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2016 ANNUAL SEEPS AND SPRINGS SAMPLING REPORT
1.0 INTRODUCTION

This is the 2016 Annual Seeps and Springs Sampling Report for the Energy Fuels Resources
(USA) Inc. (“EFRI”) White Mesa Mill (the “Mill”), as required under Part I.LF.7 of the Mill’s
State of Utah Groundwater Discharge Permit No. UGW370004 (the “Permit”) and the Mill’s
Sampling and Analysis Plan for Seeps and Springs, Revision: 2, July 8, 2016 (the “Sampling
Plan”).

The Sampling Plan for Seeps and Springs was revised in July 2016 to incorporate changes
requested by the Division of Waste Management and Radiation Control (“DWMRC”). The
Sampling Plan for Seeps and Springs, Revision: 2, July 8, 2016 was approved by DWMRC by
letter dated August 8, 2016.

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 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 (also referred to as Entrance Seep).

2.1 June 2016 Sampling

In accordance with the Permit and the Sampling Plan, DWMRC was notified of the sampling.
The DWMRC representative was present for this sampling event. On June 16, 2016, EFRI
collected seeps and springs samples from Cottonwood Seep, Ruin Spring, Entrance Seep, and
Back Spring. At the time of the June 2016 sampling, Westwater Seep was dry and a sample was
not collected. The DWMRC representative collected a “split” sample on June 16, 2016 from the
EFRI sampling equipment, using sample containers he provided. Corral Canyon Seep and Corral
Springs were dry in 2016.

2.2 Repeat Visits to Dry Seeps and Springs.

During the June 16, 2016 sampling event, Corral Canyon Seep, Westwater Seep, and Corral
Springs were dry, could not be sampled, and did not warrant development attempts with limited
hand tool excavation at that time. Additional visits were made to Corral Canyon Seep and Corral
Springs on September 20, 2016 and October 21, 2016 to determine if development attempts with
hand tool excavation would yield enough water for sampling. The additional two visits to Corral
Canyon Seep and Corral Springs did not indicate any changes; i.e., there was no indication that
development attempts would be successful. A sample was collected from Westwater Seep on
October 24, 2016 during a follow up visit at which time water was present. The data from the
June and October sampling events are included as Attachment D in this report.



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

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 and Analysis Plan for Seeps and Springs, Revision: 2, July 8, 2016. 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. Filtered parameters are pumped through a 0.45 micron filter prior
to delivery to the sample bottle.

Ruin Spring

In the case of Ruin Spring, sample bottles for the analytes collected 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 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.

Westwater Seep

For Westwater Seep, all of the sample containers were filled by means of a peristaltic pump and
delivered directly to the sample containers. Samples for heavy metals and gross alpha were
collected by means of a peristaltic pump 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

Cottonwood Seep and Entrance Spring were “developed” prior to the sampling event by Field
Personnel. Development was completed by removing surrounding vegetation and clearing the
sampling location in the spring or seep area. For Westwater Seep, all of the sample containers
were filled 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. The 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.



2.4 Field Data

Attached under Tab A are copies of the field data sheets recorded in association with the June
and October 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.

2.5 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 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,
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 L.F.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 for 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
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Hydrogeology of the Perched Groundwater Zone in the Area Southwest of the Tailings Cells
White 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

Analytical results are provided by the Mill’s two contract analytical laboratories GEL
Laboratories, Inc., (“GEL”) and American West Analytical Laboratory (“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 Quality Assurance (“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 7, 2012, the
approved Sampling Plan and the Permit. To meet this requirement, the data validation
completed for the seeps and springs sampling program verified that the program met the
requirements outlined in the QAP, the Permit and the approved Sampling Plan. 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 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 the 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 met and that the requirements
were implemented as required except, as noted below.

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.

4.4 Analyte Completeness Review
The 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 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 the requirements for field data collection were met.

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. The 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. The samples were received within the QAP required temperature limit.



