e.g. potassium increased 0.3 mg/L). In all cases the detections are significantly below the upper
range of historic values for the on-site monitoring wells. The differences are not significant and
are most likely due to the normal fluctuations due to flow rates or seasonal variations due to
annual precipitation. Overall, the data reported for Cottonwood Seep are typical for a surface
water sample with no indication of Mill influence.

5.1.3 Westwater Seep

Westwater Seep was dry and no sample was collected.

S.1.4 Entrance Spring

No VOCs were detected. Gross alpha, metals and major ions were the only analytes detected.
The metals detections were minimal with only iron, selenium, and uranium having positive
detections. A comparison of the 2009, 2010, and 2011 data to the 2012 data shows that the
concentrations of most detected analytes remained approximately the same with only minor
changes within the limits of normal analytical deviation. The reported values for calcium,
chloride, fluoride, magnesium, nitrate, sodium, TDS, selenium, and uranium increased from the
2009, 2010, and 2011 sample results. Gross alpha was reported; however, the result has
decreased compared to the 2011 results. The detected concentrations are significantly below the
upper range of historic values for the on-site monitoring wells. Overall, the data reported for
Entrance Spring are typical for a surface water sample with no indication of Mill influence.

6.0 CORRECTIVE ACTION REPORT

No corrective action reports are required for the 2012 annual sampling event.

6.1 Assessment of Corrective Actions from Previous Period

No corrective action reports were required for the 2011 annual sampling event.
11
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7.0 ELECTRONIC DATA FILES AND FORMAT
EFRI has provided to the Director electronic copies of all laboratory results as part of the annual

seeps and springs monitoring in Comma Separated Values (“CSV™), from the laboratory. A copy
of the transmittal e-mail is included under Tab F.
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8.0 SIGNATURE AND CERTIFICATION
This document was prepared by Energy Fuels Resources (USA) Inc. on November 21, 2012.
Energy Fuels Regources (USA) Inc.

By:

David C. Rrydenlund
Senior Vice President, Regulatory Affairs and General Counsel
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Certification

I certify, under penalty of law, that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel
properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or
persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate,
and complete. } am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information,
includiglg/the ppssibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.

Da\z{@/ .’Fryd@}ﬂund
Senior Vice President, Regulatory Affairs and General Counsel
Energy Fuels Resources (USA) Inc.
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Tables



Table 1: Summary of Seeps and Springs Sampling for 2012

Location Sample Date Work Order No./Lab Set ID Date of Lab Report
EL =C1206931 EL =7/27/2012
Entrance Spring 6/20/2012 AWAL = 1207214, 1206379 AWAL = 7/3/2012, 7/23/2012
EL =C1206931 EL =7/27/2012
Cottonwood Seep 6/20/2012 AWAL =1207214, 1206379 AWAL =7/3/2012, 7/23/2012
Back Spring (Duplicate of EL =C1206931 EL =7/27/2012
Cottonwood Seep) 6/20/2012 AWAL = 1207214, 1206379 AWAL = 7/3/2012, 7/23/2012
EL =C1206931 EL = 7/27/2012
Ruin Spring 6/20/2012 AWAL = 1207214, 1206379 AWAL = 7/3/2012, 7/23/2012

Westwater Seep

Not Sampled - Dry

Not Sampled - Dry

Not Sampled - Dry

Corral Spring

Not Sampled - Dry

Not Sampled - Dry

Not Sampled - Dry

Corral Canyon Spring

Not Sampled - Dry

Not Sampled - Dry

Not Sampled - Dry




Table 2A Detected Constituents and Comparison to Historic Values and Mill Site Monitoring Wells

Ruin Spring

Range of Average
Historic Values for Ave 2003-
Constituent 2009 2010 2011 - May | 2011 - July 2012 Monitoring Wells ! * 20042
Major Ions (mg/l)
Carbonate <1 <1 <1 1 <1 -- -
Bicarbonate 233 254 241 239 237 -- -

