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Attorneys for the Appellant, Carolyn Bailey

BEFORE THE STATE OF NEVADA

STATE ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION

Appellant Carolyn Bailey, hereinafter "Bailey," by and through her attorneys of record,

Therese A. Ure, LauraA. Schroeder, and Schroeder Law Offices, P.C., hereby hles this Opening

Brief pursuant to NAC 4458.8925 and the Nevada State Environmental Commission ("SEC")

Order Regarding Briefing Schedule dated January 7,2013.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

In July, 2008, Eureka Moly applied to the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection

("NDEP"), Bureau of Mining Regulation and Reclamation for a'Water Pollution Control Permit

("WPCP") for the Mount Hope Project. See, Water Pollution Control Permit NEV2008106. On

September 28,2012, NDEP provided notice of proposed action to grant Eureka Moly's

application. The notice provided that the deadline for public comments was October 30,2012,

Page I - OPENING BRIEF ON APPEAL

In Re:

Appeal of Water Pollution Control Permit

PermitNo. NEV2008106

Permittee: Eureka Moly, LLC

OPENING BRIEF ON APPEAL

440 Marsh Avenue

Reno, NV 89509

PHONE (775) 786-8800 FAX (877) 600-49?l

SCHROEDER
LAW OFFICES, P C

{P0239903: 1220 00 SRL }



1

2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

l4

15

t6

ll
18

t9

20

2l

22

ZJ

24

25

26

and apublic hearing would be held that same date in Eureka, Nevada. See, Notice of Proposed

Action and Public Hearing. Bailey timely submitted comments to NDEP and participated in the

public hearing. See, Bailey Mount Hope Mine Comments (Exhibit 1); excerpt of Transcript of

NDEP Bureau of Mining Regulation and Reclamation Mount Hope Project WPCP NEV2008106

Public Comment Hearing (Exhibit 2). NDEP issued Permit N8V2008106 (hereinafter "the

Permit") onNovember2l,20l2. Bailey submitted atimely appeal to the Nevada State

Environmental Commission dated December 6, 2012.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

Bailey owns real property in Eureka, Nevada. Her family has ranched in Diamond Valley

since 1863 and many generations of the Bailey family continue to live in the area. Bailey runs

ranching and farming operations in Diamond Valley. Bailey's property is within approximately

10 miles of the proposed Mount Hope Mine, and is the closest private property to the proposed

mine in two directions. Bailey owns numerous vested and certificated water use rights in

Diamond Valley.1 The vast majority of the Bailey's water use rights are from springs and

groundwater. Bailey grazes cattle and grows crops near Mount Hope.

Eureka Moly, LLC plans to develop the Mount Hope Project to mine molybdenum. See

generally, Mount Hope Project Final Environmental Impact Statement, U.S. Department of the

Interior, Bureau of Land Management 1-1 (October 2012), incorporated herein by reference

("FEIS"). The proposed project is located approximately 23 miles northwest of Eureka, Nevada

(Id.; see, NEV2008106 Fact Sheet p. t hereinafter "Fact Sheet"), and straddles three

hydrographic water basins: Diamond, Kobeh, and Pine Valleys. Fact Sheet p. 1.

The Mount Hope Project, active mine life, is anticipated to last 44 yearc. Fact Sheet, p. 2.

The mining will utilize an open pit method. Id. A pit lake is expected to form after year 32. Id. at

24.The water entering the pit lake is of good quality. Id.However, with the formation of the pit

l Vested Claims:V04158 (1905), V04159 (1905), V04160 (1905), V04161,V04162 (1894), V01105 (1889),

V01106 (1889), V02280 (1887), V02281 (1887); Certificates: 16935,16760,71470,12063,12064,12704,6182,
6183,12552,8414,8415, 13361, 15957, t2553, 16137 .
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lake, the resulting water quality of the lake is expected to exceed Profile I reference values. Id. at

25.

The NDEP is allowing the pit lake to exceed Profile I reference values because "[t]he pit

lake has no established beneficial uses and will have fencing to prevent livestock, and humans,

from accessing it." Notice of Decision, at Division Response 5. However, Permit N8V2008106

fails to acknowledge that ground water testing indicates that water entering the pit lake will meet

drinking water standards.

Waste rock will surround the open pit in Potentially Acid Generating ("PAG") and Non-

PAG storage piles. 1d. Storm water diversion channels and collection ponds are planned that will

be large enough to accommodate the estimated process water and the 1O0-year, 24-hour storm

event. Id. at 3-9. Tailings will also surround the pit. Id. at 15. A drain and collection pond will be

constructed for the tailings stockpiles. Id. at20. Bailey provided NDEP with information

regarding flash flood storm events. Public Hearing Transcript, p. 65. The Mount Hope Project

proposes to remove vegetation to construct the mine facilities. See, FEIS 2-24.The Mount Hope

Project design is inadequate to address flash floods and fails to consider flood risk that will arise

from removal of vegetation and construction of impervious surfaces.2

ISSUES AND ARGUMENT

I. Standard of Review

When a court reviews the decision of a state agency regarding a question of fact, the

court is limited to a determination of whether substantial evidence in the record supports the

decision. Town of Eureka v. State Engineer,l08 Nev. 163, 165 (1992). The decision should be

affrrmed if the court finds the ruling supported by substantial evidence. United States v. Alpine

Land & Reservoir Co.,919 F.Supp . 1470,1474 (D.Nev. 1996). The Nevada Supreme Court

defines "substantial evidence" as "that which a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to

' The 100-year 24-hour storm event can change over time as data changes. See U.S. Geological Survey, The USGS
Water Science School, Floods: Recurrence intervals and 1OO-year floods, available at;
http ://ga.water.usgs. gov/edu/ I 00yearfl ood.html.
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support a conclusion." State Employment Sec. Dept. v. Hilton Hotels Corp.,102 Nev. 606, 608

(1986) (citing Richardson v. Perales,402 U.S. 389 (1971).

The decision of an administrative agency will generally not be reversed unless it is

arbitrary or capriciotts. Hilton Hotels,102 Nev. at 608. A decision is "arbitrary or capricious" if

it is "baseless or despotic," or "a sudden turn of mind without apparent motive; afteak, whim,

mere fancy." City of Reno v. Estate of Wells, I 10 Nev. 1218, 1222 (1994).

Nonetheless, an administrative decision may also be reversed, remanded or set aside if it

is "affected by an error of law ." Dredge v. State ex rel. Dep't Prisons, 1 05 Nev. 39, 43 ( 1 989)

(ruling applied to NRS $ 2338.135 by Pricz Tattoo Studio LLC v. Dep't of Employment Training

& Rehabilitation-Employment Securities Division, Slip Copy, 2011 WL 6932405, *1 (Nev.

20ll)). An error of law is a "clear error in view of the reliable, probative, and substantial

evidence of record or an abuse or clearly unwarranted exercise of discretion." Dredge, 105 Nev.

at 43 . Further, the administrative decision may be reversed, remanded or set aside if the decision

constitutes an "abuse of discretion" because the decision maker acted arbitrarily or capriciously.

rd.

II. Arguments

A. NDEP Erred by Issuing a Permit that Unreasonably Threatens to Degrade
Groundwater.

The Non-PAG WRDF presents a significant, unmonitored risk of ground water

degradation. Under Permit NEV2008106 the Project's non-potentially acid-generating waste

rock disposal facility (Non-PAG V/RDF) will be constructed upon the west and south open pit

perimeters. The Non-PAG WRDF will have a footprint expected to be approximately 1,683

acres and upwards of 450 in height. Fact Sheet, p. 6. Construction of the Non-PAG WRDF base

involves "grubbing to clear vegetation, excavation and storage of growth media (topsoil), and

grading of the topographic surface toward the future facility toe. Rock berms and temporary

sediment control structures will be placed as necessaÍy to control sediment runoff prior to
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placement of waste rock directly on the grubbed and cleared surface." Fact Sheet, p. 7. Unlike

other facilities within the project, no specific permeability conditions are applicable to the Non-

PAG WRDF base. In sum, the site is designed to channelize run-off and minimize sediment

transport.

Material with a sulfide content less than or equal to 0.3 weight percent will be classified

and managed as Non-PAG. Yet, as conceded within the Permit's Fact Sheet, heavy metal

constituents will be present within waste rock to be deposited at the site. Yet "[d]uring MWMP

static testing, waste rock that exhibited low pH and the potential to form acid variably released

constituents such as aluminum, arsenic, cadmium, copper, fluoride, iron, lead, manganese,

nickel, sulfate, and zinc in elevated concentrations to the MWMP leachate." Fact Sheet, p. 9.

The program to monitor the site of a facility must be designed to monitor the quality of

all ground and surface water which may be affected by the facility. The type, number and

location of the monitoring points must be described in the application as part of the monitoring

plan and must be approved by the Department. NAC 445A/40. Despite a risk that heavy metal

constituents may leach beneath the Non-PAG WRDF, Permit NEV2008106 requires little in the

way of monitoring. Miles separate Monitoring Well IGM-154,located east of the dump, from

Monitoring Well IGM-157. Not only does a significant risk of ground water degradation exist, it

is compounded by the fact that the Permit does not require monitoring wells south and west of

the dump to detect contaminants.

B. The Division is prohibited from issuing a water pollution control permit that
does not comply with the mandatory standard imposed by NAC 445A.429.

Under Nevada's Water Pollution Control Law (NRS 445A.300 to 445A.730), it is

unlawful for any person to discharge any pollutant from any point source into any waters of the

State. NRS 4454.a65(1)(a). A "discharge" is "any addition of a pollutant or pollutants to water."

NRS 4454.345. A "point source" is "any discemible, confined and discrete conveyance,

including but not limited to any pipe, ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure,

Page 5 - OPENING BRIEF ON APPEAL

SCHROEDER
LAIV OFFICES, P C

440 Marsh Avenue

Reno, NV 89509

PHONE (775) 786-8800 FAX (877) 600-4971
[m239m3i 1220 m SRL ]



1

2

J

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

l2

13

l4

15

I6

I7

18

l9

20

2l

22

23

24

25

26

container, rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding operation, or vessel or other floating craft,

from which pollutants are or may be discharged." NRS 445A.395. A "pollutant" is dredged soil,

solid waste, incinerator residue, sewage, garbage, sewage sludge, munitions, chemical wastes,

biological materials, radioactive materials, heat, wrecked or discarded equipment, rock, sand,

cellar dirt and industrial, municipal and agricultural waste discharged into water." NRS

445A.400. "Waters of the State" means "all waters situated wholly or partly within or bordering

upon this State, including but not limited to: 1. All streams, lakes, ponds, impounding reservoirs,

marshes, water courses, waterways, wells, springs, irrigation systems and drainage systems; and

2. All bodies or accumulations of water, surface and underground, natural or artificial." NRS

4451^.415.

Under its statutory authority, Nevada State Environmental Commission ("SEC") passed

NAC 4454.429(3), which states: "Bodies of water which are a result of mine pits penetrating the

water table must not create an impoundment which: (a) Has the potential to degrade the

groundwaters of the State; or (b) Has the potential to affect adversely the health of human,

terrestrial or avian life." Therefore, under the Nevada Water Pollution Control Law, mine

operations must not create pit lakes that have the potentíal to adversely affect human, terrestrial,

or avian life.

Here, the Mount Hope Project Final Environmental Impact Statement, released in

October, 2012, found that the initial pit lake water quality is predicted to meet Nevada water

quality standards. See, FEIS Section 3.3.3.3.3,p.3-220. However, as evaporation from the pit

lake concentrates dissolved materials, some water quality constituent concentrations are

predicted to increase relative to baseline concentrations and to exceed the present Nevada water

quality standards. 1d. Similarly, the Fact Sheet for NEV2008106, created in November,2012,

states that "concentrations of antimony, cadmium, and manganese are predicted to be above the

Profile I reference values." Fact Sheet, p.25.
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A Screening-Level Ecological Risk Assessment ("SLERA") was prepared using the

results of the pit lake study for water quality. Fact Sheet, p.25. The Fact Sheet finds: "The

SLERA results indicate the overall ecological risk to livestock and wildlife that might inhabit the

site or could use the pit lake as a drinking water source is considered to be low. Given the low

risks identified, mitigation of the Mount Hope Project pit lake does not appear to be necessary at

this time." Id.

WPCP NEV2008106, therefore, allows a "low risk" of ecological harm to livestock and

wildlife as a result of drinking pit lake water. Any risk, albeit low, indicates a potential of

adverse effects on terrestrial or avian life, contrary to NAC 445A.429(3). The Fact Sheet, the

SLERA, and the FEIS all conclude that terrestrial or avian life may be affected by the

concentration of toxic materials or ecological risks presented by the pit lake. Nevada

Administrative Code 445A.429(3) prescribes a mandate that mine operations "must not" create

impoundments of water that have "the potential to affect adversely the health of human,

terrestrial or avian life."

Despite NDEP's finding that there is a risk of adverse fficts to the health of terrestrial or

avian life, NDEP issued WPCP N8V2008106 without requiring any monitoring or mitigation to

ensure that no adverse effects occur. NDEP's issuance of the V/PCP was an error of law, clearly

erroneous, arbitrary and capricious, and an abuse of discretion. NDEP cannot permit Eureka

Moly to create an open pit mine that creates an ecological risk, no matter how low the risk.

Nevada Administrative Code 445A.429 imposes a mandatory standard, and NDEP has no

discretion to issue permits that do not fully comply with that standard.

C. N8V2008106 improperly allows ground water degradation in a manner
contrary to NAC 445A.424 and NAC aaSA,.a29Q)@)

A facility "may not degrade the waters of the State to the extent that... [t]he quality is

lowered below a state or federal regulation prescribing standards for drinking water." NAC

445{.424(l)(b). For waters of the State that already exceed the state or federal drinking water
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standards, the facility cannot lower the water quality "to a level that the Department finds would

render those waters unsuitable for the existing or potential municipal, industrial, domestic or

agricultural use." NAC 445A.424(1)(c). In sum, the SEC imposed a mandate that a mining

facility cannot degrade groundwater below drinking water standards. If the groundwater source

already fails to meet drinking water standards, the mining facility cannot degrade the

groundwater quality to levels rendering the waters unsuitable for existing or potential beneficial

uses of the water.

The term "groundwater" means "all subsurface water comprising the zone of saturation,

including perched zones of saturation, which could produce usable water." NAC 4454.361.

Here, the Fact Sheet states that groundwater inflow will be the primary source of water for

formation of the pit lake. Fact Sheet, p.24. Thus, the pit lake is composed of groundwater.

Eureka Moly's application materials state: "A comparison of the maximum

concentrations for groundwater to Nevada beneficial use standards, reveals that the groundwater

within the area demonstrates a wide range of beneficial uses. The majority of the groundwater

locations can be used for municipal or domestic supply, watering of livestock and industrial

uses." Mount Hope Project - Baseline Surface Vy'ater and Groundwater Report, p. 48. "Domestic

use" means "culinary and household purposes." NRS 534.013. Culinary purposes include

drinking water.

Here, the Final Environmental Impact Statement makes the following hnding: "Initial pit

lake water quality is predicted to be good and would meet Nevada enforceable fdrinking water

standards]. As evaporation from the lake surface concentrates the dissolved minerals, some water

quality constituent concentrations would be predicted to increase over time relative to baseline

concentrations and to exceed the present Nevada water quality standards." See, FEIS, p.3-220.

Therefore, NDEP is aware that drinking water quality groundwater will flow into the open pit

mine, creating a pit lake. The groundwater will then become degraded because of evaporation

from the pit, leaving the groundwater contaminants in higher concentrations. Additionally, pit
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wall material will influence the degradation of the pit lake. Fact Sheet, pp.24-25 (recognizing a

"secondary influence" from pit wall materials).

Nothing in Nevada law states that groundwater ceases to be groundwater once it flows

into the pit mine. Moreover, NDEP has not granted any exemption to Eureka Moly under NAC

445A.424 that would allow Eureka Moly to create afacility that will degrade groundwater. Good

quality groundwater that meets drinking water quality standards will flow into the pit mine,

creating a pit lake. Due to the mine facilities, that groundwater will then become degraded below

applicable drinking water quality standards. That degradation is prohibited by Nevada's Water

Pollution Control Law. NDEP's issuance of the WPCP, which allows Eureka Moly to create the

pit lake, was an error of law, clearly erroneous, arbitrary and capricious, and an abuse of

discretion.

D. N8V2008106 improperly allows Eureka Moly to use water exceeding
Profile I reference values for dust suppression absent public notice.

The Division's Permit NEV2008106 is error to the extent is requires only written

approval from the Division in order to utilize water that exceeds Profile I constituents for dust

suppression.