4.5.4 Analytical Method Check

The 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 GWQSs
set out in Table 2 of the Permit. For Total Dissolved Solids (“TDS”), sulfate and chloride, for
which Ground Water Quality Standards are not set out in Table 2 of the Permit, reporting limits
specified in Part 1.E.6.€).(1) were used. Those reporting limits are 10 mg/L for TDS, and 1 mg/L
for Sulfate and Chloride. The 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 the sample results that had the reporting limit raised due to sample dilution necessary to
accommodate the analyte 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

The trip blank results were reviewed to identify any blank contamination. Trip blank evaluation
is provided in Tab E. The trip blank results associated with the samples were less than reporting
limit for the 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 United Stated Environmental Protection Agency 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 duplicate pairs for the 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.

The duplicate results were within a 20% RPD in the seeps and springs samples.
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 set out in the Permit (for the seeps and
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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.

All radiological results were reported were within acceptance limits in 2016. Results of routine
radiologic sample QC are provided under Tab E.

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. The lab QA/QC results from both GEL and AWAL met these requirements except as
described below.

A number of the seeps and springs samples had the reporting limit raised 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:

Laboratory fortified blanks are equivalent to LCSs.

Laboratory reagent blanks are equivalent to method blanks.

Post digestion spikes are equivalent to MSs.

Post digestion spike duplicates are equivalent to MSDs.

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

The 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 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
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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/MSD
recoveries and the associated RPDs for the seeps and springs samples were within acceptable
laboratory limits except as noted in Tab E. The MS/MSD recoveries that were outside the
laboratory established acceptance limits do 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 most likely caused by other constituents in the samples. Matrix interferences are
applicable to the individual sample results only. The requirement in the QAPs 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 the
seeps and springs samples were within acceptable laboratory limits for all surrogate compounds.

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. No analytes were reported above
the reporting limit in the reagent/method blanks from either laboratory.

Laboratory duplicates are completed by the analytical laboratories as required by the analytical
method specifications. Acceptance limits for laboratory duplicates are set by the laboratories.
The QAP does not require the completion of laboratory duplicates or the completion of a QA
assessment of them. EFRI reviews the QC data provided by the laboratories for completeness
and to assess the overall quality of the data provided. Duplicate results outside of the laboratory
established acceptance limits are included in Tab E. The results outside of the laboratory
established acceptance limits do not affect the quality or usability of the data because the RPDs
above the acceptance limits are indicative of non-homogeneity in the sample matrix. Matrix
affects are applicable to the individual sample results only.

5.0 EVALUATION OF ANALYTICAL DATA

As previously stated, the 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, (and although not required, redox and turbidity) were measured and recorded in the
field.



5.1 Evaluation of Analytical Results

The results of the June and October 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 through 2015 data to the 2016 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, nitrate
and potassium, increased from the 2015 sample results, but they are below the upper range of
historic background 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 Spring

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 through 2015 data to the 2016 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 chloride, fluoride, magnesium, potassium,
sulfate, and TDS increased from the 2015 sample results, but they are below the upper range of
historic background 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 Cottonwood Spring are typical for a surface
water sample with no indication of Mill influence.

5.1.3 Westwater Seep

No VOC:s or radiologics were detected. Metals and major ions were the only analytes detected.
The metals detections were minimal with only iron, manganese, and uranium having positive
detections. A comparison of the previous data to the 2016 data shows that the concentrations of
detected analytes remained approximately the same except for bicarbonate, calcium, chloride,
fluoride, magnesium, potassium, sodium, sulfate and increased from the 2015 samples results,
but they are below the upper range of historic background 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
Westwater Seep are typical for a surface water sample with no indication of Mill influence.
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5.1.4 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, manganese, and uranium having positive
detections. A comparison of the 2009 through 2015 data to the 2016 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,
fluoride, magnesium, ammonia, nitrate, sulfate and TDS increased from the 2015 sample results.
The detected concentrations are below the upper range of historic background 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 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 2016 annual sampling event.
6.1 Assessment of Corrective Actions from Previous Period

No corrective action reports were required for the 2015 annual sampling event.