Calcium 151 136 145 148 147 -- -

Chloride 28 23 25 44 28 ND - 213 27

Fluoride 0.5 0.53 0.45 0.5 0.52 ND-1.3 0.6

Magnesium 32.3 29.7 30.6 31.1 31.9 - -
Ammonia 0.09 <0.05 ND <0.05 <0.05 = =
Nitrogen-Nitrate 1.4 1.7 1.9 1.6 1.6 -- --
Potassium 33 3.07 3.2 33 35 == --

Sodium 104 93.4 110 111 115 - --

Sulfate 528 447 486 484 464 ND - 3455 521

pH (s.u.) 7.85 7.51 7.66 8.14 753 6.7 -89 7.9

TDS 1010 903 942 905 1000 1019 - 5548 1053
Metals (ug/l)

Arsenic <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 == --
Beryllium <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05 <0.5 -- --
Cadmium <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 ND -4.78 0.01
Chromium <25 <25 <5 <25 <25 -- --

Cobalt <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 - -
Copper <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 = =
Iron <30 <30 <30 <30 <30 ND - 7942 25
Lead <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 == =
Manganese <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 ND - 34,550 5
Mercury <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 - -
Molybdenum 17 17 16 17 16 - -

Nickel <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 ND - 61 0.05

Selenium 12.2 10 11.8 10.2 10.8 ND - 106.5 12.1
Silver <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 - -
Thallium <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 - -
Tin <100 <100 <100 <100 <100 (<5.0)** = =
Uranium 9.11 8.47 9.35 8.63 8.68 ND - 59.8 10
Vanadium <15 <15 <15 <15 <15 2 =
Zinc <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 - -

Radiologics (pCi/l)
Gross Alpha <0.2 <0.2 <-0.3 I <-0.05 I <-0.09 ND - 36 0.28
VOCS (ug/L)

Acetone <20 <20 ND ND ND - -

Benzene <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND - -

tetrachloride <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND -- --




Ruin Spring

Range of Average
Historic Values for Ave 2003-
Constituent 2009 2010 2011 - May | 2011 - July 2012 Monitoring Wells ' * 2004”
Chloroform <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND - =
Chloromethane <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND i o
MEK <20 <20 ND ND ND i i
Chloride <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND = 7
Naphthalene <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND - = -
Tetrahydrofuran <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND - =
Toluene <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND = oz
Xylenes <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND = i

" From Figure 3, Table 10 and Appendix B of the Revised Addendum, Background Groundwater Quality Report: New Wells
for Denison Mines (USA) Corp’s White Mesa Mill Site, San Juan County, Utah , April 30, 2008, prepared by INTERA, Inc.
and Table 16 and Appendix D of the Revised Background Groundwater Quality Report: Existing Wells for Denison Mines
(USA) Corp.’s White Mesa Uranium Mill Site, San Juan County, Utah , October 2007, prepared by INTERA, Inc.

?From Figure 9 of the Revised Addendum, Evaluation of Available Pre-Operational and Regional Background Data,
Background Groundwater Quality Report: Existing Wells for Denison Mines (USA) Corp.’s White Mesa Mill Site, San Juan
Couinty, Utah , November 16, 2007, prepared by INTERA, Inc.

*Range of average historic values for On-Site Monitoring Wells as reported on April 30, 2008 (MW-1, MW-2, MW-3, MW-
3A, MW-4, MW-5, MW-11, MW-12, MW-14, MW-15, MW-17, MW-18, MW-19, MW-20, MW-22, MW-23, MW-24,
MW-25, MW-26, MW-27, MW-28, MW-29, MW-30, MW-31 and MW-32)

**In June 2012, the samples collected were inadvertently analyzed twice for Tin only. Both results are shown, and both data
packages have been included in this report.



Table 2B Detected Constituents and Comparison to Historic Values and Mill Site Monitoring Wells

Cottonwood Seep

Range of Average
Historic Values for | Ave 1977 -
Constituent 2009 2010 2011 - May | 2011 - July 2012 Monitoring Wells'* 1982!
Major Ions (mg/l)
Carbonate <1 <1 <1 6 <1 -- --
Bicarbonate 316 340 330 316 326 -- --