The Mount Hope Project proposes a total of 8,355 acres of disturbance within the 22,886-

acre project area. Introduction, EIS Record of Decision Dust suppression will presumably occur

through the 44 year duration of the Project. Permit limitations expressed in Part I, Section G,

No. 13 provide that, "[t]he Permittee is authorized to use water that does not exceed the Division

Profile I reference values for dust suppression activities. If the water proposed exceeds the

Profile I reference values, prior written authorization from the Division is required." Non-process

water that exceeds Profile I reference values may be used for dust suppression only if approved
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by the Division based on a demonstration of no potential to degrade waters of the State." See

¿/so Notice of Decision, at Division Response 34.3

In the event process water exceeding Profile I reference values is used for dust

suppression, it can be reasonably expected that heavy metals and other constituents will remain

following evaporation of the suppression, including lands located within uncontained portions of

the Project. Subsequent precipitation or storm events will thereafter pose a risk that heavy

metals will either be carried into natural drainages or potentially leach into the ground. Given

the very long mine Iife--44 years plus--and the large amounts of water that will be applied for

dust suppression to potentially thousands of acres, many of the constituents in the water,

including heavy metals, will accumulate and concentrate over time. Action of this nature is

significant enough to require a major modification of the permit that requires public notice under

NAC 4454.4I7. Utllization of non-Profile I water would constitute a significant change in the

location of a proposed process component site condition which was not adequately described in

the original application.

E. N8V2008106 Fails to Address Localized Storm Events with Potential to
Breach Stormwater Channels, Collection Channels, and holding ponds.

Under NAC 4454.433, all mine process components must be designed to fully contain all

accumulations resulting from a25-year,24hour storm event, and withstand all accumulations

from a 100-year, 24hour storm event. In approving NEV2008106, the Division determined that

based on precipitation estimates, the PAG WRDF is designed with sufficient capacity. However,

the Mount Hope region and Garden Pass areas are susceptible to intense, localized flash floods

that send remarkable volumes of water toward the Bailey Ranch.a The risk will only grow as the

3 "Permit Part I.G. I 3 authorizes the use of water for dust suppression only if it does not exceed Profile I reference
values or if the Division otherwise approves it. Non-process water that exceeds Profile I reference values may be
approved for dust suppression only ifit is demonstrated that there is no potential to degrade waters ofthe State."
a See generally, http://www.youtube. com/watch?v-rk3AgfBlyEQ $ I 3 I 120 12 - Video I );
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v:crF5PojuYl4 (Video 2);http:llwww.youtube.com/watch?v:ExCgysilUSA
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Mount Hope Project proceeds to disturb thousands of acres of land surface which results in the

vegetation removal and the creation of impervious surfaces. Moreover, given the 44 year

duration of active project mining, climate change can reasonably be expected to influence future

storm events.

In reviewing NEV2008106, the Department failed to consider and address a

demonstrable risk thatlocahzed flash flood events can result in breach of the proposed

containment facilities. Given the historical flow path between the PAG WRDF and the Bailey

property, the Division erred by failing to require supplemental containment facilities as

contemplated by NAC 4454.433(d) and an articulated contingency plan that address the

environmental threat imposed upon Ms. Bailey by the Mt. Hope Project.

(Cont.)
(Video 4) ; hrþ : I I www. youtube. com/watch?v:mltgOmEilac (Video 5 ) ; and
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v:0SrER6 1 g4jw (Video 6).
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CONCLUSION

The Division's issuance of NEV2008106 is error. The record demonstrates an

unacceptable risk of degradation to waters of the State that the Division has failed to heed. The

Permit was issued despite a demonstrable potential to adversely affect terrestrial or avian life. In

addition, NEV2008106 improperly allows ground water degradation in a manner contrary to

NAC 4454.424 and NAC 445A.a29Q)@). Also, the Permit improperly allows Eureka Moly to

use water exceeding Profile I reference values for dust suppression absent public notice. These

shortcomings, together with the Division's failure to account for extreme storm events in the

regions presents an unacceptable risk to human health and the interests of Ms. Bailey. The

Division's final decision is error, clearly erroneous, and characterized by abuse of discretion.

DATED this22"d day of January,2}I3

SCHROEDER LAW OFFICES, P.C.

A. Ure, NSB 10255
Laura A. Schroeder, NSB #3595
440 March Ave.
Reno, NV 89509
Phone: (775) 786-8800
Email : counsel@water-law. com
Attorneys for the Appellant Carolyn Bailey
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Carolyn Bailey
p.O. Box 29

Eureka, Nevada 89316

February 27,2012

BLM Battle Mountain District Office
ATTN: Angelíca Rose, Mount Hope project
50 Bastían Road

Battle Mountain, Nevada g9g20

RE: Mount Hope Mine DEIS Comments

Dear Ms. Angelica Rose,

Please find enclosed my comments regarding the Mount Hope project in Eureka county. we have the

closest private property to the project in two directions so it will have a profound impact on our family

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

ú"'¿r-M%
Carolyn Baíley

cc: Nevada Department of conservation and Natural Resources, Division of water Resources; Nevada
Department of conservatlon and Natural Resources, Division of Environmental protection, Bureau of AirPollution control; Nevada Department of conservation and Natural Resources, Division of
Env¡ronmental Protection, Bureau of Mining Regulation and Reclamation; Nevada Department of
conservatlon and Natural Resources, Division of Environmental protection, Bureau of water pollution
control; Eureka county Board of commissioners c/o Eureka county Department of Natural Resources
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DEIS COMMENTS 2

Comments for the Mount Hope Project Draft Environmental lmpact Statement

u.s. Department of the rnterior Bureau of rand Management

The volue of o gloss of milk...

Thank you for the tíme and resources you have committed to carefully planning the resource
management of the Un¡ted States in Eureka County-

My name is Carolyn Bailey. I am a member of the Bailey hmily. This family has a rich legacy in ranching
and agriculture in Eureka CounÇ with manygenerations of the family currently thriving in the area. The
Bailey ranching business in Diamond Valley was establ¡shed in 1863 and is listed as the sixth oldest
Pioneer Company in Nevada by the Àteuødo Busìness lournot (Fole¡ 2q)3, pg. 16f. The five older
companies in the state are: the Fulstone Ranch (Smith and Mason Valley) and the T euarter Círcle Ranch
(winnemucca), The Genoa Bar, the Gold Hill Hotel and the washoe Health System (Foley, 2(Ð3, pg. 16).

The Bailey Ranch on the sadler Brown Road was purchased by the company in 1875 and was honored by
the Governor of Nevada as one of the Historic Centennial Ranches ¡n the state of Nevada (price, 2011).
We also own farming operations in Diamond Valley. We own the closest private property to the Mount
Hope Mine project in two directions.

lwould like to bring up the following issues regarding the Mt. Hope Draft Environmental lmpact
Statement.

1. F e Bailey Ranch shor¡ld be considered a Sensitive Receptor and be included in the maps and
studies used ln tfre Erwironmental lmpact Statement. A good illustration of this is (my Figure 1)
on page 3-267 0f the text (united states, 2011, Volume t, pg.3-267,figure 3.6.2). The only
Sensitive Receptor used for the study that is within this figure is the Roberts Ranch. However,
the Bailey Ranch is also within thas area near the northeast comer of the nested Carteslan
receptor grids. our farm and four residences on our farm are also within the grld a little more
than half way down the east side of the figure. The next page, p. 3-269 (my Figure 2), shows
which way the wind blows (united states, 2011, volume L, pg.3-269,figure 3.6.3). clearly, it
blows directly towards the Bailey Ranch from the pmject area. The four residences are close,
three plus miles due east from the tailings, but are not recognized as such. 

1

z. f taam cenerat Mines, lnc., General ll/þly, lnc., Eu¡cka Moly, LtÇ Kobeh valley Ranches [[c
and any other ent¡t¡es thet arc clearly connected to the Mt. Hope proiect should be included
in the maps and stt¡dles of the land that the mine owrs orcontrols. on page l-1 of the DEls,
the last sentence on the page states,

1

2

Exhibit 1

Page 3 of33



@

+
+

++{ Q¿âc^RrS+++:f++t+ t?ilt¡¿H
rr¡' +

++-++
++++

+++++ +

*+

+

++,
++ +

++++.++ +t* +++ ++t + ++
lMnGE. Un¡ùd strE, (20U) Ë. ¡]-262. F8utt g.Gz

Figure 1. sensitive Receptor locations. This figure adds sensitiræ receptor
locations to the DEIS map.

Exhibit I
Page 4 of33

WRDF

$oclelb
l¡wGrade

Prl¡r¡ry Grushlng

WRI'F O¡o
Soclçilc

)

:::
,l

I

'l
t!-

;l,l
ll

I

l

++

t
+

,'l
"l

L

+i+
+++

+
{- +.

+

+

+

++

t,
l:

:'
'?

v

+' +-

f,+
+
+

+
+

+ + +
+

+
+ +

+ +
+

+ +
+

+ + +
+ + +

+

+
+
+
+
+
+

+
+
+
+
+
+
.¡--I-

st
+
+t
+
+,
+
+*
+
+.
+
+

+

+
+

lþt'ttana ?a++
Ifl.ahc c?e,Ktz,)

tvr;^'-S
#+
++

*++

+++ü
++++

++
++



N

llt{E

o ITE

EI{E

t{

o

g5g

SU

1988-1992 9i¡d
üercu.ry Desert

S5E

Freguency Distribut ion
Rock Àirport, (98ÀN 03160)

E

usE

SE

ssE

2 1 8 t2 18r/s

a0t

S

IMAGE, Urites Sbreç (20111 pg. +269. Ftgure 3.6.3

Figure 2. Wind Frequency Distribution. Th¡s figure shours wind direstion at

Exhibit I
Page 5 of33

f

tz

t8Ê

t
Mercury.



Diamond Valley otrvnership
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DEIS COMMENTS 5

ln determining the scope of the Proposed Action, the BLM has determined that actions on
pr¡vate lands are connected act¡ons with those proposed on public lands (4o cFR 7fi2.4l2l
and 4o CFR 1508'25(a)). This EIS will also analyze impacts from pr¡vate land activities.
(United States, ZO11, Volume 1, pgs. 1_1_ 1_2)

An example of this is on page Es-13 of the DEls which does not include the Romano Ranch as
Project land ownership (united states,2011, volume 1, pg. Eg13, figure Es;2). There are other
lands owned under various names also not shown in Diamond valle¡ Kobeh Valley and the
Town of Eureka (united states, zor1, vorume 1, pg. E$r3, figure ES-2). Figure 1.1.2 has the
same issue (united states, 2011, vorume 1, pg. 1-s, figure 1.1.2). what the mine does at the
Romano Ranch or the Dubrey Farm witl definitely affect us as well as other properties currently
owned or purchased by mining interests in the future. I

I I T'":":nT *.-::f-,he maior issues hrve not been studied ntrere I live. Thh aæion on pubtic
and private land will significantf affect private land owners and residents in Diamond valley and
Eureka countï' The surface water at both the Bailey Ranch and the Romano Ranch already have
gone dry from over appropriat¡on mak¡ng any furtherdewatering or pumping a serious issue. with
the decline of the water table and global warming issues, the trading of water, a¡r quality, soil and
forage fur mineral wealth and urban populations may create a possible shortage of agriculture in the
future' currently the ranching and agricultural resources in this county raise enough beef to feed
every person in the county beef every day, sustainably. Hopefully we will be able to cont¡nue the
westem legacy of ranching and agriculture at the Bailey Ranch as well as in Eureka coun{s Natural
Resource Portfolio for generations to come. 

I

Water Quality

f tuy-rigure 3 shows Private Property ownershþ in Diamond valley. Mount Hope Mine is located on
Highway 278' Qn the sadler/Brown Road is a r¿nch owned by ldaho General Mines, lnc. (Mount
Hope Mine)- The next ranch is owned by our family. Directly south of Mount Hope Mine on H$/y
278, the first farm is owned by our family. Both properties are close enough to Mount Hope Mine to
be affected by dust, drainage, smokg traffic, noise, and the possibility of damage to our business
from any drawdown, cone of depression, or any drop in the static level from the added use of water
by the mine' The farms and ranches in Diamond Valley are not represented fully ¡n the DEls. I

I yl t'|:T o tfît 
" 

serious Drainage lssue. This is serious because it drains from the proposed
Potentially Acid Genenting waste Rock Disposal FaciliÇ elevation of 7,550 feet (united states,
2oll, p' 2-23) and the pit directly toward the farms and residents in Diamond valley at 5,g00 feet
elevation {Eureka County, ZOOc). 

1

a
J

4

5
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Ftgure 4. Dralnage Map. Thls figure
shours dralnage into Diamond Valley
from the proposed potentially Add
Generatlng Waste Rock Disposal
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DEIS COMMENTS 8

fUt. Hoæ Potentially Acid Generating Weste Rock Disposal Facility is in a Flash Ftood A¡ea. Mt. Hope
DEIS uses 24 hour 1(X) year event data for planning (United States, 2(X)4). A 24 hour 100 year event is
very different than a flash flood. The 1ü) year data is basically if the weather station at Eureka Airport
collected data for l(X) years, what the¡r highest rainfall in a 24 hour period was (U. S. Geological , ZOLL'¡.
Then it is said that there is a 1% probability that there will be that much rain this year (a new highest
rainfall amount could be added thls year, or ¡t can happen two years in a row). There are also t hour
1(Þ year events, 1ü) year drought levels, 50 year, 5(X) year, 48 hour, and so forth (U-S. Geologicaf
2011). The USGS srates that

during intensely localized storms, rainfall amounts throughout the basin can differ greatly from
the rainfall amount measured at the locat¡on of the rain gage. Some parts of the basin may
even remain dry... Another factor to consider is the relation between the duration of the storm
and the size of the stream basin in which the storm occurs. For example, a lüFyear storm of
3O-minutes durat¡on in a l-square-mile basin will have a more significant effect on stream llow
than the same stom in a SGmile basin. (U.S. Geological, 2OLl, pg.2l

According to the National Weather Service, floods are the most common weather-related natural
disasters and "flash floods are the most dangerous kinds of floods, because they combine the
destructive power of a flood wth incredible speed and unpredictabillty (National Weathet 2}tl, pg.
1)."

ln the mountains, where terrain channels the flow of water, rocky, dry packed soil or bedrock
keeps precipitation from percolating into the ground. Thunderstorm precipitation r¿tes can be
high as well over mounta¡nous terrain, so that the combination can lead to flash floods with
rainfall of onlyan inch ortwo. (National Weather,2011, pg. 1)

There have been flash floods observed in Garden Pass including events that have partially and totalþ
washed out the Sadler Brown Road (Figure 4). One flash flood washed a plckup and hoae trailer off of
Highway 278 causing the owners to rescue the pinned horses (Parman-Dempsey, 2011). According to
the National Weather Service, in order to monitor stoms in Eureka, a beam is sent from Battle
Mounta¡n (personal communication, December 18, 2011). Mountains are in the path of the beam
between Battle Mountain and Eureka. Consequently, the beam is sent at 600t higher, to clear the
mountains, creating a situation where only the strongest storrns are visible (personal communication,
December Ia,20tll. Even with data considered sparse ¡n the area, there were Flash Flood Warnings
issued for Central Nevada on the following dates:

September 161 2011 at 1:56 pm

July 31n, 2ou at 5:01pm

July 31d, 2011 at 4:48pm

June 15\ 2fi)9 at 7:01 pm

August ,'r,2OO7 at5:22 pm

July 31n, 2(X)7 at 2:30 pm (personal communication, December !8,2ot!,and NoAA weather)

6
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c Unda [. fÞmpsey

HC 62 Box 62111

Eureka, NV 89316

775-237-5750

December 20,zOlL

To Whom lt May Concern

It has been several years ago, August 197¿ I had ¡ustfinished showing horses in Eureka at one ofthe
first Eureka County Faim. Since I was competang for Hi point Junior Horse in Elko Nevada my husband
and I headed out to make the show in Elko. We planned on stay¡ng ¡n Elkq showing horses the next day.
It was a cool wening and we had been rained on at the show in Eureka. As we were traveting to Elko on
Hwy 278 we were met by Mr. and Mrs. Norman Rebaleati who were retum¡ng friom Elko. They blinked
the¡r head l¡8hts at us try¡rE to warn us as we approached the Garden Summit area. But unfortunately it
was too late. We hit a wall of water coming down and across Hu/V 278 just after the Sadler Brown turn
off. lt h¡t us with such force it washed our pickup truck and horse trailer off the road. We had water
coming in the truck and my horse was in water up to her belly standing in the trailer. We had to cut the
trailer door open to get her out. She was bruised and scared. We were forced to feturn home. I have
great appreciation and thanks to 8¡ll Hick for his help when he arrived with the State Hu,y truck.

As a kid riding the Eureka County School Bus from the ranch to school I have seen flash floods befure,
leaving those big washes in that area. lt can be raining above on Mt. Hope and sunny down below, the
water can come with such forcg washing ponds, roads, highwayd and anything else that gets in the way
completely out. I have seen these floods come, washlng the Sadler Brown Road complete out. This area
is prevalent to flash floods.

lf anyone has any guestions I would be happy to answerthem.