7.0 ELECTRONIC DATA FILES AND FORMAT

EFRI has provided to the Director electronic copies of the laboratory results as part of the annual
seeps and springs monitoring in Comma Separated Values, from the laboratory. A copy of the
transmittal e-mail is included under Tab F.
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Seeps and Springs Survey Locations

Mid-December 2009 Survey

Location Latitude (N) L(ﬂgﬁude (W) Elevation
FROG POND 37°33'03.5358" 109°29'04.9552" 5589.56
CORRAL CANYON 37°33'07.1392" 109°29'12.3907" 5623.97
ENTRANCE SPRING 37°32'01.6487" 109°29'33.7005" 5559.71
CORRAL SPRINGS 37°29'37.9192" 109°29'35.8201" 5383.35
RUIN SPRING 37°30'06.0448" 109°31'23.4300" 5380.03
COTTONWOOD 37°31'21.7002" 109°32'14.7923" 5234.33
WESTWATER 37°31'58.5020" 109°31'25.7345" 5468.23
Verification Survey July 2010
RUIN SPRING 37°30'06.0456" 109°31'23.4181" 5380.01
COTTONWOOD 37°31'21.6987" 109°32'14.7927" 5234.27
WESTWATER 37°31'58.5013" 109°31'25.7357" 5468.32






















GEL LABORATORIES LLC

2040 Savage Road Charleston SC 29407 - (843) 556-8171 - www.gel.com

Certificate of Analysis

Report Date:  July 18,2016

Company : Energy Fuels Resources (USA), Inc.
Address : 225 Union Boulevard
Suite 600
Lakewood, Colorado 80228
Contact: Ms. Kathy Weinel
Project: GW Monitoring Project
Client Sample ID: Cottonwood Spring Project: DNMI00106
Sample ID: 399853002 Client ID: DNMI001
Matrix: Ground Water
Collect Date: 16-JUN-16 09:25
Receive Date: 22-JUN-16
Collector: Client
Parameter Qualifier ~ Result Uncertainty MDC RL Units PF DF Analyst Date Time Batch Method

Rad Gas Flow Proportional Counting
3FPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received"

iross Radium Alpha 8} 0.149 +/-0.167 0.638 1.00 pCi/L AXM6 07/07/16 0734 1581965 |
The following Analytical Methods were performed:
Method Description Analyst Comments

EPA 900.1 Modified
surrogate/Tracer Recovery ~ Test Result Nominal  Recovery%  Acceptable Limits
3arium Carrier GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received" 95.8 (25%-125%)
Notes:

Counting Uncertainty is calculated at the 68% confidence level (1-sigma).

SRL = Sample Reporting Limit. For metals analysis only. When the sample is U qualified and ND, the SRL column reports the value which is
‘he greater of either the adjusted MDL or the CRDL.












GEL LABORATORIES LLC

2040 Savage Road Charleston SC 29407 - (843) 556-8171 - www.gel.com

Certificate of Analysis

Report Date:  July 18,2016

Company : Energy Fuels Resources (USA), Inc.
Address : 225 Union Boulevard
Suite 600
Lakewood, Colorado 80228
Contact: Ms. Kathy Weinel
Project: GW Monitoring Project
Client Sample ID: Entrance Seep Project: DNMI00106
Sample ID: 399853001 Client ID: DNMI001
Matrix: Ground Water
Collect Date: 16-JUN-16 08:20
Receive Date: 22-JUN-16
Collector: Client
Parameter Qualifier  Result Uncertainty MDC RL Units PF DF Analyst Date Time Batch Method

Rad Gas Flow Proportional Counting
3FPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received"

jross Radium Alpha 1.46 +/-0.294 0.662 1.00 pCi/L AXM6 07/07/16 0734 1581965 1
The following Analytical Methods were performed:
Method Description B Analyst Comments

EPA 900.1 Modified
surrogate/Tracer Recovery ~ Test Result Nominal  Recovery% Acceptable Limits
3arium Carrier GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received" 96.9 (25%-125%)
Notes:

Counting Uncertainty is calculated at the 68% confidence level (1-sigma).

SRL = Sample Reporting Limit. For metals analysis only. When the sample is U qualified and ND, the SRL column reports the value which is
he greater of either the adjusted MDL or the CRDL.