Calcium 90.3 92.2 95.4 94.2 101 -- --

Chloride 124 112 113 134 149 ND - 213 31

Fluoride 0.4 0.38 034 0.38 0.38 ND-1.3 0.8

Magnesium 25 24.8 252 25.2 277 - -
Nitrogen-Ammonia <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 <0.05 -- --
Nitrogen-Nitrate 0.1 <0.1 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 -- --
Potassium 5:9 5.77 6 5.9 6.2 == -

Sodium 205 214 229 227 247 -- --

Sulfate 383 389 394 389 256 ND - 3455 230

pH (s.u.) 7.73 7.47 7.55 8.04 7.53 6.7 -8.9 7.6

TDS 1010 900 1030 978 1040 1019 - 5548 811
Metals (ug/l)

Arsenic <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 -- --
Beryllium <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 -- --
Cadmium <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 ND - 4.78 --
Chromium <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 -- --

Cobalt <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 - -

Copper <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 - =

Iron <30 <30 53 <30 <30 ND - 7942 150
Lead <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 & =

Manganese <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 ND - 34,550 580

Mercury <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 - -
Molybdenum <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 -- --
Nickel <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 ND - 61 --
Selenium <5.0 <5.0 <5.0 <5.0 <5.0 ND - 106.5 --
Silver <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 -- --
Thallium <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 -- --
Tin <100 <100 <100 <100 (<<5%8;* - -
Uranium 8.42 8.24 7.87 8.68 8.17 ND - 59.8 --
Vanadium <15 <15 <15 <15 <15 - -
Zinc <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 -- --
Radiologics (pCi/l)
Gross Alpha <0.2 <0.2 <0.1 | <0.1 <0.2 ND - 36 79
VOCS (ug/L)
Acetone <20 <20 ND I ND ND o -




Table 2B Detected Constituents and Comparison to Historic Values and Mill Site Monitoring Wells
Cottonwood Seep

Range of Average
Historic Values for | Ave 1977 -
Constituent 2009 2010 2011 -May | 2011 - July 2012 | Monitoring Wells'* 1982 !
Benzene <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND i &
tetrachloride <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND = =
Chloroform <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND = o
Chloromethane <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND B 7z
MEK <20 <20 ND ND ND = -
Methylene Chloride <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND e =
Naphthalene <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND s =
Tetrahydrofuran <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND - i
Toluene <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND = =
Xylenes <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND v =

" From Figure 3, Table 10 and Appendix B of the Revised Addendum, Background Groundwater Quality Report: New Wells
for Denison Mines (USA) Corp’s White Mesa Mill Site, San Juan County, Utah , April 30, 2008, prepared by INTERA, Inc.
and Table 16 and Appendix D of the Revised Background Groundwater Quality Report: Existing Wells for Denison Mines
(USA) Corp.’s White Mesa Uranium Mill Site, San Juan County, Utah , October 2007, prepared by INTERA, Inc.

*Range of average historic values for On-Site Monitoring Wells as reported on April 30, 2008 (MW-1, MW-2, MW-3, MW-
3A, MW-4, MW-5, MW-11, MW-12, MW-14, MW-15, MW-17, MW-18, MW-19, MW-20, MW-22, MW-23, MW-24, MW-
25, MW-26, MW-27, MW-28, MW-29, MW-30, MW-31 and MW-32)

**In June 2012, the samples collected were inadvertently analyzed twice for Tin only. Both results are shown, and both data
packages have been included in this report.



Table 2C Detected Constituents and Comparison to Historic Values and Mill Site Monitoring Wells

Westwater Seep
Range of Average
Historic Values for
Constituent 2009 2010 2011-May | 2011-July | 2012 Monitoring Wells' *
Major Ions (mg/l)
Carbonate <1 <1 <1 oo
Bicarbonate 465 450 371 --

Calcium 191 179 247 e

Chloride 41 40 21 ND - 213

Fluoride 0.7 0.6 0.54 ND - 1.3

Magnesium 45.9 44.7 34.7 Not Sampled -|Not Sampled -
Nitrogen-Ammonia <0.05 0.5 0.06 Dry -Dry =
Nitrogen-Nitrate 0.8 <0.1 <0.1 -
Potassium 1.19 6.57 3.9 =

Sodium 196 160 112 -

Sulfate 646 607 354 ND - 3455

pH (s.u.) 8.01 7.38 79 6.7 - 8.9

TDS 1370 1270 853 1019 - 5548
Metals (ug/l)