@

Sþcerelç

J*¿¿Vao--,
Linda Parman Dempsey

,*7

Unda grew up on the Diamond Sprlngs Ranch
which her family owned. She currently owns
property on HW 278 near the Dubrey farm.
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DEIS COMMENÍS 10

A Flash Flood warning "is issued when a hazardous weather or hydrorogic event ¡s occurring, imminentor has a very hþh probability of occurring (The city of, 2oL2, pg.l).,, some dirt work has been done atthe mine that rnay disguise this fact, uut lrle evidence is there on satellite photos and on the sadlerBrown ßoad' on one side where the road washes ou! the ditches have been filled with dirt andreclaimed' thereby erasing the ditch. on the other side of the road, someone has tried to fiil the ditchwith a huge pire of used wire, a refrigerator, etc., to hord the road from washing out aeain. I
fttre pro¡eaea changes in climate (increases ¡n temperature, reductions in soil moisture, and moreintense rainfall events) could increase the poss¡b¡l¡ty of these events. This data should be studied inreference to uncontrolled acid rock drainage, or other contam¡nants moving through the down gradientwater system causing impacts to the waters of Diamond vailey and the state of Nevada. I

I ncio Mine Drainage can occur from under the 1ow permeab¡l¡ty base layel of the pAG ryRDF (unitedstates' 2or1)' Acid Mine Drainage can occur from Flash Floods breaching the collection channels andcollection ponds' Acid Mine Drainage could occur from a breach in the o6 inch liner under 966 million

f

"Post-mining pit lake is potentially predicted to exceed the carculated screening level toxicitycriteria (United States, 2011, pg. 3_595).,,

Millions of gallons of water wiil fill the pit wh
infiltrates the pit wa[ will mwe through and
evolve as the readily soluble chemical mass and be

fence to barricade the pit forever (United States,
provided in the DEIS contradicts what MountHope Mine tells the public' Eureka Moly touts "satisfactory water quarity in post-mining pit-rake.(Eureka Mo|y,2011, pg.t),, I

I nete could be a huge economic burden if the mine company fires bankruptcy or refuses to covertreatment costs' The lnterstate Technology & Regulatory councll Mining waste Team identified twogeneral problems:

9o MininB-impacted waters are difficult to treat cost-effectively to levels protective ofhuman health and the environment.

' solid mining waste is not a specifically regulated waste and involves huge volumes ofmaterial' The volume of material alone makes some of the techniques for minimizing

7

8

@

þ
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DEIS COMMENTs I!

the risk unreasonably costly. On the other hand, the exposure posed by direct and

indirect ingestion of some of th¡s waste is a major health and ecological concern. (lTRÇ

2008, pg. ivl I

f t U"ti"u" that by the time the Neyada Division of Environmental Protection could detect a health risk at a

well in Diamond Valley, the situat¡on would be irreversible and irretrievable. The BIM includes goals to

manage any discharges from process components (United States, 2011, p. 1-9). lhis projea puts human I
health and the environment at r¡sk. FIGURE 4 shows the droinoge from Mount Hope Mine directty

toward Diomond Volley residents. t bel¡eve Figure 4 showing the droìnøge from Mount Hope into

Diomond Volley demonstrotes Signiftcont Criterio (p. 3-196) for sign¡Íicont impoct.l

Water Quantity

The Bureau of land Management as well as the Nevada Division of Water Resources has policies

designed to protect water rights. ln response to the scarc¡ty of water in the western United States, the

doctr¡ne of "first in time-first in right" evofued. tt is the Prior Appropriation Doetrine. To quote the BIM

Water Rights Policy (United States, 1984):

The final essent¡al feature of the prior appropriation doctrine is the priority of a water right... the

first appropriator on a water source has the right to use all the water in the system necessary to

fulfill his water right. A junior appropr¡ator cannot use water to sat¡sry h¡s unter right if it will

injure the senior apprOpriator. A senior appropriator may "place a call" on a river. A call

required that the institution which manages the water source shut down a junior diverter in

order to setisry the senior right. Senior appropr¡ators, however, cannot chonge any component

of the water right if it will injure a junior appropriator, Therefore, if a senior wants to change his

place of use and this change will adversely affect a junio/s ¡nterest, the junior can stop the

senior from changing the water right. Any change of a water right (time of use, purpose of use,

point of diversion, etc.) cannot cause harm to anotherwater user, regardless of priority. (United

States, 1984, p5.92l

ln My Figure 5, I have circled where the Bailey family owns vested water rights on the DEIS map. I have

also marked where the Mount Hope pit and dewater¡ng wlll occur. The dewatering will occur in the

Diamond Valley water basin. My figure 6 lists some of the Bailey family's water rights in Diamond Valley.

t.
Diamond Valley is a closed basin that was over appropriated when farmers settled here. Consequently,

Diamond Valley is in a deficit of inflows vs. outflows. The state engineer committed 133,000 acre feet of

water before it was known that the recharge is only 30,000 acre feet (my figure 7). This has caused the

watertable in Diamond Valley to drop between one and two feet per year depending on location. ln

2006, the U.S. Geological Survey reported drops in the watertable of 26 to 90 feet at 67 wells

(Tumbusch & Plume, 2006) (my figure 8 and 9). There is a lot of concem among the farmers and

ranchers that adding a huge water consumer will exacerbate our already serious problem. I

1
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Flgure 5. Bailey vested water Rights. This lmage places certain water rights
owned by the Bailey family in relatÍon to the Mount Hope mine pit and
dewatering locatlon on the DEIS map.
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certain water Rights owned by Baireys in Diamond vailey
Established 1863

VESTED

VO4l5, dated 1BB4

VO4l59, dated lB&C

V04160, dated, lgg4
v04161, dated 1894
VO4t62, dated 1884
V01105, dated 1912
V01106, dated 1912
VO22û, dated 1934
vo228L, dated 1934

Perm¡t 6349¿ t997 lvÙTLc!,,dared 1880)
Permit 671¡14, 2fi)1
Cert¡ficate 

''t470,t97gCertificate tZO63, 197 g

Certificate LZO6/,, tglg
Certificate t¿7o4., tg$g
Certificate 6182, tgæ
Certificate 6183, 1964
Certiñcate LZSSZ,19g6
Certificate 84t4,1974
Certificate 8415,7974
Certificate 13361, l9g5
Certificate 1595¿ 1991
Certificate 12553, 1996
Certificate t6t3l,2W

vested waters were put to beneficiar use by the Baireys prior to these dates.

There are other descendents rn Diamond Vatey and pine vatey not risted here.

D
Flgure 6. Water Rights.

Exhibit 1

Page 14 of33



it

tgzl lg28 1935 lg42 1949 1956 1963 1970

YEAR,S

lg77 1984 1991 1998 2005
IMAGE. Fell;ng et' al- (20091 Pg' 20

PERENNIAL YIELD

Ttc uout of wbl¿ w¿tq qf e Eru¿l wðtcl ËÑir tbst @ Þ uithdæ*¡

a¡d @nsuDed sDoEiBlb' 4ch !E 5or s indrfi¡lie pc¡iod ol dEe' !t cæi
qc¿ed tbe sm of l¡e Nstr¿l RrcbarEc thr Aniftial ( or IDdÑ€d I Rcir5:
uat th€ ¡ncid,4tâ¡ R¡cìügc sitb@t tåsilg dep¿edoq oi tbe gFuPiq"leì

lEæoll,Nso Eftrrcdto 8s StftÍd¡L

WATER RIGHTS IN DIAMOND VALLEY

1,92L r 2005

r
åi:-¿ f 3

+ ¡ É¿i.iJ.:
Qe

ï
(¡)
o
9
¿,¡r
Ð

F
)
â
frl
H
Li

Fl
)
E
)
U

r40000

120000

100000

80000

60000

40000

20000

0

È
oa(Ðr
t¡Xut=
(, '+(, r¡

OOO AF=J

Flgure 7. Over Appropriation ln D¡amond Vallery' Thls

imageshowstherecharBeof3O'O00acreftperyear
vs. 133,ü)0 acre ft committed by the state englneer'



ttn

@

40

00

00

¡l Dianond

C Diamond

't00

120

140

R
0

20

40

60

t-
lr¡
l¡¡
lÀ

=.E
t¡¡F

=o
I
ÞÀ
¡no

1g7O 1980 1990 2000 2010

1970 1980 .t9s0 2000 2O1O

m

40

60

80

100
1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

IMAGE, Tul|'busó & fu]ff,ê" em6l. p 
E/. t?

Fi'gure 8. Dedines in the Dianrond vailey water Tabre. This image shoun dedines
in the Di,anrcnd valtey water tabre at three rocations in Dianro'd vailey.

Exhibit I
Page 16 of33

153 N2 | t-51 ?lBtlDl)

153 N21 ES¡+ TSCADD

153 N22 Eã4 27CA8

\

&



t-

,fl

@

@

EXPLANATION
ttater{lrd ddfnc+ i¡ Ècf
a8lto90
.71 ¡o80
oófto7l,
.5ltoó0
o 4l tof)
o -lt þ40
. 2l to 3l)
. ll loãl
.llol0
. 0 to ririru! I fnf

tuhUS drt||lll'|¡l|dlra z.imhÐ
ä,oGÈ 19ñ
11

6 9t2

B

0 3 I 9 t2toboËer¡ IMAGE. Tumbusó & plume. (2006). pe 16

Figure 9. Dedines in the Diamond ValleyWaterTable. fiis image shows declines
in the Diamond valley rratertable at certa¡n uælls in Diarrond vailey.

Exhibit 1

Page 17 of33



I

DEIS COMMENTS 15

There have been times when there have been chances to help remediate the situation which have gone
unused but not unrecognized. The use of waterfor Mount Hope Mine will clearly exacerbate the
problem with the obvious predictability of impact.

@

1
Discussion and mitigation about a five foot or ten foot dr¿wdown, does not address the rate that the
actual water table (static level) is currently dropping every year. lf the water table cont¡nues to drop
two feet per year, that will add an addítional 1¡10 foot drop during the mine's 7o year tife (the water
needed for mitþation is not discussed in the DEts). This is without Mount Hope Mine. I
with global warming issues, changes in weather pattems, the possib¡l¡ty of a drought eyent, a fissure,
ground subsidence, or a crack from blasting (United States, 2011, p. 3.456), inflows to Diamond Valley
could be even less, causing a more serious drop to the actual water table. This ¡s w¡thout considering
drawdown at all.

r
I The amount of water Mount Hope Mine will use is significant. The result is predictable. Harm will come
to the current users. The drop in the static level will be exacerbated causing wells to go dry. This is a
desert. lt is even possible the underground water source we use may even be totally exhaustible.

The drawdown from pumping and dewatering will certainly add to the problem, especially considering
that the mine will be using the water all year without e chance to turn the pumps off br recharge, but
the wotertoble (støtic lanet) drop hos shown to be permonent. I
Definitions:

static level -The level of water in a well when no water ¡s being pumped. lt is usually expressed as the
distance from the ground surface to the water level (L¡le & Markowski, 1989).

D¡awdown -The drop in level of water in a well when water is being pumped. Drawdown is the
difference between the static level (watertable) and the pumping level (Lytle & Markowski, 19g9).

Well rccovery - The time reguired for the aquifer to stabilize at the static level (water table) once
pumping has stopped (tytle & Markowski, 19g9).

f How can a five foot or ten foot drawdown be measured when the static level is dropping at the same
time and the wells and dewatering at the mine are cont¡nuous? The Mine will be pumping foryears
without stopping for well recovery. what about the dropping static ler¡el (actual water table) because of
over appropriation? Current users may be put out of business and míne mitigation could become
difficult if water is unavailable or in short supply. The static ler¡el will NEVER recover in ¿l{D yeaa with
the current, pre mine, inflows vs. outflows.

This is critical because p.E$21 of the DEls states there will be mitigation for a water right holder if the
drawdown is more than ten feet (united statet 2ou). Diamond Valley farms ¡rragate onto the surface
where some water percolates back ¡nto the water table. They typically turn the imlation pumps off for

1

1
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six months' Does mitigation begin when the stet¡c level, in spring when drawdown from agriculturalirrigation has recovered for six months, has dropped ten feet at the Ba¡rey farm? 
Ir

I P. 340r and page 3-388 of rhe DEls both say:

Mine dewatering and ground water pumping subsequent recovery of the water table is
expected to draw down the ground water table in an area surrounding the open p¡t. As
discussed in section 3'2, modeling results show s¡gnmcant water tabte drawdown in the aquifer
would occur in an area measuring approximately 232 square miles around the project Area.(United States,20t1, pg.3401) (United Stare, 2011, pg. 3_388)

what a confusing statement' Drawdown, well recovery and static level are different things. The stat¡clevel (water Þble) will never tecover at the current, pre-mine infrows vs. outflows. At current pre-mine
inflows vs' outflows, the stat¡c level will drop in areas of Diamond Valley lrto feet in a 70 year mine lÍfe.Pumping and dewatering for Mount Hope Mine will exacerbate the already serious roblåm. 

1
The pit is located in Diamond vailey. The DErs statet ,,modering 

(by the mine) results show asignificant water table drawdown in the aquifer would occur in an area measuring approximately 232sguare miles around the Project Area, including the northeast quadrant of Kobeh valpy and thesouthernmost fringe of Roberts Mountains (united states, 201r, p. 3.4o1),,, yet page 2_1g of the DErssays' "80 percent of the pit dewatering waterwould be from Diamond valley', (united state, 2011, pt.2-18)' lt does not make sense that Diamond Valley would not be affected at all. lsn,t the significantdrawdown at Roberts Mountain, because of dewatering in Diamond valley? ls the mitigation water forRoberts creek in Pine valÞy supposed to come from Kobeh Valley? I know Kobeh Valley and RobertsMountain are both in the Diamond Valley Flow System.

There has been much discussion about how the mine water use will not affect Diamond valley becauseit is a diftrent water basin. P' 3-55 shows inflows to Diamond valley from Kobeh and pine valeys. Themine will be pumping water at a different time (year round) and at a muci closer location. The
dewatering iis in Diamond Valley. I

I t:: much water will be required to fill the pit at closing? 44 years of removing 2.7 billion tons of c' willleaveagiganticpitlake- Howmanygallonsof waterfromDiamondvalleywill belostftom "" 1
beneficial use to become tox¡c pit water. I did not read ¡n the DEls how much water will be lost toevaporation from the pit ure.'l[aio read in the DEls on p. 3-96 and 3-97 that 9fiÐ galtons per minuwill be required for mftigation of Robe.t, Mountai r and Henderson creek br the proposed p¡p"linJÏ 1
This water usage should be accounted for, and m¡tigated. I am concerned about how all of this willaffect our springs and wells. I

f Manr_ of the maps and studies do not include the Bailey ranch or farm in Diamond valley. The surfocewoter ot our ronch os well os the Romono Ronch t¡sted in Figure 3 os ldoho Generol Mines, lnc. hos

I
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olreody dried up' This is signíficont. we are a significant water right holder in Diamond valley and will
be affected (Figure S). I

rI Also, the plan to artificially recharge the natural springs and streams that Mount Hope assumes will go
dry, from their dewatering actions, will certainly change the flora and fauna in the area. lf the efforts
are not timely, destruction will occur. The water intended to be piped to the streams could be water
captured from the same source. lf the source is pumped dry, mitigation becomes impossible. A water
modeler told me thag "there ore better uses for woter thon surfoce forøge (percono! communicotion,
Jonuøry 4, 2(nn., t disogree.l

why should D¡amond Valley farmers work so hard try¡ng to remediate overappropriation of water by
forfeiting their water rightg or even taking a cut across the board? why add a gþantic water user to the
Diamond Valley Flow system causing further harm? lt would be different if we were not already over
appropr¡ated. lt would be different if water flowe d from Diarnond Valley to Kobeh Valley.

