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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

1.1 Introduction

This appendix contains the comments received on the Draft and the Supplemental Draft EIS documents and
the agencies’ responses to those comments.

1.1.1 DEIS Comments

Issuance of the DEIS was announced in the Federal Register (74 FR 8939; correction in 74 FR 9817) and
made available to the public for a 90-day comment period from February 27, 2009 to May 28, 2009.
Requests made to extend the 90-day comment period were granted, extending the comment period an
additional 60 days until July 27, 2009 (74 FR 24006). A public hearing, where members of the public had
the opportunity to submit written and oral comments, was held in Libby, Montana on April 16, 2009.

The agencies received 40,097 letters, comment sheets, and transcripts, including 39,923 form letters, during
the public comment period for the DEIS. Comments were provided in three formats: 1) letters received
either by e-mail or standard mail; 2) comment sheets provided at the public hearing held in Libby, Montana
(119 members of the public attended the public hearing); and 3) transcripts taken by a court reporter
provided at the public hearing. Comments came from private individuals (39,922 form letters and 97 other
letters, comment sheets, or transcripts); federal or state agencies (8 letters); tribal governments (3 letters);
local government (5 letters or transcripts); businesses (38 letters or transcripts, including 1 form letter); and
other organizations (24 letters, transcripts, or comment sheets)

1.1.2 SDEIS Comments

Issuance of the SDEIS was announced in the Federal Register (76 FR 62405) and made available to the
public for a 45-day comment period from October 7, 2011 to November 21, 2011. The agencies granted
requests to extend the 45-day comment period, extending the comment period an additional 30 days until
December 21, 2011. A public hearing, where members of the public had the opportunity to submit written
and oral comments, was held on October 25, 2011.

The agencies received 44,759 letters, comment sheets, and transcripts, including 44,641 form letters, during
the public comment period for the SDEIS. Comments were provided in three formats: 1) letters received
either by e-mail or standard mail; 2) comment sheets provided at the public hearing held in Libby, Montana
(127 members of the public attended the public hearing); and 3) transcripts taken by a court reporter
provided at the public hearing. Comments came from private individuals (44,641 form letters and 72 other
letters, comment sheets, or transcripts); federal or state agencies (8 letters or transcripts); tribal
governments (1 letter); local government (6 letters or transcripts); businesses (8 letters); and other
organizations (23 letters or transcripts).

1.1.3 Comment Coding

Each letter, email, or recorded public hearing comment was given a unique document identification
number. All submitted documents were systematically reviewed for content. Substantive comments were
coded hierarchically according to sections in the DEIS and SDEIS. Substantive comments were:

e Questioned the accuracy of the information in the document;

e Questioned the adequacy of the environmental analysis;

e Proposed other alternatives;

e Suggested the need for changes in the Draft EIS or revisions to one of the alternatives
considered in detail; or

e Provided new or additional information relevant to the analysis.

Comment numbers 1000 to 1999 were assigned to issues in Chapter 1, Purpose and Need. Comment
numbers 2000 to 2999 were assigned to issues in Chapter 2, Alternatives in the DEIS and SDEIS.
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Comment codes 3000 to 4999 were assigned to issues in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Mitigation. Comments outside the scope of the SDEIS were coded in category 5000.
Miscellaneous or general comments were coded in category 6000.

114 Comment Response

Comment letters received from Native American Tribes, federal, state, and local agencies on the DEIS and
SDEIS were reproduced and are included in this appendix (Table M-1). The agencies’ responses are
presented alongside each comment (See Section 1.2). The applicant’s comments on the DEIS and SDEIS
(Table M-2) were also reproduced and responded to in the same manner (See Section 1.3).

Substantive comments received by individuals and organizations on the DEIS and SDEIS were organized
for response according to issue codes. To reduce repetition, similar comments were grouped together and
responded to collectively. Responses to comments from individuals and organizations begin page M-213.
An alphabetical list of individuals and organizations that provided comments along with associated issue

codes can be found in Table M-3 (See Section 1.4). Responses to substantive comments are organized by
issue codes and can be found in Section 1.4 Where appropriate, the text of the Final EIS was revised and

the section where the change was made is noted in the response to comments.

The agencies are not required to respond to every comment made by every person. According to NEPA
regulations, “all substantive comments received on the draft statement (or summaries thereof where the
response has been exceptionally voluminous), should be attached to the final statement whether or not the
comment is thought to merit individual discussion by the agency in the text of the statement” (40 CFR
1503.5(b)). Under MEPA regulations, a Final EIS must include “responses to substantive comments
received on the draft EIS” (ARM 17.4.619(1)). If the comment resulted in changes to the EIS text, then it is
usually so stated in the response, but not all responses required that the text in the EIS be modified. All of
the original comments on the DEIS and SDEIS that the agencies received are available for public
inspection at the addresses listed in the abstract at the front of the Final EIS.