Arsenic <5 <5 12.3 =
Beryllium <0.5 <0.5 0.91 =
Cadmium <0.5 <0.5 0.9 ND - 4.78
Chromium <25 <25 <25 --

Cobalt <10 <10 <10 E

Copper <10 <10 16 =

Iron 89 56 4540 ND - 7942
Lead <1.0 <1.0 414 --
Manganese 37 87 268 ND - 34,550
Mercury <05 <05 <05 Not Slz;mpled - Not S]a)!mpled =
Molybdenum 29 29 <10 = N -

Nickel <20 <20 29 ND - 61

Selenium <5.0 <5.0 <5.0 ND - 106.5
Silver <10 <10 <10 s
Thallium <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 --
Tin <100 <100 <100 --

Uranium 15.1 46.6 6.64 ND - 59.8
Vanadium <15 <15 34 -

Zinc <10 <10 28 --
Radiologics (pCi/l)
05 Not Sampled -} Not Sampled
Gross Alpha <-0.1 <0.3 Dry - Dry ND - 36




Table 2C Detected Constituents and Comparison to Historic Values and Mill Site Monitoring Wells

" Westwater Seep

Range of Average

- Historic Values for

Constituent 2009 2010 2011 - May | 2011 - July 2012 Monitoring Wells' *

VOCS (ug/L)

Acetone <20 <20 ND -
Benzene <I1.0 <1.0 ND . -~
Carbon tetrachloride <1.0 <1.0 ND --
Chloroform <1.0 <1.0 ND -
Chloromethane <1.0 <1.0 ND -
I =] =0 D Not Sampled - Not Sampled —
Methylene Chloride <1.0 <1.0 ND Dry L) =
Naphthalene <1.0 <1.0 ND -
Tetrahydrofuran <1.0 <1.0 ND ; --
Toluene <1.0 <1.0 ND -
Xylenes <1.0 <1.0 ND -

! From Figure 3, Table 10 and Appendix B of the Revised Addendum, Background Groundwater Quality Report: New Wells for Denison
Mines (USA) Corp’s White Mesa Mill Site, San Juan County, Utah , April 30, 2008, prepared by INTERA, Inc. and Table 16 and Appendix
D of the Revised Background Groundwater Quality Report: Existing Wells for Denison Mines (USA) Corp.’s White Mesa Uranium Mill
Site, San Juan County, Utah , October 2007, prepared by INTERA, Inc.

*Range of average historic values for On-Site Monitoring Wells as reported on April 30, 2008 (MW-1, MW-2, MW-3, MW-3A, MW-4,
MW-5, MW-11, MW-12, MW-14, MW-15, MW-17, MW-18, MW-19, MW-20, MW-22, MW-23, MW-24, MW-25, MW-26, MW-27,
MW-28, MW-29, MW-30, MW-31 and MW-32)



Table 2D Detected Constituents and Comparison to Historic Values and Mill Site Monitoring Wells

Entrance Spring

Range of Average
Historic Values for
Constituent 2009 2010 2011 - May | 2011 - July 2012 Monitoring Wells' *
Major Ions (mg/l)
Carbonate <1 <1 <1 7 <1 --
Bicarbonate 292 332 270 299 298 --

Calcium 90.8 96.5 88.8 96.6 105 --

Chloride 60 63 49 64 78 ND - 213

Fluoride 0.7 0.73 0.58 0.58 0.64 ND-1.3

Magnesium 26.6 28.9 26.4 28.4 32.7 --
Nitrogen-Ammonia 0.28 <0.05 <0.05 0.32 <0.05 =
Nitrogen-Nitrate 1.4 1 1.4 0.5 2.8 -
Potassium 2.4 2.74 2.6 2.9 2 -

Sodium 61.4 62.7 62.5 68.6 77.4 -

Sulfate 178 179 166 171 171 ND - 3455

pH (s.u.) 7.85 7.56 7.96 8.17 75 6.7-89

TDS 605 661 571 582 660 1019 - 5548
Metals (ug/l)

Arsenic <5 <5 <5 <5 <5 o
Beryllium <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 -
Cadmium <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 ND - 4.78
Chromium <25 <25 <25 <25 <25 -