I ns a senior water right holder, I am making this "call' to do no further damage to the sen¡or water
rights' The ranches surrounding the Mount Hoæ Proiect are the senior right holders, The farms in
Diamond Valley are second in line. The Mount Hope Mine has purchased water from these senior r¡ght
holders with the intention of changing their time, place and purpose of use. The changes in the uses of
the water in the Diamond Valley Flow system, including Kobeh Valley, will have adverse affects to the

é.\ senior water right holders' Farmers and ranchers are rightty concerned. I believe the project would
GJ v¡olate the Water Rights Policies of the Nevada Division of water and the Water policies of the Bureau of

Land Management regarding the prior appropriation doctr¡ne. I

Air Quality, Fugitive Dust, Roaster Flue Dust and Greenhouse Gasses

I lt: much water would it take to wet 8,318 acres of disturbed Nevada surface so that it is not dusty
during mine operation? The Tailings storage Facility is three plus miles east of the Bailey Farm. what is
the mitigation{ 

fvnen 
we are trailing a herd of cattle nearby or horseback riding in our yard, will the

dust we breathè'conta¡n tox¡c fugitive dust from the tailings facility? I do not understand the use of
tailings drain water as a means of dust control. ls it toxic? will it dry and become airborne particutates
to be deposated onto soil and vegetat¡on surfaces? I

f t t""t, to be that the best available data for air quality is from Ely and Elko. wind direction data is
from Mercury. lf the air quality degradation from Mount Hope's roaster were to be measured at the
Bailey ranch or farm, would the air quality there make it considered a ,,Minor Stationary source?. ln my
Figure 1, I have added the location of The Bailey Ranch and Farm as well as the Romano Ranch, (owned
by tdaho General Mines) to DE|S Figure 3.6.2. My Figure 1 shows the location of the Bailey Ranch and
Farm' My Figure 2 shows tfie wind direction according to the DEls Figure 3.6.3. The Bailey property is so
close to, and in the d¡rect¡on the w¡nd would take the roaster/smelter smoke, that the impacts should
be studled for this location and the location considered a sens¡tive Receptor. None oÍ the frens¡ttve

2
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Receptors used for the DErs ore downwind from the rooster (united stotes, 2077). Meoningfut
monitoring shourd be requìred ot o prace thot ¡s octuorty downwind from rn" Íoritiv.1

What does it mean to say that:

"Fugitive emissions would be adverse but not irreversible (united States, 2011, pg. 3-2g1).,,1

The plan is to accept toll roasting in order to keep the roaster consistently working (united states,2011)' tn 44years, that is adverse to my parents, me, my chirdren, my grandchirdren and my great-

:::i1r:'i::"{yul.tn" 6(x),(xx) tons of Greenhouse Gasses per vear (united states, 2011, p. 3-2e4), andother Particle Pollutions (sulfur dioxide, arseniq lead, cadmium, mercury), come down as wet or dry acidrain and affect the surface forage, including the aspen groves that capture more ninfall because of theirelevat¡on? what about the forage we grow at the Diamond valley farms and feed our livestock? Are weconsidering the range and soil outside the project area? Does Eureka county plan to monitor air qualitylocally, and what wilt Eureka county do if the air quality is consídered unhealthy at n¡ght or ¡n themorning when the mixing heights are low? Toxic metals from Molybdmum roaster flue dust could becarried ¡nto watersheds and soil by wind and be capable of disrupting essential physiological processes
causing human illness and impacting vegetation. I

I wtrere wourd the torl roasting come from? wourd it be restricted to morvbdenum? I 2
f no'n t'n Mount Hope tout the facility as "Designed as zerodischarge facility {united States, 2017, p.2-66, DEls and Eureka Moly,2o!1, pg. 1)"? 6oo,(x)o tons per year is not zero. According to the DEIS thercare no air quality standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (united statet 2ou, p. 3-2g3). This does notmean the same as zero pollutants. lt means there is no limit to exposure. i 

-

The Environmental Protection Agency engaged expert sc¡entists to assess particle pollution andpublished research with the following findings:

EpA Goncrudes Fine particre poiludon poses seriq¡s Heahh Thrras
Causes early death (both short term and long_term exposure)
causes cardiovascular harm (e-g. heart attacks, lrokes, heart disease, congestive heart failure!tikeli'to cause respiratory harm (e.g. worsened asthma, worsened copD, inflammation|
May cause cancer

May cause reproductive and developmental harm (u.s. Environmentat protection Agency cited
in American l_ung Association, 2009)

f All three sizes of particles are toxic. Health issues are significant ror my ømity, Diamond valleyresidents' and other down winders. The cumulative air impacts for the study (p. 3-294 DEls) do notinclude 600'(xx) tons of Greenhouse Gasses or any other afrborne metal flue dust part¡culates. The 2Eureka Moly ltc (Mount Hope Mine) Taifings Siting Evaluation (Appendix A,DEls) does not discuss

2

2

2
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Fugitive Dust from ta¡lings outside the project area. What are the combustion em¡ss¡ons for the roaster
and willit heat up Diamond ValleV? I

I rttere are no m¡t¡gations for these issues. I 3

f 
rhe imRact from Air Pollutant concentrations are not considered significant because they do not ínclude
any sensitive Receptors downwind from the project and because there are no standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants. we consider impacts to the health of Diamond valley residents, the surface foragg soil
and, watersheds to be significant, and we are concemed. 

1

f rne oers states, "the clean Air Act delegates pr¡mary responsibility for air pollution control to state
govemments, which in tum often delegate this responsibility to local or regional organizations. (united
States, 2011, pg. 3-2571How will Eureka County mitigate Mount Hope Mine,s em¡ss¡ons? I
Soiland Vegetation

r 
f 

cumulative lmpacts to so¡ls (p. 4-55, DEls) do not include impacts from flash floods or seepage
unclemeath the Potentially Acid Generating waste Rock Storage Fac¡l¡ty at Mount Hope Mine. I

r 
fcumulative ¡mpacts to soils (p.4-55, DEls) do not include impacts from 6r(x),(xx) tons of
Greenhouse Gasses per year or other metal flue dust particles landing on soils outside the
proiect area from Mount Hope Mine. 

I
Icumulative lmpacts to soils (p. 4-5s, DEls) do not include fugitive dust prior to capping or

leakage from Tailings Storage Fac¡l¡t¡es at Mount Hope Mine landing in or on soils in Diamond

3

aJ
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1

I 
[c.umuta.tiv¡ 

¡mpacts to vegetat¡on (p. 4-57, DEls) do not include damage to vegetetion outside .the proiect area from 6fl),000 tons per year of Greenhouse Gasses or other metal flue dust 5
particulates from Mount HoRe Mine. I

' f9,T:O,ï¡mpacts to vegetat¡on lp. 4-57,DEls) do not anctude ¡mpacts to vegetation from 3fugitive dust or water shortages in Diamond Vailey from Mount Hope Mine. I
' |- _t:::]iye 

impacts to soils and veeetation do not include impacts from alt the mines atready 3exist¡ng in Euæka County or Nevada. I

111."* 1" 
** ond vegetotion could be stgnificont ond ore not included for where t live or Diomond 3vottey. I

Visual lmpacts, lUoise, Traffic
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l-ight Pollution in the Mount Hope area is minimal and primarily limited to dispersed p¡npo¡nts of
light associated with ranches. The town of Eureka, 23 miles south of the Project Area, is the
largest source of light pollution in the immediate area. (United States, 2011, pg. 3-301)

That is a quote from p. 3-301, DEls- lhe ex¡sting landscape elements are p¡npo¡nts that are ranches
(United States, 2011).fWtrat a contrast to the noise and vis ur 4
1"t,1"n::-l f::: 

nothave air pollution at our home now. o have 4smoke, ¡t wbuH be a stark contrast.lWe experienced a larg 27g for
the first time a couple of months ago. Barrick's Ruby Hill Mine sent a large amount of ore down the
highway for the first time. At the same time, there was a highway repair job in progress requiring
numerous asphalt trucks. This was the first time ! remember experiencing a large amount of truck traffic
going by our residences. However, it was temporary.

During this one-time event, it became clear that the two-lane Highway 278, is not safe for large numbers
of trucks. There were five accidents in Pine Valley in a very short period of time, including a tanker spill
in front of the barn at the Hay Ranch on Highway 278. This was not even in the winter when ice and
snow add to accidents. There are no passing lanes from Eureka to Cartin; the entire length of Highway
278' There are school bus stops throughout Diamond Valley and Pine Valley where there are no pull
outs. Haul trucks speed by residences and school bus stops with a 70 mile per hour speed lim¡t on a two
lane road. 

[Nevada 
Department of Transportation requested Mount Hope Mine build a new turn lane at 4

the entranöe to the mine on Highway 278. Would Mor nt Hope Mine pay a sufficient amount of taxes to
add passing lanes and bus safety pullouts? How many deaths would be required bebre the
infrastructure ¡s ¡nstalled? I

!n the several weeks the haul trucks moved on Highway 2lg,the
dramat¡cally. þVho is going to be responsible for picking up the n nt
Horne Mine made a gravel pit at the Romano Ranch and plans to I am
concemed abouttrucks hauling on the sadler Brown Road in Diamond vallevl

f no", ."n Mount Hope tout the facility as "Designed as zerodischarge facility (United Stateq 2011, p. 2-
66, and Eureka Moly, 2OLl, pg.l)" when the DEIS est¡mates probabilities of releases and spills resulting
from probable truck accidents on page 3-547 (United States, 2011)?'l

f Mount Hope is the view from my kitchen windou Just as ¡mportant to me ¡s the fact that my residence
and many others are directty adjacentto Hþhway 278. P,4-55 of the DEIS,Cumulative lmpactstoVisuol
Resources, does not include traffic through the "dispersed pinpoints of light that are ranches. (United
States, 2011, pg. 4-55)" Highway 278 appears peaceful and safe today. Iârs would be o signiflcont
impoct from the Mount Hope Mine. The chonge from on ogricultural sett¡ng to on ¡ndustriol one would
be o significonÌ. concern.

4
4

4
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@
I rrre DEIS says, "The predicted changes in hourly ambient no¡se levels at the nearest ranch housesldB or less' (united states, 2011, pg- 3-461" 1 believe this is a false statement and my home is noa 

"t" 4
represented-l[. o-es of the DE,s Cumulative impacts

I
and we Love Lonely (reÍerence title of original artwork by tarry Bute). The increase in traffic willgenerally degrade the quality of life here.-l

Culture, Economics, Employment and Environmental lnjustice

I e' a-eo of the DEls, cumulative lmpacts to Socioeconomic Resources, incorrectly represents that the Fincrease in tax revenues to Eureka county would likely outweigh any adverse efFects on social and 
= 5

economic values in Eureka County (United State+ 2011).1

fwittr ttt" mines in the north end of Eureka county and the small population, Eureka county is financiallystable without Mount Hope Mine. Eureka does not need jobs (united state, 20u, p. 3-501); we willnot be able to fill our own jobs (united states, 2011, p. 3-502), Those persons in Eureka county that areunemployed are eith.er unemployed by choice or are unemployable. They will not be any moreemployable for Mount Hope Mine than they would be for Barrick Mínes or Newmont nnines. 
1

f the scnoot system in southern Eureka is high achieving and the education of our chitdren will becompromised' New students entering the system Çpically are behind as soon as they enter because ofEureka's current high achievement. The system will be inundated with new students compromising thequality of the smat schoor system, and the quarity of educ¿tion currentry enjoyed. 
I

lty: will increase, especiatly since the mine would bring 6(Þ new employees for construct¡on instantly,who have nowhere to live' Mount Hope Mine is n rt clear about where they would house all of thosepeople' we are very concerned that a man camp at the Romano Ranch would definÍtely reduce theintegrity of the setting at the Bailey Ranch. The Eureka c^anyon project is not complete and would nothave enough units. I
I

f n reer like an Environmental ln¡ust¡ce to possibþ displace the 'weaker section , of agriculture, formining' Farmers and ranchers may not be considered "Low-lncome populations,, or,MinorityPopulations"'but they certainly do not have the resources to vie for natural resources against multi-national mining ¡nterests' Eureka county has a tiny population that can be taken advantage of withoutrepresentat¡on' How can agriculture survive in Diamond Valley, when ch¡na reportedly invested 6rfx)million dollan in the Mount Hope project? The community, people, and their afüirs are being artiñcialty"engineeredo byforeþn bankers. 
1

5

5

5

5
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The politics of Eureka county will change because the population in the community will double
specifically with mining constituents where now 717o of Eureka's mining employees live and vote in Elko
county (united states, 2011). Agriculture has a strong political pos¡t¡on in local politics now.

The impact to our cultural resources would be irreversible and irretrievable. The westem shoshone say
that:

lmpacts to water sources impact all other resources as well as animals that utilize the water and
plant foods fur survival. once the water is gone, then life is gone (united states, 2011, pg. 3-
s811.

Environmentol iniust¡ce ond the offects to our culture ore signiJicont to the residents of southern Eureko
County.

legacy Management: vours, Mine orthe Mine,s?

Legacy is defined as:

o a g¡fr that you anange for s)meone to have after you die.

o something transmitted by or received from an ancestor or predecessor or from
the past

o something such as a tradÍtion or problem that exists as a result of something that
happened in the past

The Bailey hmily has a rich legacy in ranching and agriculture in Eureka county. Established in 1863,
and listed as the sixth oldest Pioneer company in Nevada by the Nevodo Business Journol (Foley, 2fl)3,pg' 16), the Bailey Ranch on the sadler Brown Road was purchased by the company in 1g7s and was
honored by the Govemor of Nevada as one ofthe Hlstoric Gentennial Ranches in the state of Nevada
(Price, 2011). we also own farming operations in Diamond Valley. we feel like we are temporary
stewards of this legacy, keeping the knowledge, culture and property for future generations of our
family to enjoy and pass on.

!f we destroy the productivity of the land or have no one who knows how to nunure life fmm
the land, there will be no future for humanity. (lkerd, 2005, pg. 2)

The quiet desperation of today's frrmers is in no small part a realization that they may be
incapable of passing on the essential legacy of agriculhrre, not just for future generations of
farmers and ranchers, but also, for future generations of Amerkans and of humanity. (lkerd,
2005, pg. 3)
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How can agriculture meet the food and fiber needs of a growing population ¡f we destroy th€
natural productivity and regenerative capacity of the land? Economists generally assume that
we will find substitutes fur anything we use up and will fix any ecological or social problems we
create; but these are simple beliefs with no togical or scientific support in fact... Economists
simply don't consider the soc¡al psychological, or ethical consequences of the things people do
to make money"' Economics credits no value to the legacy of agricutturg in terms of either land
or people. (lkerd, 2fi)5, pg.4)

ln farming and ranching, there are cultures of the land and people that must be nurtured andpassed on from one generat¡on to the next. The regenerative capacity of land and people is
essential to the sustainab¡l¡ty of human food production, and thus human life on earth (lkerd,
2005, pg. S).

The agricultural practices performed by the Bailey family include knowledge from ancestors who havenurtuÍed the arid soils and watersheds of Nevada to produce high protein food products sustainably inthe driest state in America for nearly a century and a half. They have learned and passed down theamazing knowledge about water, plants, animals, fireg how to survive the depression, surviving 1(Þyear storm events and droughts, family vatues and western cowboy culture- The Baileys have
experienced many changes in Diamond Valle¡ Pine Valley and Eureka, but some changes could beirreversible, irretrievable and totally destructive.

Mining may be essential to the economy of the united states, but h¡storical mining practices
and the absence of routine minejand reclamation, remediation, and restoration have led to
legary sites with sþnificant environmental and human hearth impacts. Typical remedial
solutions are often lengthy, expensive, and unacceptable.., communities continue to embrace
economic prosperity along with dynamic environment(s). Although traditional m¡ning pract¡ces
and regulations have changed, new mining operations cont¡nue to have severe waste ¡ssues thatmust be addressed during and after the actuar mining operation. (rrRÇ 2æg pg. iii)

"Miníng impacted water, occurring from mine drainage, can last for tens to hundreds of years.
undoubtedlç the potential liability for states on any of these properties is a major issue. (lïRÇ 2fi)8, pg.¡v)"

Perhaps the local, statewlde, national, and global plannerc have a regacy plan for Nevada that includesthe elimination of agriculture and ranching, the exhaustion of the mineral resources, the contaminat¡onof limited water resources, the use of Nevada as a receptacle for depositing mining and nuclear wastesand underground military bases' I am concerned that they believe the legacy of agricultural culture inEureka County and Diamond Valley is expendable.

My father-in{aw asked me to say one thing in my comments (too bad I coutdn,t keep my commen* thisshort)' He said, "lt is very simple. A glass of milk could be a luxury to those mine/s grandchildren.,,
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It is possible that in the future, people may invent ways to handle Acid Mine Draínage, Greenhouse

Gasses and Particle Pollution. Mineral deposits are like money in the bank, they would be there later if
proper techniques were invented to protect human health and resources.

Who Inspects, Monitors or Pun¡shes? ls there any actual Mitigation?

This process feels like a divide and conquer scenario. There seem to be numerous agencies all of which

only accept responsibility for some part of the Mount Hope Mine Project. As the next door neighbor to

the project, I ftel baffled. lt seems like some aspects of the project just lnve no actual standards for
human health, for example: air quality or toxic waste storage faciliÜes.

When I contacted the Nevada Division of Environmental Protect¡on asklng about releases, the answer

was that:

Current regulations do not allow for a mine to discharge contam¡nants that may degrade waters

of the state for both surlace and groundwater. The Bureau of Mining Regulation and

Reclamation has the authority to issue water pollution control permits to mining operations that

are able to provide the required scientific and engineering information to show that no

díscharge will occur to the environment. (personal communication, December 30, 2011)

Every year, mines are required to file Toxics Release lnventory reports. ln an article t¡tled EPA: Nevodo's

toxíc releoses up 767 percent, ¡t statet 'Toxic releases in Nevada were up in2OTOto 477 million poundt

a 161 percent increase over the nearly 183 million released in 2ü)9... Newmont's Phoenix site south of
Battle Mountain reþased a little more than 2Og million pounds. (Harding, 2OL2, pE. Al-l

How do these mines remain in compliance with the Division of Environmental Protection? That is not

the same as "no discharge." What are the cumulative effects and were those mines shut down and the

releases mit¡gated?