GEL LABORATORIES LLC

2040 Savage Road Charleston SC 29407 - (843) 556-8171 - www.gel.com

Certificate of Analysis

Report Date:  July 18,2016

Company : Energy Fuels Resources (USA), Inc.
Address : 225 Union Boulevard
Suite 600
Lakewood, Colorado 80228
Contact: Ms. Kathy Weinel
Project: GW Monitoring Project
Client Sample ID: Ruin Spring Project: DNMI00106
Sample ID: 399853003 Client ID: DNMI001
Matrix: Ground Water
Collect Date: 16-JUN-16 10:40
Receive Date: 22-JUN-16
Collector: Client
Parameter Qualifier  Result Uncertainty MDC RL Units PF DF Analyst Date Time Batch Method

Rad Gas Flow Proportional Counting
3FPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received"

3ross Radium Alpha 8] -0.408 +/-0.154 0.932 1.00 pCi/L AXM6 07/07/16 0734 1581965 |
The following Analytical Methods were performed:
Method Description Analyst Comments

EPA 900.1 Modified
surrogate/Tracer Recovery — Test Result Nominal  Recovery% Acceptable Limits
3arium Carrier GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received" 95.4 (25%-125%)
Notes:

Counting Uncertainty is calculated at the 68% confidence level (1-sigma).

SRL = Sample Reporting Limit. For metals analysis only. When the sample is U qualified and ND, the SRL column reports the value which is
he greater of either the adjusted MDL or the CRDL. '
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Certificate of Analysis

Report Date: November 14,2016

Company : Energy Fuels Resources (USA), Inc.
Address : 225 Union Boulevard
Suite 600
Lakewood, Colorado 80228
Contact: Ms. Kathy Weinel
Project: Analytical forSeeps and Springs 2016
Client Sample ID: WestWater Seep Project: DNMI00106
Sample ID: 409071001 Client ID: DNMI001
Matrix: Surface Water
Collect Date: 24-OCT-16 10:10
Receive Date: 26-OCT-16
Collector: Client
Parameter Qualifier = Result Uncertainty MDC RL Units PF DF Analyst Date Time Batch Method

Rad Gas Flow Proportional Counting
3FPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received"

jross Radium Alpha U 0.00612 +/-0.193 0.801 1.00 pCi/L AXM6 11/11/16 1050 1612325 1
The following Analytical Methods were performed:
Method . Description ~Analyst Comments

EPA 900.1 Modified
surrogate/Tracer Recovery  Test - Result Nominal  Recovery% Acceptable Limits
3arium Carrier GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received" 99.6 (25%-125%)
Notes:

“ounting Uncertainty is calculated at the 68% confidence level (1-sigma).

SRL = Sample Reporting Limit. For metals analysis only. When the sample is U qualified and ND, the SRL column reports the value which is
he greater of either the adjusted MDL or the CRDL.
Column headers are defined as follows:

DF: Dilution Factor Lc¢/LC: Critical Level
DL: Detection Limit PF: Prep Factor
MDA: Minimum Detectable Activity RL: Reporting Limit

MDC: Minimum Detectable Concentration SQL: Sample Quantitation Limit












GEL LABORATORIES LLC

2040 Savage Road Charleston SC 29407 - (843) 556-8171 - www.gel.com

Certificate of Analysis

Report Date: ~ July 18,2016

Company : Energy Fuels Resources (USA), Inc.
Address : 225 Union Boulevard
Suite 600
Lakewood, Colorado 80228
Contact: Ms. Kathy Weinel
Project: GW Monitoring Project
Client Sample ID: Back Spring Project: DNMI00106
Sample ID: 399853004 Client ID:  DNMI001
Matrix: Ground Water
Collect Date: 16-JUN-16 09:25
Receive Date: 22-JUN-16
Collector: Client
Parameter Qualifier  Result Uncertainty MDC RL Units PF DF Analyst Date Time Batch Method

Rad Gas Flow Proportional Counting
SFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received"

ross Radium Alpha U 0.126 +/-0.193 0.746 1.00 pCi/L AXM6 07/07/16 0734 1581965 1
The following Analytical Methods were performed:
Method Description Analyst Comments

EPA 900.1 Modified
surrogate/Tracer Recovery  Test Result Nominal ~ Recovery%  Acceptable Limits
3arium Carrier GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid "As Received" 983 (25%-125%)
Notes:

Counting Uncertainty is calculated at the 68% confidence level (1-sigma).