Cobalt <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 =

Copper <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 =

Iron <30 <30 37 55 34 ND - 7942
Lead <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 --
Manganese 54 11 47 84 <10 ND - 34,550
Mercury <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 e
Molybdenum <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 --

Nickel <20 <20 <20 <20 <20 ND - 61

Selenium 12.1 9.2 13.1 55 13.2 ND - 106.5
Silver <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 ce
Thallium <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 -
Tin <100 <100 <100 <100 (:518)(1* -

Uranium 15.2 17.8 18.8 153 2.1,1 ND - 59.8
Vanadium <15 <15 <15 <15 <15 =
Zinc <10 <10 <10 <10 <10 ==

Radiologics (pCi/l)
Gross Alpha 0.9 <0.5 | 1.5 1.6 0.5 ND - 36
VOCS (ug/L)

Acetone <20 <20 ND ND ND -
Benzene <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND -




Table 2D Detected Constituents and Comparison to Historic Values and Mill Site Monitoring Wells

Entrance Spring

Range of Average
Historic Values for
Constituent 2009 , 2010 2011 - May 2011 - July 2012 Monitoring Wells' *
Carbon tetrachloride <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND o
Chloroform <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND ==
Chloromethane <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND ==
MEK <20 <20 ND ND ND =
Methylene Chloride <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND =
Naphthalene <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND s
Tetrahydrofuran <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND 7
Toluene <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND i
Xylenes <1.0 <1.0 ND ND ND ==

! From Figure 3, Table 10 and Appendix B of the Revised Addendum, Background Groundwater Quality Report: New Wells
for Denison Mines (USA) Corp’s White Mesa Mill Site, San Juan County, Utah , April 30, 2008, prepared by INTERA, Inc.
and Table 16 and Appendix D of the Revised Background Groundwater Quality Report: Existing Wells for Denison Mines
(USA) Corp.’s White Mesa Uranium Mill Site, San Juan County, Utah , October 2007, prepared by INTERA, Inc.

*Range of average historic values for On-Site Monitoring Wells as reported on April 30, 2008 (MW-1, MW-2, MW-3, MW-
3A, MW-4, MW-5, MW-11, MW-12, MW-14, MW-15, MW-17, MW-18, MW-19, MW-20, MW-22, MW-23, MW-24,
MW-25, MW-26, MW-27, MW-28, MW-29, MW-30, MW-31 and MW-32)

**In June 2012, the samples collected were inadvertently analyzed twice for Tin only. Both results are shown, and both data
packages have been included in this report.
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Tab A

Seeps and Springs Field Data Sheets and Photographic Documentation



Field Data Record-Seeps and Springs Sampling

Seep or Spring Location: Lo +doa WDOC/\ 5 pri %

Date For Initial Sampling Visit: 6/20/ 2012 Time:_ 0145
Sample Collected: | Yes O No

Date For Second Sampling Visit: Time:

Sample Collected: O Yes O No

Date For Third Sampling Visit: Time:
Sample Collected: O Yes O No

Sampling Personnel: "rw\ncf, (acein, Peen , Ph l
Weather Conditions at Time of Sampling: 51}:\;«&) .
Estimated Seep or Spring Flow Rate: __-75 6P

Field Parameter Measurements:
-p}] 7.06
-Temperature (°C) _16. 28
-Conductivity pMHOC/cm __156€
-Turbidity (NTU) (if measured)__23M
-Redox Potential Eh (mV) (if measured) _421

Analytical Parameters/Sample Collection Method:

VOCs O Yes | ONo | 0 Yes | ONo @ ® g o
THF O Yes | ONo | OYes | ONo ® O o m)
Nutrients | 1 Yes | O No | 0 Yes | 0O No w O ] O

Other Non | O Yes | O No | 00 Yes | O No ® O 0 0
Radiologics
Gross Alpha | 0 Yes | o No | O Yes | 0 No 0 X 0 0

QC Samples Associated with this Location:

O Rinsate Blank

% Duplicate

Duplicate Sample Name:_ Back SpC '"4
NoteS'_ax-_oel 3 OT0. Tanner, Gacrin, Deen _Phil on s .