When I tried to contact the Nevada Bureau of Health Protection Services about Mount Hope Mine's

Radioactive Material [icense (p. 1-1L DEIS), the Bureau didn't seem to exist (how much radioactive

material is going to be used at the mine, what is the half{ife and where will it end up?) I

Ithink the theme of the DE|S is 'The ¡mpact is not considered significant." Nearly every single study

ended with that phrase. I honestly appreciate the effort put into the study and application process, but

it feels like there will be "zero released, "Designed as zero{ischarge faciliV, (United Statet 2011, p, 2-

66, and Eureka Mol¡ 2OtL, pg.1) and 'The impact is not considered significanf' realþ means that there

are no releases nor are there any significant impacts to anything or anyone that is not considered

expendable. I
I

I

I
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Environmental justice is about social transformat¡on directed towards meeting basic human
needs and enhancing our quality of life, economic quality, health care, housing, human rights,
env¡ronmental protect¡on, and democracy. ln linking environmental and social justice issues the
environmental justice approach seeks to challenge the abuse of power which results in poor
people having to suffer the effects of envlronmental damage caused by the greed of others.
(McDonald,2ü)2)

I believe this project does not use environmentally sound techniques, does not pass sustainability
criteria, uses unfair subsidies to distort prices and that the importer will not bear the environmental and
social costs' Those costs would be irretrievable and irreparable and be borne by the local community.
ls it feasible or realistic for farmers and ranchers in Diamond Valley and in America to be able to trust
our system to sustain the laws and regulations and sustain their future?

lf the Mount Hope mine Project goes forward with the plan represented in this Draft Environmental
lmpact statement, ranchers, farmeq and the cornmun¡ty of Eureka will be significantly affected. The
Mount Hope Project Draft Environmental lmpact Statement does not effectively represent where I live
or those to the north, east, and south of the proiect- lt does show some of the impactt but does not
show acceptable mitigation for those imlacts. I
Thank you for your consideration,

I

5

@

futç,a,g
Carolyn Bailey

P.O. Box 29

Eureka, Nevada 89316

Ð
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Friday, ) BLM the Mt. tlope ("NO^ llegister,

the public cornmrxrl frcriod for the Ml. Hopc projcct's Drafr Ënvironmontal lmpact Statemctrt ("DEls"). 'llre publication of the DEIS is onc

of Gcncral Moly's most significanl pcrmitting accomplishmcnts in lho last lìvc ycars. lt is a vcry thomugh dooument that reprcsents an 8s-

sessment ofour prcj()ct by scientists, cngincers and experls'

\Vc encourage thosc who support the Mt. Hope project to part¡c¡patc in the public comment process and submit supportivc comments to thc

BLM Battlc Mounlain District oflice during the next 90 days. You may submit commcnts relalcd to the Mount Hope hoject by any of the

following mclhods:

rÀreb site:

Email: mhmm oroject@blm'gov

Fax: (775) 635*4034, Attention: Angelica Rose' Mt' Hopc Ptojeot

Mail: BLM Battle Mountain District Officc,50 Bastian Road, Baltle Mountain' NV 89820

. 
/\ltn: Angelioa Rose, Mt' Hope Projecr

Copies of the Mount HoPe

Mountain Dis[iofs NEPA
include

ll prese

n developing a Final Envircnmental lmPact Statement CFEIS")'

beissuedfollowingtheFEls,wlrichwill¡llowconstructiontopfoc€Êd.l^|e

ant¡c¡pate we'll receive our f¡nal peilnits w¡thin 6-9 months'

Gencral Moly recently exhibited dudng the Northwe.st Mining Associatíon's Annual ExPo and receivcd m¡ny visit to ¡ts booü from ¡ndus-

try professionals. Awa¡eness ofthe Mt Hope Mine and support of lhis worthwhile project was ovenrhelming. This worlûclass molybde-

num deposit is well known throrghout Ûe mining industry for the following reasons:

ML Hopc& Moþbdcnum
r îhe mineral d€posit at Mt Hope contains high grade ore near thc surface and proven mining and processing æchnologies will bc utilized

r Once in prcduction, Mt- Hope will producc 8% of the global moly supply

r Moþbdenum is primuily utilized in the steel indusrry to stenghar ca¡bo¡r ard stainless steels a¡rd to reduce conosion' It is also an es-

santial alloying agenr for stcels use.d in high stress and higtr æmp€rature applicæions (miliary andjer aircraû), and inøeasingly uscd in

steels to build ranewable ørø5t projects
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No wetl¡nds
No s¡cred Native America¡r sites
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No cyanide or olher toxic chernicals

Minimal pit dewaúering

Salisñctory wata qualþ in post'mlnlng pit-lake

Minimal lurd dbtr¡röance fo¡ neü infrashæture

Enviro¡m¡¡t¡l Cont¡ob
SegregÉion of acid generating waste rcck

Fulþlined tailing storage facil¡ty
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You know, if a comment will k¡e responded to as part of

the final action, Lhen, while you're more t-han welcome

to come up and make a comment, repeat.ing the comment.s

isn' t r:ea1Iy very helpf u1 .

So, wi th that , I f.hink, I ' m going Lo go ahead

and turn it over to Joe Sa\^iYer.

MR, SAI¡IYER: Hi . For t-he record, my name' s if oe

Sawyer, I'm the Regulation Branch Supervisor. My goal

is t.o give you an idea of who we are and how we actually

come about putting together: the water polluLion controf

permit for mining sites.

Again, we're State of Nevada, Dívision of

Envi-ronmental Prot.ecti on. And our btrreau i s t-he Bureau

of Mining Regulation and Reclamation.

f think, this one pict-ure thaL's, obviously,

not Mount- Hope. But for those of yotr that may nob have

seen a mine site, this has similar Gomponents to what.

you see in the Mount Hope operaLion.

There's a l,arge tailings faciLiLy here for

spent ore, a uraste rock dump, open pit, and your bench

and ore processing facility. So this gives you an idea

of what- a mine site would look like from the air.

OÌ:viously, the Mount. Hope facility would have a

dif ferenL configuration.

okay. hle were created, the BMRR, in 1989 wlth

MOUNT HOPE PRO,JECT, REGULATTON PERMIT
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three specialized regulatory branches. They were t.he

Regulat-ion Branch, Reclamatíon Branch and Cl-osure

Branch. Itm represent-ing the .Regulat-ion Br:anch. Our

mission is to protect waters of the sLate and enforce

wat-er: pollution control regulations at, mining

f acilit-ies.

The other Lwo branches, just briefly, the

Recl-amat-ion Branch, if you were at the earlier meeting,

Lhey ensure that l-ands di sturbed by mj-ning oper:ations

are reclaimed t-o safe and st-able condit,ions to promote

post-pr:oduct.ive mine Iand use.

We al.so have t-he Closure Branch that- l-ooks at

chemical- stabifities of the long term.

I want- Lo mention one other thing. We are

fee-based. We receive a hundred percent of orrr: funding

from permit fees from mining operations, whj-ch include

renewal f ees and annual f ees, as r^/elf as modif ications

and things. So one of the things, I t-hink, people

arenrt aware of, once we issue a permit, we don,L just

walk away. Vlerre with the f acif it-y basically f rom

cradle to grave. We do have updates and modifications

as the facj-Iity changes over -- over time.

This is just an organizat-ional- chart. Just

quickly, f have a couple of things f want to explain.

One thing is thaL we do the entire state. thls is bhe

MOUNT HOPE PROiIECT, REGULATTON PERMIT
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Regulation Branch. We have three permit wrj.ters and

three j.nspectors. Every project is given a specrfic

permit writer and inspector that basícaIIy sLay with

that project for the life of the project or however long

theyrre employed. The idea is to give conLinuity.

But, a1so, T want to menLion t}.at k¡etween

myself , the Bureau Chief and t-he other permit writ-ers,

we actually have four professional engi-neers on staff,

as well as the staff engineer, and we have a very formal

peer review process. So all of our permits are looked

at by everyone to one degr:ee or anot-Trer. As we1l,

obviously, t-he regulation -- excuse me reclamation

folks and closure folks also provj-de input on these

s ites .

Some of the other branches, just quickly,

therers the Closure Branch, Reclamation Branch. Then we

also have th¡o people f rom the BLM trhat- are placed, based

in our office. obviously, because the State of Nevada

has I betieve, about 80 percent of the state is BLM.

So a lot of t-hese mine sites are on BLM land. And by

having those two folks in our off-ice just helps wit.h

communicat-ion with our f ederal part-ners.

Okay. Just quickly, everyt-hing we do is based

on regulations and st-at-e laws . And I j us t wanted to

display those here. Basically, all the decisions,

MOUNT HOPE PROJECT, REGUI,ATTON PERMIT
PUBLIC COMMENT HEARING, 1O_30-201.2

NDEPOOOOO5

Schroeder Law Offices, P.C.
Exhibit 2

Page 5 of 56

@

1

2

3

4

5

6

'7

8

9

10

11

L2

13

1"4

15

16

I7

18

I9

20

21,

))

23

24

25

q



1

2

2

4

5

6

7

9

10

1l

I2

13

I4

15

16

L7

1B

L9

20

2L

22

23

24

25

fþ

permj-t Limi-ng, basically everyLhing we do, in one way or

another, goes back to a r:egulation or 1aw.

Idhen I t-a1k about wat-ers of the sLate, simply,

it's k¡asically al1 bodies of \^raler or accumulations of

water, sur:f ace and under:g'round, natural or artif icia1.

So we care aboul all the water when it comes to lvater

quality an<l water degradation.

Às far as mining regulated act-ìvity, whatrs

within our purview ís basically, iL's any mining or

processi-ng activity thaL has the potential to degrade

Lhe waLers of the state. It-'s private 1and, as well as

public 1and, any land wit-hin Lhe state of Nevada.

Bas j-cal1y, it inclu<les all- metal mining. ú{e're a 1ittle

biL different Lhan a reclamation group, though. We do

noL oversee industrial minerals, sand an<l gr:ave1, cJ-ay,

chips and those kinds of t-hings.

hlithin the Regufation Branchr lrre acLr.rally have

three activities. Tkrere's permj-tLing, where we issue

water use control permits. We have t-he inspect.i-on

function, where we actually go out and inspect mines on

a r:egular bas j.s. And then we have the cornpliance and

enforcement funcLion when we have groundwater issues or

spi11s and t-hose kinds of thíngs t.o deal with. And f 'm

going to speak about- each one of Lhose act-ívit.ies in

detail.

10
MOUNT HOPE PROJECT, REGULATTON PERMIT
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Before f get into that, I have a few other

things to f if l in. one's water pol-lul-.ion control permit

applicability. And, basically, no person may lregin the

construcLion of a new process component, or mat.eri.aIly

modify an existing process componenL wíthout visiting

wiLh us and ok¡Laining a permit. So, basically, you

know, they have to come to us in advance.

And that.'s where I talk about the cradle to

grave Lhing. General- MoIy, f or example, assuming tkrey

get their permit and t.hey go int-o operat-ion, and they

want to make an operat:ional change at. any point in the

future, they have Lo come back t-o us and review thal

oper:ational change, so t-hat we 'can ensure, You know,

they are taking the groundwater: degradat-ion inLo

considerat.ion and taking proper sLeps where Lhat woulcl

not occur.

As f ar as water quality and whab. \^te look aL,

basically, for surface waLer, is it's Lher:ers no

degradation al-Iowed. It's period. Tb's pretty

sj-mpIe. When it comes to groundwater, we generally

def ault- to the drinking water st,andards.

As f ar as applicat.ion review times, t-he period

by legislation i-s 180 days. rt often takes a year or

more to permit a sit.e. The r:eason f or t.hat. is every

time the site we request adcliLionaL informat.ion, Lhe
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cl.ock sLops. If they change their minds, and they have

to go back an<1 revis j-t t.hings, obviousl y, the clock

stops for changes. And so, oftentj-mes, it can go out

beyond 180 days because we're waiting for information

f rom ttre appl.icant.

But during thaL 180-day time, period, it

incl-udes administrative technical reviews done by orrr

stalf . We draf t the init j-al per:mi L, aàd then we have a

30..day public comment perio<1 , which werre attending

today.

Al-so, a public meetirlg can be held upon

request . They're not required. Sometimes theyr re

requested during the comment period, and we wilI

actually have it a month or so af t-er t.he comment- period,

because we have to notice these, these publ.ic meetings.

This meeting was act-ually held because it was requested

by General Mo1y. They fel-t Lhere was enough public

interest that we should, should hold a meeting.

Assuming everyLhing continues forwarcl , the next:

step is the Notice of Decision. Werre going to take all

our public comments over l-he last 30 days; werll also

Lake all comments in this meeting, both written and

verbal and, basically, address Lhose in our: NoLice of

Decision. An<1 we're looking at probably sometime wiLhín

the next two to four weeks, we'11 íssue t-haL Notice of
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Decis ion.

Now, once rlre've issuecl t-hat notice of decísion,

there's actually a 10-day period, I've orrLlinecl here,

before the permit becomes effective, any int.erested

party may appeal to t-he State Bnvironmental Commission

if Lhey f eel that h/e've done some act-lon that's not-

complete, or j-nappropriat-e. That's actually mentioned

in the NoD, thaL jnformation.

Nor^r, once we issue t-he permit, iL is valid f or

a five-year period. There are annual fees and annual

reviews that- we do. And, l.ike I say, iL's an ongoing

proce s s .

Applicat-ions incLude the following

requirements. Again, I'11 go into a little more detail

after thjs sIide. But, basically, the corporate

inf ormation. We do an area assesément . lrle do a

meteorological report. Therers an engineering design

report, as well as proposed operating p1ans.

And I j ust vrant to really stress Lhe amotrnt of

informatíon we go through and the 1evel of detail that

lire go through.

As far as the assessment of area of review, we

have geological. ancl hy<lrological information. We look

at surf ace wat-erways, sl-reams, springs, seeps. We also

look at watershed and st-orm event inf ormation. And !'/e
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look atr existing wel1s and habit.able strucLures in the

area of the mining oPeration.

Under meLeorological- report, we l-ook at

hj-storical- rainf al-1 and temperature data. St-orm events,

we go out a hundred years. We also this one is very

impor:tant Lo us , t-he bot Lom one her:e , i s us ing chem i cal

charact-eri-zation of t-he overÏ¡urden, waste rock, ore, and

taj-Iings for the potential to release pollutants and

generate acid. We use that informaLion to help design

the facilíLies for contaínment.

And, actually, we have ongoing review, once a

mine is in operation, where we char:acterize these

materials during the life of the project. Because, as

some of you probably know, the material Lhat we find in

ore and waste rock isn't always consistent- through the

ore bo<1y or the area being modiEied.

Ilnder: englneering and design report, it must kre

prepared by a professional engineer or engineer

registered in Lhe state of Nevada.

Pl.ans, specifications and cafcul-ations for

process components and ftuid managemenL are provided to

us, as well as a1I the potential s,ources at the

f ac j-lity, incl.uding mine areas, which is very important .

Some f olks may not- be aware of that-. As well as Lhe

process componenLs, waste rock ancl spent ore.



r¡ie also Iook at geologì-ca1, hydrogeological

cond.iLi-ons beneath the site to address st-ructural

stabilit-y of Lhe waste rock clumps and Lailings

impoundment ancl that kind of thing. Now, when it comes

to tailings, we actually have a different divísion -- r

think, it's Water Resources that- actually look at the

<lam stability.

Another thing that we take into consideraEion

for all. process components i,s 1L0 contaj-nment for: any of

the chemicals that are in use, as well as zero discharge

of process solution.

Al so under engi.neering des j-gn report, we look

at- methods for: control of storm flow and runoff. T know

that-'s one of t.he concerns werve received from Lhe

public so far. But 1ooking at those hundred-year sLorm

event-s I mentioned earlier, as well as 25-year sLorm

events. diversion channels an<l those type of things, as

welÌ as pond capacities for storm events is one of the

things that we look at.

we also look at methods to utilize for

inspecting, testing and qualit-y assurance and quality

control. This is especially duríng Lhe construction

period. One of the things Lhat- our permlt. wrlter does

is he acLualIy goes out ancl makes some inspections

cluring construct-ion to make sure thaL the construction

15
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is conf orming t:o our permit r:eqrrirements. And,

actrrally, once construction is complete, we require an

as-buÍlt- report that has to be sígned off by a

professional engi.neer that- everyt-hing had been done in

accor<lance with t-he original plans '

And, also, wê, obviously, review the process

schemalics of the facilitY'

Getting near the end here, we have proposed

operating p1ans. And all these must be provicled as a

parL of Lhe permit application. obviously, \^Ie need

theii: operatì.ng plans for the mineral processing

circuit,

vle aLso need their plans for management of all

the process fluids.

An important one is the monitoring plan.

You' II see in the next- present-aLi-on, there' s a lot of

monitoring weIls. And we also have a lot of leak

detection ports i.n a lot of facilities for controlLing

fluids. That's actually a very import-ant part of this.

vle also have to require an emergency response

plan for fluid management system fail-ures; you know,

thlngs 1ike, you know, what they're going to do in a

power failure, how they're going to shut the facilit-y

c1own, manage fluids in emergency-type sítuations.

We also require a temporary closure p1an. You
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know, if the sit-e were to shut down for what is economic

reasons or: r |ou know, severe weather or what have you,

then we require a tentative permanent closure plan as

par1- of t-he application.

Under inspecLions, we, basically, do these to

ensure Lhat t-he initially, during the original

permit,ting process, to make sure t-hat the f acilities , as

I menLioned ear:lier, are construct-ed to the approved

design.

We compl-ete once they ar:e in operation, we

do inspections at least on a quarLerly basís. And

they're very thorough inspections. vùe look for

comp,l iance with pe rmit regulations . But we also look at

componenL integrity. You know, we inspect- liners,

sumps, tanks, floors in the process buildings.

vile also inspect thei r moni-toring syst-em, the

Ieak detect-Íon syst-ems.

And rre look f or any evidence of surf ace

discharges.

IÁie also requir:e quarterly reports and annr:.aI

reports. Thaf-'s part of the inspection and monitor j-ng

proces s .

The last item, compliance and enforcement. We

act-rrally have you can see on the bottom t-here, we

have the ak¡ilj-ty up to $25, 000 per day per violation,
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We rarely get- to that point. Typically, what we try to

do is work with Lhe operators to mitigate any potent.ial

groundwater and,/or soi-1 conLamination when it occurs.

Ho¡¡rever, generally, we <1o have <legradation of waters of

t-he state. The f inal act is some t-ype of enf orcement-

t-hat involves, you lcnow, a monetary a payment.