SRL = Sample Reporting Limit. For metals analysis only. When the sample is U qualified and ND, the SRL column reports the value which is
e greater of either the adjusted MDL or the CRDL.











































































WORK ORDER Summary

Work Order: 1606395  Page2of3

Client: Energy Fuels Resources, Inc. Due Date: 7/5/2016
Sample ID Client Sample ID Collected Date  Received Date  Test Code Matrix Sel Storage
1606395-002C Cottonwood Spring 6/16/2016 0925h 6/20/2016 0850h  TDS-W-2540C Aqueous ww - tds 1
1 SEL Analytes: TDS
1606395-002D NH3-W-350.1 df - n102/n03 & nh3
1 SEL Analytes: NH3N
NH3-W-PR df - n02/n03 & nh3
NO2/NO3-W-353.2 df - no2/no3 & nh3
1 SEL Analytes: NO3SNO2N
1606395-002E 200.7-DIS df-met
5 SEL Analytes: CAMGENAV
200.7-DIS-PR df-met
200.8-DIS df-met
17 SEL Analytes: AS BE CD CR CO CU FE PB MN MO NI SE AG
TLSNUZN
200.8-DIS-PR df-met
HG-DW-DIS-245.1 df-met
1 SEL Analytes: HG
HG-DW-DIS-PR df-met
IONBALANCE df-met
5 SEL Analytes: BALANCE Anions Cations TDS-Balance TDS-Calc
1606395-003A Ruin Spring 6/16/2016 10400 6/20/2016 0850h  8260-W-DEN100 Aqueous VOCFridge 3
Test Group: 8260-W-DEN100; # of Analytes: 11/ # of Surr: 4
1606395-003B 300.0-W df - we 1
3 SEL Analytes: CL F S04
ALK-W-2320B-LL df - we
2 SEL Analytes: ALKB ALKC
1606395-003C TDS-W-2540C ww - tds
1 SEL Analytes: TDS
1606395-003D NH3-W-350.1 df - no2/no3 & nh3
1 SEL Analytes: NH3N
NH3-W-PR df - no2/n03 & nh3
NO2/NO3-W-353.2 df - no2/no3 & nh3
1 SEL Analytes: NO3NO2N
1606395-003E 200.7-DIS df-met
5 SEL Analytes: CAMGKNAV
200.7-DIS-PR df-met
200.8-DIS df-met
17 SEL Analytes: AS BE CD CR CO CU FE PB MN MO NI SE AG
TL SN UZN
200.8-DIS-PR df-met
Printed: 6/20/2016 FOR LABORATORY USE ONLY [filloutonpage1: %M [J RT [] CN O TAT (J Qc ] HOK HOK HOK COC Emailed




‘'WORK ORDER Summary

Work Order: 1606395 Page 3 of 3
Client: . Energy Fuels Resources, Inc. Due Date: 7/5/2016
Sample ID Client Sample ID Collected Date  Received Date  Test Code Matrix Sel Storage
1606395-003E Ruin Spring 6/16/2016 1040h  6/20/2016 0850h HG-DW-DIS-245.1 Aqueous df-met 1
1 SEL Analytes: HG
HG-DW-DIS-PR df-met
JIONBALANCE df-met
5 SEL Analytes: BALANCE Anions Cations TDS-Balance TDS-Calc
1606395-004A Back Spring 6/16/2016 0925h  6/20/2016 0850h  8260-W-DEN100 Aqueous VOCFridge 3
Test Group: 8260-W-DENI100; # of Analytes: 11/ # of Surr: 4
1606395-004B 300.0-w df - we 1
3 SEL Analytes: CL F SO4
ALK-W-2320B-LL df - we
2 SEL Analytes: ALKB ALKC
1606395-004C TDS-W-2540C ww - tds
1 SEL Analytes: TDS
1606395-004D NH3-W-350.1 df - no2/no3 & nh3
1 SEL Analytes: NH3N
NH3-W-PR df - no2/no3 & nh3
NO2/NO3-W-353.2 df - n02/n03 & nh3
1 SEL Analytes: NO3NOZN
1606395-004E 200.7-DIS df-met
5 SEL Analytes: CAMGKNAV
200.7-DIS-PR df-met
200.8-DIS df-met
17 SEL Anabytes: AS BE CD CR CO CU FE PB MN MO NI SE AG
TLSNUZN
200.8-DIS-PR df-met
HG-DW-DIS-245.1 df-met
1 SEL Analytes: HG
HG-DW-DIS-PR df-met
IONBALANCE df-met
5 SEL Analytes: BALANCE Anions Cations TDS-Balance TDS-Calc
1606395-005A Trip Blank 6/16/2016 6/20/2016 0850h  8260-W-DEN100 Aqueous VOCFridge 3
Test Group: 8260-W-DEN100; # of Analytes: 11 /# of Surr: 4
Printed: 6/20/2016 FOR LABORATORY USE ONLY [filloutonpage 1: %M [ RT[O CN ] TAT Qc [ HOK HOK COC Emailed

