s _tue, taken &_ms_Lcﬁ* sihe ot M?P
LO%__#% _Lacation










Field Data Record-Seeps and Springs Sampling

Seep or Spring Location: Bach S pr} Ay

Date For Initial Sampling Visit:_§ /2672012 Time:_0745
Sample Collected: ¥ Yes O No

Date For Second Sampling Visit: Time:

Sample Collected: O Yes O No

Date For Third Sampling Visit: Time:

Sample Collected: O Yes O No

Sampling Personnel: Tannee, bearcin, Deen Phl

Weather Conditions at Time of Sampling: Swany
Estimated Seep or Spring Flow Rate: _.75

Field Parameter Measurements:

-pH

7.06

-Temperature (°C) 16. 28
-Conductivity uMHOC/cm ISL¥
-Turbidity (NTU) (if measured)___273.4

-Redox Potential Eh (mV) (if measured) Y421

Analytical Parameters/Sample Collection Method:

VOCs [ Yes | ONo | 0 Yes | O No o % =] 0
THF O Yes | ONo | O Yes | O No | 0 O o
Nutrients | 0 Yes | o No | O Yes | 0 No 3 o o 0
OtherNon | 3Yes | 0 No | O Yes | O No % 0 0 0
Radiologics
Gross Alpha | 0 Yes | O No | O Yes | O No O 'ﬁ 0 O

QC Samples Associated with this Location:

OO0 Rinsate Blank
O Duplicate

Duplicate Sample Name:

Notes:

.

aplieste of CoMonsood Spring




Field Data Record-Seeps and Springs Sampling

Seep or Spring Location: E AN teronce Cee L
Date For Initial Sampling Visit: & /20/26]9 Time:__]O15

Sample Collected: ® Yes O No

Date For Second Sampling Visit: Time:

Sample Collected: O Yes O No
Date For Third Sampling Visit: Time:

Sample Collected: O Yes O No
Sampling Personnel:
Weather Conditions at Time of Sampling: S wan At Hh o e m;;ul i
Estimated Seep or Spring Flow Rate: B M”M

Field Parameter Measurements:
-pH 7.57
-Temperature (°C) __2.0 36
-Conductivity y(MHOC/cm _}040
-Turbidity (NTU) (if measured)___10. &
-Redox Potential Eh (mV) (if measured) _292

Analytical Parameters/Sample Collection Method:

VOCs MYes |ONo |DOYes |ONo| O N o 0
THF % Yes | ONo | O Yes | O No =i )] ] 0
Nutrients | & Yes | 0 No | O Yes | O No 0 o o 0
Other Non | & Yes | O No | O Yes | o0 No = o 0 o
Radiologics
Gross Alpha | 4 Yes | 0 No | O Yes | 0 No o t} O o

QC Samples Associated with this Location:

0 Rinsate Blank

O Duplicate
Duplicate Sample Name:

Notes Arc njgd 0N d’c ot 046;; Lmner, Gaeein, Dyen PLI on s,










Field Data Record-Seeps and Springs Sampling

Seep or Spring Location: ___ [ v Sprin -0y

Date For Initial Sampling Visit:__¢/20/2012,
Sample Collected: @ Yes O No

_Time: 09206

Date For Second Sampling Visit: Time:

Sample Collected: O Yes O No
Date For Third Sampling Visit: Time:

Sample Collected: O Yes O No

Sampling Personnel:  “a }gm:fmﬂpﬁiltj_,j-_wnn P.Jm«' Deen ugéggg, Pht Geblc.

Weather Conditions at Time of Sampling: Cleosr wa¢f

Estimated Seep or Spring Flow Rate: _1 _6PM

Field Parameter Measurements:
-pH 1.56
-Temperature (°C) __15.8&
-Conductivity pMHOC/cm _1%67
~Turbidity (NTU) (if measured)_1.%
-Redox Potential Eh (mV) (if measured) 276

Analytical Parameters/Sample Collection Method:

VOCs o Yes | O No | O Yes | 0 No ﬁ O 0 o
THF MYes | ONo | O Yes | ONo L] = = O
Nutrients | g1 Yes | 0 No | O Yes | 0 No L m = 0
Other Non | g Yes | ONo | O Yes | O No L4 o m] i
Radiologies |~~~ .- - GF .o o § o0 b e o s R
Gross Alpha |  Yes | O No | O Yes | 0 No O w O o
QC Samples Associated with this Location:
O Rinsate Blank
00 Duplicate
Duplicate Sample Name:
Notes:_Aeived on_site ot 0910, Tomser  Gacrin , Peca, Phil o site
% sample gpring. Sempl wes hikm o ou - sHe o 093/







Field Data Record-Seeps and Springs Sampling

Seep or Spring Location: Westisepter S r’,e,p

Date For Initial Sampling Visit:“‘é/ 20/ac Time:__ A %30
' ; Sample Collected: O Yes XNo
Date For Second Sampling Visit: & /21/202,  Time: 1236
Sample Collected: O Yes [ No
Date For Third Sampling Visit:__ "7 19212 Time: {235
Sample Collected: O Yes ®& No

Sampling Personnel:

Weather Conditions at Time of Sampling:

Estimated Seep or Spring Flow Rate:
Field Parameter Measurements:
..pH
-Temperature (*C)
-Conductivity uyMHOC/cm
-Turbidity (NTU) (if measured)
-Redox Potential Eh (mV) (if measured)

Analytical Parameters/Sample Collection Method:

Ll fes sect
VOCs 0Yes | ONo | O0Yes | O No 0 ] O 0
THF OYes | ONo | O0Yes | 0 No O a 0 O
Nutsients | 0 Yes | O No | 0 Yes | 0O No ) o O |
Other Non | o Yes | ONo | O Yes | 0 No = = O -
Radiologics
Gross Alpha | g Yes | ONo | OYes |ONo | O O u| o

QC Samples Associated with this Location:

O Rinsate Blank

O Duplicate
Duplicate Sample Name:

Notes: &(gglg?ﬁ*— Seep mlrﬁ : TR TR DT
7/9/2012 - D

!









g




Field Data Record-Seeps and Springs Sampling

Seep or Spring Location: Locral S i 1 /1_0)

Date For Initial Sampling Visit: __&/268/ac0. ___ Time:_]30®
Sample Collected: & Yes & No

Date For Second Sampling Visit: & 27/2212 Time:_1200

Sample Collected: O Yes § No
Date For Third Sampling Visit: __"7/9/ 2612 Time:__ | 235
Sample Collected: O Yes ® No

Sampling Personnel:

Weather Conditions at Time of Sampling:

Estimated Seep or Spring Flow Rate:

Field Parameter Measurements:
-pH
-Temperature (°C)
-Conductivity uyMHOC/cm
-Turbidity (NTU) (if measured)
-Redox Potential Eh (mV) (if measured)

Analytical Parameters/Sample Collection Method:

VOCs OYes | ONo | OYes | ONo O | o O
THF OYes | O0No | OYes | O0No O o 0 o
Nutrients 0 Yes | O No | O Yes | O No O O 0 o
OtherNon | 0 Yes | O No | O Yes | @ No O o W (i
Radiologics
Gross Alpha | 0 Yes | O No | O Yes | 0 No 0 0 0 0

QC Samples Associated with this Location:

0O Rinsate Blank
O Duplicate

Duplicate Sample Name:

Notes: 6/25(2°2,  gpring wsas 3¢

& /22012 = Qeg

et

1/af2012- 0.97













Field Data Record-Seeps and Springs Sampling

Seep or Spring Location: atal 2 Oq’\-‘\l//?/\ S [ X \ %

Date For Initial Sampling Visit:_6/20/a012,  Time:__ 1230
Sample Collected: 0 Yes ® No

Date For Second Sampling Visit: elxp/0012 Time:__ ]300
Sample Collected: 00 Yes ? No

Date For Third Sampling Visit:__7/4/ 2 Time:__} Z06

Sample Collected: O Yes # No

Sampling Personnel:

Weather Conditions at Time of Sampling:

Estimated Seep or Spring Flow Rate:

Field Parameter Measurements:
_pH
-Temperature (°C)
-Conductivity pyMHOC/cm
~Turbidity (NTU) (if measured)
-Redox Potential Eh (mV<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>