Other: areas t-hat can get foll<s into t-roub.Ie are

operating or constructing without a permit; unauthorized

discharge; violations of statutes, regulations or permit

conditi ons .

There is a requirement on mine operati'ons to do

self - reporting. When they do have spi 11s of cert-a jrn

vof umes and t-ypes, Lhey are required t-o phone those in

and seff -report. And then we act-, act on t-hose'

And that's it for me. Ird like to in[roduce

Tom cray, who wilL go over in cletail the Mount Hope

Project and how it relates to the water polluLion

control permit.

Thank you.

Do you want that woops. Ilo you want this

down?

MS. KITI'RELL: No. We mi ght- need to tighten i t-

up, though.

MR. GRAY: Hi. I'm Tom Gray. Can you hear me?

Permit- writ-er for the proposed Mount Hope water

L8
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pollutíon control permi-t. And t am going to gi.ve you

kind of an overview of the proposed project from t-he

waLer poll ution control perspect.ive and talk about

aspecLs of the draft- water pollution control permit.

So I'm goj-ng to be speaking about all of these

components, the main proposed components of the

faciliLy. And Lhen, t.owards the end, I will -- and I

have a slide discuss a little bit aborrt- t-he

hydrology, g'roundwater hydr:ology j-n t-he immed j-ate

vicinity of the project-. And then I'11 t-a1k about. the

hydrology, the groundwater hydrology in the immediate

vicinity of l-he project-. And Lhen f '11 talk about pi-t

lake study.

So on to here, I think, y()u guys probably know

a s.i te f or a wel-I. An<l there's also similar map to th j-s

in t.he back of the room. But t.he Mount Hope pit.

Vthen I tlrrn, am I coming through to you?

Because I can't really hear myself is all. okay. So.

Mount Hope pit, obviously, right- here in the

general vicinity of wher:e the summit of the mountain is

right- now. And ít's surrounded by waste rock disposaL

facílíties and stockpiles and the mi11 site.

Start- ing w:i-t-h the largest component- here,

t.he what's shown here as a NAG waste rock disposal

facility, it's the waste rock facility for the wast-e

19
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rock that is taken out of t-he pit thaL's not expected to

g'enerate acid, based on t-esLing Lhat's been done on

those materials -

Then, Lhere's the PAG waste rock disposal

facilíLy, which stands Eor potent-ially acíd generating

waste rock. So this, this is material that the testing

has shown that there is a potential t-hat- acid sits

there, and after it's been mined, it may generate acid.

And so I'll t-alk about what it-'s contained in an

aclclit j-onal- contaj-nment f acility as.

TtLere, the low- grade or:e stockpile is here.

And the mill site itself, where a1l the

processing components is right here on the southeast

edge of the pít.

Then, there's a tail-ings pipeline corridor that

connects the mi11 site with the south tail.ings storage

facility.

And those are the main comPonents.

You wi I l. noL ice that on t-hi s diag ram , as we 11

as most of the oLher ones your1l see, the yellow dots

represent monlt-oring weIls, most of which have already

been installecl and have we have baseline dat-a on

water leve1s and water: quality f or: them. Theret s a

couple that haven' t- been installed. But- Lhose, I'11

talk about. I ' 11 talk about the imporLance of the
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monitoring wells as we go forwarcl.

So here's with the non-acid generating waste

rock <lisposal facility, 74 percenl- of the waste rock

generated, expected to be generated by the mi.ne wj-11 be

non-acid generating, once agaj-n based on Lhe testing

that t-hey've done with drj"Il samples.

Because there' s no expecl-ed acid gene::ation,

there is no engineerecl subgrade. It's, basica1ly, going

to sit on clearly drudgecl earth thaL is graded to drain,

brrt it doesn't have an actual what you wot¡I<l cafl

conta inment .

There are sLormwater diversion dit-ches and

sediment basins associated with t-his struct-ure.

And there's one spring , SP--7 , that is going to

be covered by t-his facility. Incidentally, that's the

only spring that's directly going to be covered by

another component of the site. This spring here ís

beLween two waste rock f acil-ities. There's another:

downgradient spring on this side, an<1 over here, over

here. But this, bhis spring is actually going to be

covered. It 's a smal1 sPring.

An<1 there is a separate engineered const-ruct j on

t-hat's going to be installed to ensure thaL t-haL waLer

is noL in contact- wit-h the waste rock. And Lhat's goj-ng

to consisL of a foundation drain, which is, basically,
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going bo kre 18 inches of drain rock and a geofabric-

And then that's going to be over:Iaid by a synthetic

liner and t.hen a layer of overl i ner crush mater:ial to

protect t;he liner. And Lhen the \^¡asLe rock goes on top

of Lhat. So.

And then t-he drain rock in the spr:ing will have

perf or:ated pì-pe that will col lect Lhat lllater. And t-hen

jt- will feed, it witl feed outside Lhe footprÍnt of the

waste rock disposal f acili ty and be f ed j.nto a natur:a1

drainage in the early hist-ory, up to year 10' And then,

as the wast,e rock f acility grows in size, it l¡ti1l- nee<1

some addit.ional base consLruction and t-hat pipecl' will

be píped to a stormwaler dj-version after that.

The potenLially acid generaLing waste rock

disposal facility, it's probably one that most of you

guys are interested in. 26 percenL of the waste rock

expected to be producecl by Lhe mine will have t-he

poLential t-o generate aci<1 , based on the t:esting that

has been done. It doesn't mean that all of it will-

generate acj.d. But as best as our testing can

det-ermine, that-'s Lhe mater j-a1 L.hat needs separate

additional cont-ainment to make sure that we don't add

acid flowing into the environment and hence all the

metals thal are typically leached by acid'

So this f aci lit-y has has much it has
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containment i-n the form of under:neath the act-ual

footprint, it has a one-foot engineered low permeabJlit-y

subgrade. It ' s an ear:then mater.ial . Thatrs not- a

synthetic liner. But. it is engi.neered and has a

compaction st:ack. It also has a -- it's graded to drain

to the <lowngradient edge of t-he f acility.

Where this facility is on top of negative

drainages, there will be a liner put in, in for the

<l::ainage area, a synthetic l- iner. And Lhen on top of

that will be piping that draÍns off the materj-al to

protect the liner. And that is becar.rse those areas will-

be focal poinLs for any infiltrate<l sLormwater that

infiltrates into the dump. They will, they will move

towarcls the clr:ainage s , 9et iLnto these , the dr:ainage

layer of piping, and l-hen be piped down to the

st-ormr¡/ater collection channels. Which ttìere's a

stor:mwater collection channel that's not shown here, but

j-t's right along the periphery of the facility. And

then it leads Lo this st.ormwater collecti-on pond, number

one and, ultimately, as the facilities grow, to a secon<1

stormwater collection pon<l.

This one wonrt be built initially, because

initially the footprint ot this facì-lity and thís

facility will be small enough that a single pond can

handle them. But as they grow in size, the secon<l pond.
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and channel to connect Lhem will be puL in.

The channels and the ponds will Lre lined with a

synt-hetic, a síngle synthetic liLner. Now, t1-rose, t-krose

ponds are sized, and the channels are sized to kre ak¡le

to conEain a 100-year, 24- hour storm event. That goes a

Iittfe beyond our minimum regulatory requirements.

Let's say thaL the facility only needs to be able to

cont-ain Lhe 25-year, 24-hour. These ones are designed

to be a little hardier t-han thab.

And the ponds have a 21-day permit. Ancl this

is standard in our permits for stormwater ponds.

There's single-l-ined. Basically, when they get flow

they will not always have flow in them. But when tLrey

get flow, then there will be a requirement to evacuate

that within 20 days. And they'll be evacuated into a

process, this process cerìter at the at the milI. So

they'lI be evacuated into oth.er containment-.

An<l then I will kind of harken this discussion,

this p::esentation ak¡out Lhe monitoring we11s, which are

surrounding these faciliLíes.

Down here, you can see it's a couple in the big

footprinL. An<l those, obviously, will be mined out.

But there will be some upgra<lient wells remaining. They

may go dry. But, primariLy, our our monitoring will

be for the downgradient moniLoring weI1s, ancl they wiIl
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be monitoring gr:ounclwater to make slrre that Eherê's no

degradation of that gr:oundwater. An<l if ther:e is, then

they have to report to us and clean it. up and eliminate

that source of contamination.

Low-gracle ore sLockpile, I won'E talk about too

much, because it's <lesignecl , it's virtual. Iy identical t-o

the potentially acid generating waste rock disposal

facility. It serves a different purpose, obvjously.

f L' s not f or: waste rock. It's f or ore t.hat but it 's

f or ore that- the mine det.ermines is low enough grade,

they donrt want t-o process it right away. They want to

process t-he high-end gracle, miIl ore 1nitia11y. And so

they're sLockpili-ng this material f or: years, 33 to 44,

But af ter the mini-ng ceases , they wi I I then be

processing, removì-ng or:e from Lhi-s facility an<l

processing it here in the m111.

r,ike I said, it's the same consbruction,

sEormwat-er coll-ect ion channels and ponds, and monitoring

we ll-s as the PAG WRDF .

Mill area facilíties, Lhere there are there

are many. And I won't go into a 1ot of detail, but I'1l

talk in general Lhe types of processing. There will be

crushing and grinding to make the ore much finer grain,

Ehat Lhey wil. I send t-o a flotation circuit to float the

molybdenum oxide concenL.rate.
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Then Lhey may need to do some ferric chloride

leaching. This is will be in containment in the mill

facility. They may or may not need to do that,

depending on what spec they're making aL t-he moment.

And then they'11 take the concent-rate, they'll roast it

Lo puri fy it further.

And t:.hey one of the products will require a

ferro.-molybdenum process to create a different shipping

conta iner , 
.you 

know, produc t .

So, in general, t-h j s, these, these apply to

most of the mil1 area facifities. There's primary and

secondary containment. The buildings with concrete

floors and concrete st-em walls and sumps within the

containment, which will so that Lhe process will be

i.n pi:imary contai.nment, of tanks and pipes wit-hj-n these

buildings. And ttren any sludge would fall onto the

f loor:s, whj-ch is the secondary containment, an<1 f Iow

inLo sumps and be pumped back into the primary.

The requirement, as Joe already mentioned, of

secondary conta j-nment actually is that it has to be, t-he

capacity has to be 110 percent of t-he largest primary

vessel in that particular containment area. So.

There is requirecl report-ing and cleanup of

releases an<i, action Lo prevent recurrence. So when

there is an upset. , tÌTey have to phone us i f i.t-' s above
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the thresholds for rapid wel1, reportíng. And then

we have our inspector will be t-racking that release.

And ít ' s their acL:Lons to clean it up quickly, conf irm

thal- iL's cleaned up, ancl make sure that there's

prevenLive actj-ons taken to eliminaLe that source and

prevent- that exact type of release from happenìng again.

And then there's downgradient- monitoring we11s.

These are backup for the monitori-ng or, sorry, for the

cont-ainment system. lf somet-hing gets into the

monitoring wells Lhat leads to the failure of Lhe

primary and secondary cont-ainment and and, but we

have that Leve1 of it's kind of a -- Lhe last line of

defense t:o see if there is a contaminat.ion in the

gr:oundwater moving out, away from the facility. And if

there is, they have t.o Lake appropriate response. And,

whaE rloe said, there may or may not be enf orcement , but-

there wi. I1 be correct-ive action to fix the sitrration.

I¡Ihich, which j.n some cases means additional. wells to

pump groundwal-er and adclit ional monitor j-ng wef 1s as

seen.

Specific components that are fall weII

outside, that have their own kind of specific design and

features, I'11 jusL go over Lhem briefly.

The coarse ore stockpile receives ore after

it's gone Lhrough l-he primary crtrsher. And it's has

27
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connected ponds to it. The pon<l an<l the coarse ore

stockpile share a single synthetic 1iner. That is, the

pacl is on the liner. And Lhen that same finer on Lhe

slope line outsicle of the limil-s of the pad goes into a

line<l poncl.. The pond, as with all single-fined ponds,

has a 2O - <1ay pond evacuaL ion wit-h it-.

once again, this is not- thì-s pond will not

t¡e iL's not designed for rouLine storage ancl process.

rn other words, it wilt just have stormwater in it.

The tai lings tLiickeners . So r:ight- af t-er Lhe

ore is crushed ancl goes over to the coarse ore st.ockpile

and i s sent through the grinding syst-em and - - and t-hen

.it goes throtrgh the f lotati-on cì rcuit. When it goes

through af ter it- goes t:hrough the f lotation circuit,

Ít separates the concentraLe, which they then go and

roast f rom the t-ai1ings.

The t.ailings ís the spent ore that no longer:

holds any l:ecoverable prodr.rct f or them. And that goes

up to two large Lailíngs thickeners. The tailings

thickenei:s both have double synthetic liners with a leak

detection system that- is in between Lhe two liners and

Ìras the material in the two liners to all-ow the any

Ieakage to flow between the liners and be caught in the

sump.

They have to monitor the leakage rate, if any,



and - - and the pe::mit., t-hat supplies l.eakage l"imits .

Once agaín, it's imporLant to note that this is

not leakage to l-he environment. This is stj-11 inside.

At the poi.nt that i t- report s as l eakage f or this

p\rrpose, it's stil"1 being -- it's gott-en thrrough one

1iner, brrt j.t hasn't got-ten through the seconclary 1j-ner.

And the requì-rement: to keep pumpi ng that- I eak

<letection system significantly re<luces the chance of any

acldit ional leakage going through the seconda::y f.iner,

because it-'s not hol<ling a lot of hyclrauli-c head of

solut ion .

The clownstream furthest final conLainment at

the mill site is tfre tailings thickener emergency

overflow pond. Thatrs known as TTEOP. ft,s a single

synthetic 1iner, a 20-clay evacuatj-on 1imit. It has 110

percent capaciLy of a single tailings Lhickener. It's

quite a 1arge, ? point something million gallons. At

any rate, it, once again, is for upsets, nonroutine

containment. An<l so it has a 20- day limi t. Tt- is

<lesigned to not normally contain process solution.

Going on from the tailings thickeners, go

t-hrough tailings pipelines i-nto tailings pipeline

corridor which Ieads to the taiJ-ings storage faciLity,

which I'IL talk about next.

The tailings pipeline corrj <1or is q\rlte
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lengthy. And along the way, there's there's the

tailings pipelines, and then there's corridor:s reclai-m

pipelines, so r,rre can r:eclaim water back f rom the

tailings facj-1ity to the mi11.

And if there's any releases from the tailings

pipeline corridor, they report to thr:ee earthen

emergency poncls, whj.ch, we thínk, since therets no

actual liner in those, those would be reportak¡Ie

rel-eases. And we they will have would k¡e like any

other release, they would have to clean up, report to

us, ancl make sure that they put in place corrective

actj.ons to prevent further releases of that type.

The south tailings storage facíIity shown here

is therets a l-i.tt.Le discrepancy about the acres. And

f'11 have to check my figures, But it's very large.

It's approximately two an<l a half miles in the

north-south direction and approxímat-eIy a mi1e and a

half i-n east-west or¡.ce it's built to its f u11 size.

It has a single synthetic liner throughout the

entire containment area, which is beyond our minimum

design reqr.rirements, although it 1s stanclard these <lays

for what we require for tailings facilities.

On top of the liner, it has a drainage layer:,

1B inctres ot drainage rock . Ancl then it has a piping

syst-em wi th j-n that <lrainage layer . And thi s , the
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prlrpose of this is Lo drain the tail ings thab's going to

be on top of that clrainage layer. Tt's going to

decrease the periocl of drain- clown at closure, whictr j. s

good f or t-he environment. Il-'s also going to decrease

the how much water pressure there i s that's in the

liner and mi.nimize that so that there's not as muchr

wal-er pressrrre. If t-here is a leak there, with less

waLer pressure and less head on that liner, there's

going to be less, less leakage.

I{ j thin that- drainage 1ayer, there are

piezometers, which are basically pressure sensors, which

are going Lo be able to measure how much water is in

there . Ànd there's Ìimits in the permit for how much,

how much $rater pressure can be in that area.

The embankment constrrrction is everything

I've said so f ar has been talking about the t-aili-ngs

basin where the actual tails are going t-o go. On tkre

downgradÍent side of the tailings j-mpouncJ.ment, whictr is

basically the west- and south sides, which is are the

downhill focations, Lhere is going to be an embankment.

This embankment is actually going to be constructe<l of a

coarse fraction of the tailings themselves. But not Co

worry . It ' s going t-o be t-hat- embankment i s entirely

on l-op of the Iiner and drai.nage 1ayer. So the l iner

and drainage layer cover the entire foot-print of the

MOUNT HOPE PROJECT, REGUI,ATTON PERMIT
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embankment and bhe tails basin.

It will k¡e a coarser f ract-ion of Lhe tailings,

an<1 and t-here wíll be pì-ezometers also insLalled in

that, in t-he drainage layer to ensure embankment

stability. There are permi-t .1 imíts f or thaL, too.

The mater:íal. ór the f 1uj.c1 that's 1yíng in the

drainage layer ac [.ua] ly reports t,o two und.erdrai.nage

co.llecti.on ponds that are loc:ated here downgradient

point- of the tailings facility. They are double liners,

double synthetic liners, with a Ieak <letection system in

between and leakage rate Ilmits, aIso.

From there, the reclaimed solution is prrmped

back t-hr:ough the t-ail ings corri clor to the mil-I site .