GEL Laboratories LLC - Login Review Report

Report Date: 20-JUL-16
Work Order: 399853

Page 1 of 2
GEL Work Order/SDG: 399853 Annual Seeps and Springs 2016 Work Order Due Date: 21-JUL-16 Collector: C
Client SDG: 399853 Package Due Date: 19-JUL-16 Prelogin #: 20150631907
Project Manager: Julie Robinson EDD Due Date: 21-JUL-16 Project Workdef ID: 1329132
Project Name: DNMI00106 GW Monitoring Project Due Date: 21-JUL-16 SDG Status: Closed
Purchase Order: DW16138 JAR1 Logged by:
Package Level: LEVEL3
EDD Format: EIM_DNMI
Collect Receive Time #of Lab Fax Days to Prelog Lab Field
GEL ID Client Sample ID Client Sample Desc. Date & Time Date & Time Zone Cont. Matrix Due Date Process CofC # Group QC QC
399853001 Entrance Seep 16-JUN-16 08:20 22-JUN-1609:30 -2 1 GROUND WATER 20 1
399853002  Cottonwood Spring 16-JUN-16 09:25 22-JUN-16 09:30 -2 1 GROUND WATER 20 1
399853003  Ruin Spring 16-JUN-16 10:40 22-JUN-1609:30 -2 1 GROUND WATER 20 1
399853004  Back Spring 16-JUN-16 09:25 22-JUN-1609:30 -2 1 GROUND WATER 20 1
Product Receive
Client Sample ID Status Tests/Methods Reference Fax Date PM Comments Aux Data Codes
-001 Entrance Seep REVW GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Gross Alpha Cooler Seal Undisturbed Y
Liquid Temperature (C) 23
-002 Cottonwood Spring REVW GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Gross Alpha Cooler Seal Undisturbed Y
Liquid Temperature (C) 23
—003 Ruin Spring REVW GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Gross Alpha Cooler Seal Undisturbed Y
Liquid Temperature (C) 23
-004 Back Spring REVW GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Gross Alpha Cooler Seal Undisturbed Y
Liquid Temperature (C) 23
Product: GFCTORAL  Workdef ID: 1329138 In Product Group? No Group Name: Group Reference:
Method: EPA 900.1 Modified Path: Standard
Product Description: GFPC, Total Alpha Radium, Liquid Product Reference: Gross Alpha
Samples: 001, 002, 003, 004 Moisture Correction: "As Received"
Famname Ghack: All panursmes schedilled proparly Client RDL or Reporting Parm Included Included Custom
CAS # Parmname PQL & Unit Units Function inSample? inQC?  List?
Gross Radium Alpha 1 pCilL REG Y Y No