And t-here's also a barge out in the ponds in the

tailings basin, whích also pump reclaimed wat-er back to

the mi1l.

Thís I know you guys have been hearing about

the north t-ailings f acility. 1L is pl anne<1 , the

faci-1ity. However, it was not inclrrded in the

application to us. It is this, this facilit-y has a

lifetime of 36 years. Someti-me before they need to

builct the norbh tailings storag'e facility, they wíIl

have to submit an appficat-ion for a permiL model Lo us,

and that wiII be another public not.ice<l hearing. It

will be a major mod.ificaLion of the permit. And we'1I
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have t-o review an<1 approve that as a separate action.

okay. Hydrology. Thi.s map shows projected

groundwater contours aL year 44, So at the end of

processing, at the end of the facilÍty, thi-s is Lhe

pro j ected groundwal-er contours.

It's quite similar t-o the cr.rrrent (indistinct-)

This project is locate<1 at t--he intersect-ion of thr:ee

hydrographic basins, the Pine Valley tso the north, the

Kok¡eh Valley to the east or wesl- and. southwest, an<1

the ¡iamond Va1ley to the east.

Some parts of the facil.ity are located in each

basin. The mill" siLe is located in i-he Diamond Valley

k¡asin, hydrographic basin. Parts of the PAG lvaste

facility and the non-acid generating waste facility are

in the Pine Va11ey. Other part.s are in boLh t-he Diamond

VaIley and the Kobeh Va11ey. The tailings impoundment

is located in the Kobeh Va11ey hydrographic basin.

I'd like to poinL out that the comparison of

this hydrology with current., based on current monitoring

from these monitoring we11s thaE have been installed

alrea<ly ancl monitorlng, it's quite simj. lar on the

contours to t-hat, wi t.h a f ew exceptions .

Currently, Ehere's a groundwaler high right,

over the peak of right under the peak of Mount Hope.

AL this point, at year 44, there's a groundwater 1ow
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here, on p1.t dewatering. Therers a small groundwater

high thaL' s in th j-s area. There is a hi.gh, groun<ì.wat-er

high here and kind of a saddl-e high going along here.

This j-s vjrtually identical to the current

hydrology, the groundwater out- here, and it's what

separaLes the tailings clown from tLre Dramoncl Va11ey

hydrographic basi.n as this this i s, l-ike I say, a

groundwater high, and t-hese contolrrs show a steep

drop-off from trer:e to underneath the tailings

impoundment into Kobeh Valley. This is a muctr st-eeper

drop-off than ís curr:ently the case, because of the

Kobeh Valley well f ield, where they'I1 be dewateri:ng,

out here. But it's similar j:n shape. The groundwater

direc t- ions is s imi lar .

MS. SMITH: What's the contour?

MR. GRAY: Excuse me?

MS. SMITII: lrlhatrs the contour over here?

MR. GRAY: The contour over here, I betieve, is

100 feet-.

MS. KITTRELL: Excuse me. Could you say your

name f or Ehe recor:d, please . V'Ie ' re record j:ng .

MS . SMITH: My name is Chri,stine Smith, an<l I

asked what. the contouring was on the Mount Hope Project

hydrology protect.ed groundwater elevat,ion contours for

year 44.
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MS . KTTTREI,L: Thank you.

MR. GRAY: An<l il-'s and j-t's I believe,

it's a hundred feet.

So this is Lhe best slice about t-he monitoring

weI1s. Because oul: goal is Lo have monitoring wells

upgradient and downgradient of aIl- potential sources of

groundwater conLaminat, j-on at the site, And T'11 get - -

werre talking about major component- here.

So you'11 nobice we have upgradient and

clowngradienl- wel-Is. And on the t-a j 1s, we have

upgradient and downgra<lient wel1s around the waste rock

clisposal f acil ities and the mill. site.

The upgraclient wefls are primarily to get base,

basel-ine data befor:e the Iine goes in, to make sure that

we know what the \^/hat the natural water involvement

is ancl downgradient, f or comparison to see j,f there ' s

degradation.

There .is - - mosL of these wells are be ing

are instal-led an<l are being monitored currently. So we

actually know, for the downgradient weÌ1s, we know what

the water quality is now as a baseline for them, too.

So we'11 compare going forward, the water quality.

And the permit includes 21 monit-oring wells

shown here, wit-h quart-erly analyses and reports to us.

There's also an annua.L reporL to us l-haL Joe mentioned
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previously. Any degradation that's seen in drinking

water standards of grorrn<lwater is prohibited. And iL

triggers reporting to rrs, requi-red j nvestigat j.on and

cleanup and sotrrce elimination.

My last slide is on the pit lake study. A pit

lake is pro j ected to f orm at tt.e end of mining, whi-ch j.s

going to happen in year 32. After year: 32, they're

just tLrey're not- going to be mining anymore, so

they're not going to be dewatering t-he pit anymore. At

that poini:, they'11 switch to processing low-grade ore

and the low-g::ade ore stockpilecl . But the pit wiIl

begin to form.

And so T want to give you an overview of ttre

regulat.ory framework before we launch into wtrat the

results of Lhe pit lake study are.

There were no numerical water quality standards

for pit lakes, because they are surface water that do

not Lrave a beneficial use designation. But the

regulations say the pit lake cannot degrade groundhrat-er.

So the a<ljacent groundwaLer t-o the pit lake cannot be

degrade<l by the pit lake' s vratel: quality. And, a1so,

the pit lake itself cannot affect adversely the health

of human, terrestrial or avian 1ife.

So they have to demonstrate that they will not

víolate these regu.Latory requirements. They have to do
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a guidance, geologic, hydrologic and geochemical testing

<lat-a and make a pil- lake, run a pit lake predict ive

computer: model to predict what the pit- Iake quality,

quantity and elevation will be, and Lhen det-er:mine

whether it's going to have a poLential to adversely

affect Lhe human, avian or terrestrial life or clegrade

the surrorrnding groundwater.

So Lhe resL thaL I want to Lalk about is what

their predictions based on their pit lake moclel qualify.

The piLt lake, based on Lhe mine plan, the pit J-ake, or:

the pit bottom elevation, Lhe boLtom of the pit is going

to be at- elevation 4700 feet. The ult-imate pit south

rim elevation is going t-o be aL elevation 6800 feet.

The pit, u1t-imate pit lake surface efevaLion wí11 be

i t' s predicl-ed to be at a 591-2 f eet elevaLion.

So t-he predì-ct. ion j-s f or an approximaLely

12oo- foot-<1eep piL lake that is approximately 900 feet,

at t-he surf ace it- ' Il be approximately 900 f eeL below the

piL rim. so iL'lI all sit in the piL and will be quite

c1e ep .

rt is predicl-ed, pre<licted to fil-1 quicker

than slow, slowIy fiIl Lhe final (indist-incL) ltrs

suppose<l Lo take 200 years to fill 82 percent and then a

thorrsand years Lo f iI1 completely. InitialIy, it-'s

pretty difficuft. for píL l-akes to fill more rapidly
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initially. These specific numbers ar:e just- what their:

computer model came up with.

The key, one of the key points from our

perspective is they have determined t-hat the pit lake is

pre<1ict-ed to be a hydrologic sink. Now, what that. means

is that Lhe groundwaLer surrounding on all sides of the

pit l ake is going t--o s lope down t-owards the pit lake .

And this is like a lot of nalural lakes. But

t-he water table will slope down, which means, since

water flows downhill into groundwater, there wi1,l- be no

groundwaLer flowing out of the 1ake, the pi'L 1ake, if

this is true. The only outflow wíIl be evaporation,

which will be significant.

So yourre basically having water flowing

downhill from al1 sides into the pit lake, in the

groundwater, Lhe subsurface, to the pit lake and then

coming rrp through evaporation. Th-is means that the pit

lake will have no potential to degrade groundwater,

because there wj.11 be no groundwater downgradient of the

pit- 1ake.

So that, basically, addresses this search

po int- .

Now, on to tlre acLuaf piL lake qualily an<l this

point, can adversely affect- the health of human,

terrest-rial or avian 1ife. The pit- lake modeL predicts
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the pit lake wlll be nerrtral to sl ight-ly al kaline pH.

It will not be an acid pit lake. And it will, in

qeneral, trave very low metals concenLrat-ions . Except it

will have antimony, caclmium and manganese, and trhese are

the pred.icted highest values in the pit lake that are

shown here.

So this, the screening 1eve1 ecological risk

asses sment was con<lucted to clel-ermine if thal- pit lake

quality is going to adversely affect. human, terrestrial

or avian life.

I^Ie11, for trumans, they elected to restrict

acces s . So t-here' s not going to be in tl. ese risk

analyses, you determine is there a pathway to use. As

they deterrnine, since they're going to keep humans out,

Lhere's no pathway. so Lhat, that therers not going to

h¡e a significanL risk, according to their predictions,

for humans.

The livestock also is not intended to be in Lhe

piL lake. Therers going to be a fence arorrnd Lt-, which

shoulcl keep out livestock, a1so. They, tr,owever, clid

look at the t.he t-oxicological data, and the predicted

chemistry of t-he pit lake showed that there is a low to

moderate toxicological risk fo:: clrinking, for livestock.

once again, the lake is not- intended for the watering of

livestock. So t-hey concluded there is a 1ow risk to



I ives tock.

VÍildlif e, an<l this would be whaLever wildl i f e

is either coming in, flying into the area and drinking

water, or Iivì-ng in the area and drinking water, based

on Lhe sl-rrdies of t-he j-ndicator species, wildlif e

species that were analyzed, there i.s negligible

toxicological r:isk for drinking, to them.

And I might. add, th.is , the permi t- require s that

whenever Lhere's a maj or modif icat-ion, any mo<lif icat.ion

to the permj-t t-hat would affect the pit lake quality,

they andr aIso, each renewal of the permit, each

five-year renevr, they have to reevaluate the pit lake

study and make because by then, we'l-l have we'11

have better monitoring dala and, you know, we'11

they'II be abl-e to incorporate. BUL the idea is through

t-ime the pit l.ake study shoul<l get more accurate,

becarrse they'I1 have k¡etter dat-a.

So at this point., I'd like to open up to

qr.rest-ions on the present.ation. And like.To Ann said,

and so if you

Do you \ntant them to

MS. KTTTRELL: Yeah, just so that we can make

sure that we have it recorded.

MR. GRAY: lrle' II have you go to the mi.crophone,

please, and state your name.
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@

An<1 then, af t.er the questi on and answer

per i od

MR. PAGE: lr1efI (indistinct) When were you

t-alking aborrt- the PAG mat-er:ial and

MR. HOLMGREN: Please state your name.

MR. PAGE: Oh. Mike Page.

And on the PAG maLerial, you were talking ahout

the r:unof f oLf of bhat- going to a tailings poncl or: a

holding pond?

MR. GRAY: A st-or:mwat-er co.Ll-ection pond, yes.

MR. PAGE: Yeah, and then that- was supposed to

be within 20 days placed back and then piped. Díd r

understand you correctly that you are going to put that

pot ent- iaI acid back into l-he operat íon?

MR. GRÀY: Yes, int-o the mi11 c ircu j t.

MR. PAGE: Oh, so yourre actually going to be

introducing the acid back into the milI operation?

MR. GRAY: Thab ' s correct .

MR. PAGE: Okay. Thank you.

MS . BAf LEY: Hi . My namer s CaroÌyn Bailey, anci

I have a question about your last slide.

MR. GRAY: Thi s slide?

MS . BAILEY: Yes . Okay. V,Ihat- do you call the

lake, the pit 1ake, that it won't get $/ater coming from

Lhe out'-side because it's what's the name for that?
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ftrs a sink?

MR. GRAY: A hydrologic sink, yes.

MS . BAILEY: Okay. A hydrologic sink. I rm

conf used. Because I 'm Lhe closest agriculLure t-o t.hat

pit Lake coming to the south. And my water l.evel right.

now is probably about 5700 feet. So if I have 5700

feet, ancl Lhat's at 59 aL the top level of Lhe water,

that would clrain towards me?

MR. GRAY: !üell --

MS . BAILEY: I don¡ t undersLand that .

MR. GRAY: Yeatr. LeL's let's go back.

MS. BAILEY: Okay.

MR. GRAY: This sl.ide . So there is a

grorrndwater 1eve1 here. ft's a liLf-Ie hard to see, but

these are these t.u/o contours are Ìower than the

surroundi-ng cont.o\¡rs . So everywher:e around t.his, this

depression, this Iow point-, there t.here will be

grorrndwat.er Ltrat' s as at thaL higher elewaLion.

MS. BAILEY: I rrnderstand.

MR. GRAY: So.

MS. BAILEY: So you're talking about surface

water, not

MR. HOLMGREN; Talking about surface water.

MS. BAILEY: -- underground water, you're

talking about surface waler?
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MR. GRAY: WelI, the the pit lake surface

will int-ersect-, (indis Einct ) will int-ersect the the

grounclwatei: coming down into it. An<1 so the water table

is sloping down to the lake su.rface undergr:ouncL and

subsurface from al1 sides.

MS. BAILEY: Okay. But could you go back to

the next slide again.

MR. GRAY: I'm sorry.

MS. BATLEY: I mean the last slide, second to

the lasb slide. okay. So it says that the preclicLecl

ul"timaEe pit lake surface elevation, 591,2.

MR. GRAY: Yes.

MS. BAILEY: My water table at my well j.s aL

5700 right now.

MR. GRAY: Ri ght . But in - -

MS. BA]LEY: So wouldn't that mean

MR. GRAY: In between, the wat-er, the

groundwater leve1 is higher than 59. So the water would

have Eo f J-ow rrp ouL o f the pi t lake , however , t.hat high,

and then onto your -- and you can'L do t-haL. If this is

correct, which it appears to be, so.

MS. BAILEY¡ On the surface, not underground?

MR. GRAY ¡ No. Underground. Undergroun<l. The

g'roundwat er , ye s .

MR. HOLMGREN: The only srrrface water is in the
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pit.

MS . BAILEY : Sur:f ace wat er .

MR. HOLMGREN: The water in the pì-t is the

srrrf ace water. But everything else (in<list-inct ) is

gr:oundwater.

MS . BAILEY: Okay.

MR. GRAY: But for it flows from from the

pit lake surface. So you have to go in the groundwater

table

MS. BAILEY: And comes back.

MR. GRAY: up over higher groundwat-er table

and thren down to that-. higher gr:orrndvrater in between

you and ít \¡¡i11 prevent i-t from flowing down to

MS. BAILEY: Okay. I'1I wrap my mind arorrnd

t.hat later, f guess.

MR. GRAY: Yeah. So this, this (indistinct)

right Ìrere is highei:. And this is groun<lwater that.

werre talki.ng about, is there a pathway from the pit

lake through Ehe groundwater t.o to out trere in

Diamond Valley. The the water in the pit lake would

have to go into the grouncl, subsurface, in this area and

fl-ow in the subsurface out here into the groundwater.

To do that, it would have to flow up now to into

pass this contour or this, pass this contour, whi-ch is

higher t-han that contour and that contour, to act-uaIly
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get over t-o the groundwater tunnel ancl f 1ow down. If it-

got. here, then it would be downgradient to your -- bul:

it:'s going to be contained in a groun<lwater l-ewel in pit

lake area.

MS. BAfLEY: Okay. Isn't there a cone of

depression?

MR. GRAY: ln the groundwater, I mean --

MS. BATLEY: As far as the pit lake?

MR. GRAY: Yes. Yes . That' s what that' s

kind of what- v/e're talking aÌ¡out.. The cone of

clepres s ion means that it f o1lows groundwater t-owards the

pit lake, will flow if it's within that cone of

depression, wliich is b¡asica1ly the area of this

gr:oundwat-er level, Ít will f l-ow back l-owards the pit

lake .

MS. BAILBY: Okay.

MR. GRAY: Not away from the pit lake.

MS . BAILEY: Okay. I feel like Irm

downgradient. on tl- at wat-erwise, so. I'lf have to wrap

my head around that.

MR. GRAY: You are now. Because, righL now,

there is a groundwal-er high right under t.he summit where

Mount Hope is proper, and t,here isn't any pit

dewatering, and there isnrt a pit lake here. But that

will change wtren when the pit is put in. First of
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a1l, it's going to change because they're going to

dewate:: t-he lake j.n the pit while they're mining. And

afterwards, that pit lake, aLI the evaporation is going

to be coming up ouL of that, that. pit lake, essentially

meaning the pit lake is going to be sucking grorrndwater

down to it from all sides. And that. is actually what

prevents most pit lakes f rom ciegracli-ng the groundwater.

I¡tre do have some pit fakes that are not

hydrologic sinks . They're connecte<1 to an aquif er t-hat.

goes straight uncler, yo\r know, Lhrough the bedrock. But

the predictjon here is it will it will not be that

case, it wiIl kre a cone of depression.

MS. BAÍLEY: A tiny 1itt1e (indistinct) ?

MR. GRAY: Yes. We11, T mean it w-iIl

MS. BAILEY: Not big enough to affect me?

MR. GRAY: That.'s -'- Lhat-'s correct. I clon't

believe Ehe pit lake it-se1f will (jndistinct\affect you.

MS. BAILEY: Thank you.

MR. BUGENIG: Hi. For the record, my name's

Dale Bugenig. f'm a hydrogeologist and certifiecl
l'' (11 

1 /' ¡ ¿:., r", r ;j ¡ t"(j.ndistinct) managter, works for Eureka County.

Just a couple of qr,resLions that I have on

(indistinct.) But you said that, regar<1ing the

monitroring well locations, most are existì-ng. You

indicated there are 21-. How many new wel1s are
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MR. GRAY: Ttrank you.

MS. KITTRELL: Does anybody, does anybody else

questions befor:e we move to the public commenthave any

period?

MR. TIBBITTS: Like before,

the cor.rnty. I have no questions on

how you'd Like me to go about that.

MR. HOLMGREN: Questions no

MS . KITTRELL: Let me j r.rst

minute.

Jake Tibbitt.s, !vj th

it - So I don' t- know

w, comments l.ater .

interrupt you for a

go to the

t oday ?

Does anybody else have any quest-ions before we

pubLic comment- part of the pr.rblic hearing

Then, then, please proceed.

and jrrst to remind you, sometimes somebody's

comments might make yorr realize t-hat you have a comment

as wel1. !'Ie really want all of your comments. So

please feel free to fill out a request to comment card,

and we'1I make sure that your comments are part of the

pribl-ic record.

Thank you.

MR. TIBBITTS: So, first, Christine actuall-y

addressed al-I of the comments that- f had related to the

non-acid gener:ating waste rock dj sposal facility.

(Indistinct) the EIS (indistinct) now because ot a



(;þ

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

B

9

10

l1

L2

13

74

15

16

I7

IB

19

20

2L

))

23

24

2s

r:easonable alternative because of being placed in the

piL t-hat had been a possibility of <legracling the wat.ers.

So, I think, Christine's comment is very valid

here, thaL if that same wast-e rock, when placed outside

the p j-t, has the potential to degrade !,ralers when place<l

in Lhe piL (indistinct).

UNf DENTIFIED MAN: (In<li st j.nct . )

MS. Kf TTRELL: lrlou1c1 you pl.ease identif y

yourself.

MR. TIBBI'ITS : Another thing, we have a concern

relat:ed to the geology of Mount Hope and the lack of

acid neutral-ízing capacity. We clo not believe Lhat the

analysis is adequaLe Lo concl-usively make Lhe

determination Lhat-- there will not. likely be acid

gener:at ion, acid runof f or acicl clrainage . Fr:om our

expert review, we believe that acid generation is

possible in the pit lake and has a higher líkelihood in

Lhe pot-entia11y acid gener:at.ing disposal facility.

Wit-houl suf f j cient neutral izi.ng abilíLy, t-here

is the potent-jat for long-term water guality issues that

musL be addressecl now f-o ensure enough financial funcling

is available and management. options al:e contemplaLed t-o

adclress this pot-ent-ialIy perpeLual problem. Our

concerns with the pot.ential acid generation ar:e related

to tLre geochemical mo<leIing ef f ort.
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We are concerned \^/ith how dissolved oxygen was

handled in the model. To elaborate, the dissolved gas,

carbon d j.oxide, was reasonably set f ixed t.o

sub-atmospheric equilibrium partial press\rres. This was

in contrast- t.o dissolved oxygen, which j-nst.ead of

setting it fixed to a sub-almospheric part.ial pressure,

was tied to a fixed oxidatj-on reduction potentíaI, which

is called "pe." This was done because setting the

dissolved oxygen as an equilibrium phase resulted 1n

extreme pe values that- are generally not- reflective of

natural systems. Ho\¡rever, this modeling ef f ort also

resulLed in dissolved oxygen concentrations Lhat- are

generally 30 to 40 orders of magnit-ude less than worrld

be predicted in a pit lake open to the atmosphere.

Ot-her pol-ential modeling anot.her potential

modelÍng concern is that it was assumed LhaL all of the

ore and reactive sulfides would be removed during mining

operal-ions and bhat Lhese ore materials would not react

wiEh groundwater and surface water: filling the lake. It

is highly unlikely that all of the suLfides exposed

duri-ng mining operaLions will indeed be removed.

AdditionaIIy, exposure of these sr¡1f ides to

dissolved oxygen, at concentraLions indícat-i-ve of most

surf ace wat-ers, woul<1 result in additional acid

generation, metal leaching, and recluctions in the
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absorption of trace elements into the precipitatecl

solids.

During the sensitivity analysis, this concern

was part ial Iy adcl::essed through t.he use of groundwaLer

inflow indicat-ive of watel: quality collected from a well

instalLed in the mineralized zor.e of the ore body, which

resulLed in signifì-cantly lower pH an<1 generally hl.gher

metals concentration. Although direct oxidation of

sulfides was not considered, the use of this groundwater

may provide an inclication of direct ore interaction \n/it--h

the resulting pit 1ake, provided the groundwater system

is at a similar redox stat.e as that expecLed for surface

vraLer.

Addit.ionally, we fu1ly recognize that

pre<licting t-he volume of such remaining sr¡1f ides j s

problemalic, but some aLtempt to quantify the impact of

any remaining ac id generat-ing material shoulcl be

consiclered ín the context of oxygenated waters.

f n ad<lj tion t-o these quest ions raised above ,

the sensitivity analysis indicat-es that t-he predictive

pit lake geochemical model is sensitíve, some l-arger

than others, to the scaling factor used, early and late

stage leachÍng resul-Ls, and the occurrence of

mineralized !'/ater f rom Lhe ore body. V{hatever the

out-come of the mo<le1, it is our request that signif icant
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monitoring effort be employed t-o assess the lake

geochemistry, once mining operaLions have ceasecl , ancl

that fundi:ng be reserved for: correct-j,on, cor:rective

actions t-hat may be required.

Addilionally, one mjning once mining

operations begin, Ehe dewatering chemistry should be

tracked and the model revi.sed, incorporating t-hese real

data, providing the mine, NDEP, and the people of Eureka

County better foresight inEo how this systern may look

after min"ing opelîations have ceased.

Additional efforts jnto quantifying the impacts

of the effects of realistíc dissolved oxygen

concenLratj-ons within the pic Lake and how this may

affect- pj.t lake geochemistry and potential su.l-fide

oxidation should be considered, or at leasl the

assumptions employed better, explained frrrther and in

more detail. At this time, :it is unknown as to whether

such efforLs will or will noL resull in a significanL

departure from Lhe conclusions presented in the

modeling. And we r:equest furLher evaluaLion and

di- s cus s ion .

Ancl I discussed earlie:: that I have multi.ple

comments, and they have to do with the county, And I

don't know if there is a time fr:ame that you want to do

that, buL I just decicled thaL I would -just provide them
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all.

MS. KITTRELL: Please proceed.

MR. TIBBITTS : AnoLher thi.ng that we f eeI is

lacking is a nexus to r¡rater quality r:esrrlLing ì-n

groundwater: drawclown that impacts the su::f ace waLers.

Specifically, potential decreases in riparian and

wetland vegetation are known to directly have an impacL

on t¡/ater quality, inclrrding increasecl silting,

sedimentation, temperature, and pH.

Some of the mitigation that is going to be

required has been stat-ed in the ETS BLM has whether

it's a dry-out or a decline in srrrf ace \¡rater f lows or

discharge of groundwater (indistinct), to ensure

(indist-inct) that quanti.ty exists ( indistinct) issues .

In the draft permit, it talks about waLer that

exceeds the I can'L remember the exact term --

Profile 1 would be allowed to be applied as for dusE

suppression. And, I guess, T have a commenL concerning

that many of the waters, or many of these waters may

exceed that Profile 1. Dust suppression needs to occur

for decades. 44-plus years. Some of those heavy metals

and oF-her constituents, do they not accumulate over

time? and what happens when you have a large

precipitation event, when you've been applying this

material for dust suppression? And so we feel. that
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needs to be adclres sed ,

Another questíon is the baseline water quality

that they compared E.be proj ect- to. It is not clear to

1ls who esLabf ishe<1 this baseline. Was the data

(indisl-inct) or lry NDEP, or was it [.aken at face value?

I think, this was cliscussed some. And werre

not quite clear on the different modifications Lhat. may

come to the permit. It was discussed as major

modificaLions wj-th a public process, brrt also there may

e some minor modificaF,ions. And we weren'L clear if

that- would be done through a public process or someLhing

(in<lisLinct-) .

There's also many things that are kincl of

kicked down the road to come later. One of them is by

2015, Lhey're r:equiring a report-- analysis of cover

maLerial that will be used at Lhe PAG facility. There

are oLher minor modifications that bappen, also Lhe

norLh tailings sLorage facility, which wasnrL part of

Lheir applicaLion but. ì.s part of the operal.ions t-he BLM

has analyzed an<l has analyzed as will have t.o occur.

And what kin<1 of publíc process is that (indistinct)

There are areas in Nevacla ancl within Lhe BLM

clist.rict that people are currentl-y operating in Lhat

have experienced acid drainage from mining facilities.

And woulcl the requirements in place on Lhem have



engineering ín place at- the facitity have been

suffícient-, j-f this were a different facility

(indist-inct) have kreen suf f ic j-ent to prevent ac j-<1

g'enerat-ion and drainage?

In the monitoring prowisions, (indistinct)

ftr s under D, monitoring requirements. I I m talking

specifically about the foun<lat.ion drains. And these are

areas that the count-y's part-icularly concerne<l about

related t-o the acid draÍnage I spoke aborrt earlier.

Where the monitoring will be looking at- flow and no

f low. So i-f there is f 1ow encountered (in<listinct. If

there is flow, t-hat worrl.d be a trigger to est-ablish the

Prof iIe 2 monitor,ing, which wj-tl- be then done

accordingly.

And it- makes little sense to us to require

weekly monitoring for: each flow when we know that the

flow coming from F-he facilit-ies wiIl fluctuate according

to precipitation events an<l ot-her t,híngs, brrt then Lo

only have qrrarLerly constituent- monitoring that's going

to give us (indistincL), such as hrhen you're checking

t-he (indistjnct)

The permits, and that would be the fact sheet

f or srrre, talk about al1 it said nearly all of the

surface vraters near Lhe site are ephemeral. So they

only flow during high precipitation events.
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Yet many of those spríngs near that ar:ea have

cerLificated water: rights Lhat coufd be puL to

beneficial use (indistinct) flow (indistinct).

We believe, based on some of t-he histor j-ca1

daLa and photos that we have of the pinion-juniper

inf iI1 ancl expansion that.rs taken pl-ace up there may

have a significant affect on t-hose springs fLowing

today. So we need to take into account there,s going to

be a J-arge amount of pinion juniper removecl f rom that

site. PotenUial water (jndistinct) springs that

(j.ndistinct).

So Lhe engineering taking place in some of

those spríngs tor Lhe rrnderdrains and collection

(in<lístinct), we need to take into account higher flows

and other baseline (indistínct), because those trees

wil]. kre removed.

A good example of what's going on in Nevada is

at the Smith Creek Ranch Porter Canyon waLershecl in

Nevada, which cloes show that (.indistinct) provicle an

essential amount of water to the surface waters.

one other comment, it talks about that. the

applicant can ask for adjustments in the difterent

elements of monitoring after collecLing four qr.rarters of

comp1-ete monitoring. They canrL base LhaL jrrstification

of cost.
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And f'd like you to address -- does the mine

compf et-e monitoring so it's (inciist.inct-) t-hat means f our

quar:ters complete monitoring, the entire table for

monitoring at differ:ent (indistinct-) And then again,

if t.here' s adj rrstments in that, we request- a public

process t.o make sure that- the publi.c concerns are

acldressed if there are any changes (indistinct)

And, ï think, this is my last- comment.

Tt talks about the differ:ent-::equirements for

the mined materials. And it much of this has to do

with the static testing, the kinet.ic testing, the

(indistinct) water (in<listinct-), 1.ow-g::ade ore

procedure.

And what it estabLishes is that this procedure

f or the 1ow-grade ore, of corrrse, the PAc f ací1it-ies

will be mont-hly for any quarter: generated. And so Lhe

mine that has a desiLgn (indistinct) 80, 000 t-ons a day of

materj.al in a month's period, that's 2.4 million tons

that wiIl be mined. And within one monLh, one

measurement is taken.

And it talks about- Lhe st-atic testing. The

sLat- ic tes t ì-ng, 3 0 days f or acid generat. ing material .

Then the kinetic testing, and that-'s at 20, a minimum of

20 weeks . And j.f that comes back posit-ive, then you

also have 30 days to address Lhe issue,
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And we fee1 there shor¡ld be some way to

streamline that, I fincl that., I know that kinetic

test ing does t-ake time . But if you t-ake that into

account, the 3 0 <l.ays, plrrs the 20 weeks and then the 10

additional days for the staLic test-ing, that's síx

monl-hs. And so if t.here's rea1. 1y issue out there, ítrs

going to t-ake us a long time to (indistinct-) it and make

chang e s .

So we feel that monitor:ing frequency should be

expan<led to k¡e more than one month. Ànd we also f ee1

thal t-here should be some way to streamline that, that

process (indistinct) .

Thanks.

MS . KITTRELL: Thank you, Mr. Tibbitts.

Now, Dale Bugenig ("BUiI-n- ig" )

MR. BITGENIG: Again , f or the record, my name's

Dale Bugenig ( "Boo-gin-ig" )

MS , KI'ITRELL: Oh.

MR. BUGENIG: (tnclistinct . ) It- comes back a

1ot- r^/orse than that- sometimes.

But I work f or Eur:eka Colrnty. And I'd like to

go back to monj-toring, groundwater monit-oring program

for a minute, and particularly how curj-ous as to how

the monitoring weIls were selected,

Now, the Mount Hope Project Ís in the
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mountains . f t's j-n f ract-ured rock terrain. Hy<lro1ogy

i-n fracLrr::ed rock terrain is, to say the l.east, â little

more complicat-ed than an alIuviaI sit.uat-ion, where

things Iike and (indj.stinct-) and fract.ure densities and

orientat j ons an<l stuf f have a huge impact- of the actual

groundwater f Iow <lirection, which may be dramat-icaIly

dif f erent- than the hydro graclient.

So that it.,s ext-remely imporLant that- the

locaEions of monit-oring we1ls be very, very carefully

selecLed, so t-hat- you can have a 1it-t. 1e bit of

confidence that that well could acLually detect a

release from a particuì-ar area of the project. And if

you detecL something, you can figure out \,'/here in this

9, 00 0-acre area the release might be occurring.

And I wou.Ld like Lo see the <locumentation that.

supports t-he decision t-o use t-hese exj-st.ing monitoring

wells report in lieu of new wells that, di<l, in facL

their analysis shows t.hat a well has the location or is

locat.ed so that. it has a reasonable chance of cletecting

a re lease that ' s occu::ring . But f think l-,haL i t has to

be wery carefully looked aL.

f know, in other jurisdict,ions wlrere the leveL

of analysis is, quite f rankly, a leveI t,hat, is almost

over:whelming, because i.t can be the complexit-y of

these fracLured rock terrain makes it very difficult to
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be alcle to under:stand wtret.her thaL wel-I is in the right

location or noL.

The other thing, I Lhink an<l I appr:eciate

Mr. crayrs presentat:ion. I thought he did a really good

job.

I think, one of t-he things that gets l ost here

is tflat the groundwater f low mo<lel t-hat- was done on

behalf of the mine show generally the ar:ea south of the

Mount Hope Project upwards of 1200 acre-feet- of

groundwater f 1ow f rom Kobeh Valley thr:ough the beclr:ock

in t'he east <lespite t-he p::esence of groundwater div j,de.

There is calculate<l Lo be a fairly significant,

groundwater flow componenL, so that your monitoring

neLwork really needs to take that into account.

And I real j.ze it.'s no easy task to identify

welJ- s that would be usef uI . But- I t-h j-nk you need to

r:ecognize t.hat relatively signifj-cant intervasíve flow

through t.hat gene-ra1ly (j-ndistinct) the south end of

the i r: site .

Thanks.

MS . KITTRELL: lfhank you.

Is there anybody else that worrld tike to make a

public comment tonight?

MS. BAII,EY: Hi. Irm Carol-yn Bailey. And I'm

a r:ancher ancl f armer. And we have the prj.vate pr:operEy
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that is closest to Lhì-s project in two directions, to

down (indist-inct) and also to the souLh.

f want to thank Bruce Holmgren and Tom Gray for

accept-ing the comment--s that I sent t-hem afready, 30 some

pages. I hope you guys read my comments.

And the other thing I want to clo is tal-k ak¡out

Lhe video that I posted on YouTube, which is of flash

floocling Lhat- happened on August -- f thínk, it was

August L2t-}:, 2OI2, coming from Mount Hope mine. And I

would invite anyone that's interested to go onto

YouTube, and the vi<leos are called'rFl-ash flooding,

Garden Pass, MounL Hope" or 'rFlash floods in Garden

Pass,r' comma, rrMount Hope," then parenthesis, number

one, two, three, four and five. And they ai:e graphic

vi<1eo of flash flooci.waters coming down Garden Pass in

the Mount Hope area into that valley.

So if you haven't seen those videos, I would

like you to look at them. And I believe t-hat thaL needs

to be addressed.

As far as in my comments, I point out that I

think there's a big <1if f erence between a f lash f lood an<l

a 24 - hour, 100 -year st-orm event-, which I go into some

det-ail i n my comments .

Thank you.

MS . KITTRELL: Thank yorr.
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