~ o~






List of current GEL Certifications as of 20 July 2016

State Certification
Alaska UST-0110
Arkansas 88-0651
CLIA 42D0904046
California 2940
Colorado SC00012
Connecticut PH-0169
Delaware SC00012
DoD ELAP/ISO17025 A2LA 2567.01
Florida NELAP E87156
Foreign Soils Permit P330-15-00283, P330—-15-00253
Georgia SC00012
Georgia SDWA 967
Hawaii SC00012
Idaho Chemistry SC00012
Idaho Radiochemistry SC00012
Illinois NELAP 200029
Indiana C-SC-01
Kansas NELAP E-10332
Kentucky SDWA 90129
Kentucky Wastewater 90129
Louisiana NELAP 03046 (A133904)
Louisiana SDWA LA160006
Maryland 270
Massachusetts M-SC012
Michigan 9976
Mississippi SC00012
Nebraska NE-0S—26-13
Nevada SC000122016-1
New Hampshire NELAP 205415
New Jersey NELAP SC002
New Mexico SC00012
New York NELAP 11501
North Carolina 233
North Carolina SDWA 45709
North Dakota R-158
Oklahoma 9904
Pennsylvania NELAP 68—00485
S.Carolina Radchem 10120002
South Carolina Chemistry 10120001
Tennessee TN 02934
Texas NELAP T104704235-16-11
Utah NELAP SC000122016-20
Vermont VT87156
Virginia NELAP 460202
Washington C780
West Virginia 997404
















GEL LABORATORIES LLC

2040 Savage Road Charleston, SC 29407 - (843) 556-8171 - www.gel.com

QC Summary
Workorder: 399853
Parmname S —— ~ NOM Sample Qual  QC Units RPD% REC% Range Anlst
NJ  Consult Case Narrative, Data Summary package, or Project Manager concerning this qualifier
Q  One or more quality control criteria have not been met. Refer to the applicable narrative or DER.
R Sample results are rejected
8] Analyte was analyzed for, but not detected above the CRDL.
Ul  Gamma Spectroscopy--Uncertain identification
UJ  Gamma Spectroscopy--Uncertain identification
UL Not considered detected. The associated number is the reported concentration, which may be inaccurate due to a low bias.
X Consult Case Narrative, Data Summary package, or Project Manager concerning this qualifier
Y QC Samples were not spiked with this compound
A RPD of sample and duplicate evaluated using +/-RL. Concentrations are <5X the RL. Qualifier Not Applicable for Radiochemistry.
h Preparation or preservation holding time was exceeded

Page 2 of
Date Time

N/A indicates that spike recovery limits do not apply when sample concentration exceeds spike conc. by a factor of 4 or more or %RPD not applicable.

~ The Relative Percent Difference (RPD) obtained from the sample duplicate (DUP) is evaluated against the acceptance criteria when the sample is greater than
five times (5X) the contract required detection limit (RL). In cases where either the sample or duplicate value is less than 5X the RL, a control limit of +/- the
RL is used to evaluate the DUP result.

* Indicates that a Quality Control parameter was not within specifications.

For PS, PSD, and SDILT results, the values listed are the measured amounts, not final concentrations.

Where the analytical method has been performed under NELAP certification, the analysis has met all of the
requirements of the NELAC standard unless qualified on the QC Summary.











































































Preservation Check Sheet

Sample Set Extension and pH

Lab Set ID:

pit & F oy

JG(656 6

Analysis Preservative | |
Ammonia | pH <2 HoSOs | Ves
COD pH <2 H,SO, |/
Cyanide pH >12
NaOH
Metals pH<2HNO; |\s
NO, & NO;3 | pH <2 HaSO4 | Yes
0&G pH<2HCL |’
Phenols pH <2 H,S0,
Sulfide pH > 9NaOH,
Zn Acetate
TKN pH <2 H,S04
TPO4 pH <2 H,SO04
Procedure: 1) Pour a small amount of sample in the sample lid
2) Pour sample from Lid gently over wide range pH paper
3) Do Not dip the pH paper in the sample bottle or lid
4) If sample is not preserved, properly list its extension and receiving pH in the appropriate column above
5) Flag COC, notify client if requested
6) Place client conversation on COC
7) Samples may be adjusted
Frequency: All samples requiring preservation
# The sample required additional preservative upon receipt.
+ The sample was received unpreserved.
A The sample was received unpreserved and therefore preserved upon receipt.
# The sample pH was unadjustable to a pH < 2 due to the sample matrix.

. The sample pH was unadjustable to a pH > due to the sample matrix interference.















































