The agencies’ appreciates the public’s interest in the proposed project and their participation in the EIS.

1.2 Comments from Federal, State, and Local Agencies
and Native American Tribes

Comment letters received from Native American Tribes, federal, state, and local agencies (Table M-1) on
the DEIS and SDEIS were reproduced and are included in this section. The agencies’ responses are
presented alongside each comment.

Table M-1. Alphabetical list of agency commenters.

DocID |Commenter
323 Army Corps of Engineers
15 City of Libby—City Council Members
244 Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Nation
265 Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Nation
320 Environmental Protection Agency
196 Environmental Protection Agency
262 Kootenai Tribe of Idaho
118 Libby School District #4 Board of Trustees
314 Lincoln County
135 Lincoln County Board of Commissioners
375 Lincoln County Board of Commissioners
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63 Lincoln County Commissioner Anthony Berget

307 Mineral County Board of Commissioners

296 MT Department of Transportation

185 MT Fish Wildlife and Parks

315 MT Fish Wildlife and Parks

316 MT Fish Wildlife and Parks

25 MT State Representative Jerry Bennett

326 MT State Representative Jerry Bennett

363 MT State Representative Mike Cuffe

20 MT State Historic Preservation Office

326 MT State Senator Chas Vincent

25 MT State Senator Senators Curtiss, Bennett, and Vincent
116 Sanders County Board of Commissioners

49 U.S. Department of the Interior

305 U.S. Department of the Interior

1.3 Comments from the Applicant (MMC)

Comment letters received from the applicant, MMC, or from others on MMC’s behalf (Table M-2) on the
DEIS and SDEIS were reproduced and are included in this section. The agencies’ responses are presented
alongside each comment.

Table M-2. Alphabetical list of MMC commenters.

DocID [Commenter
337 Carter Lake Consulting, LLC
134 Klepfer Mining Services, LLC
157 Klepfer Mining Services, LLC
263 Klepfer Mining Services, LLC
338 Klepfer Mining Services, LLC
339 Klepfer Mining Services, LLC
346 Poore, Roth, & Robinson
1.4 Comments from Individuals and Organizations

An alphabetical list of individuals and organizations that provided substantive comments on the DEIS
and/or the SDEIS along with associated issue codes is provided in Table M-3. Individuals who submitted
form letters are not included in this list. A complete list of commenters, including those who submitted
form letters, is included in the project record and available for public inspection at the addresses listed in
the abstract at the front of the Final EIS.

Substantive comments received by individuals and organizations on the DEIS and SDEIS were organized
for response according to issue codes (see the Index below for a list of codes and the page numbers where
responses can be found). To reduce repetition, similar comments were grouped together and responded to
collectively. Where similar comments are grouped, the agencies’ response follows the last comment in that
group. To find all responses to comments by a particular topic, please use the index of issue codes below to
find the beginning page number for each response section.
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To find responses to comments by a particular individual or organization, please use the alphabetical list in
Table M-3. There, one can find each commenter’s document ID(s) and associated issue code(s). Use the
index below to find the beginning page number for the responses to a particular issue code. Once in the
appropriate issue code section, one can find the response to a particular individual’s comment by the
document 1D number that appears before each comment. As noted above, similar comments are grouped
together and responded to collectively, so one may have to look below several comments to find the

agencies’ response.

Table M-3. Alphabetical list of commenters.

Commenter DoclD Issue Code

Alliance for the Wild Rockies/ | 200, 310 2216, 3110, 3205, 3223, 3245, 3283, 3285, 3290, 3292,

Sedler, Liz 3299, 3505, 3553, 3605, 3730, 3763, 3765, 3800, 3803,
3817, 3865, 3903, 3913, 4400, 4504, 4523, 4525, 4537,
4703, 4705, 4710, 4825, 4837, 4839, 4841, 4843, 4844,
4850, 4857, 4859, 4860, 4863, 4864, 4865, 4870, 4877,
4879, 4885, 4890

Alternative One, Inc./ 279 4105

Haley Rose, Sam

Alternative One/ 327,373 2033, 2039, 2051, 2052, 2071, 3245, 3285, 3303, 3406,

Haley Rose, Lynne and Sam 3554, 3603.3, 3663, 3779, 3805, 3902, 3903, 3925, 3990,
3995, 4047, 4070, 4077, 4112, 4310, 4312, 4334, 4504,
4603, 4703, 4705, 4865, 4877, 4879, 4883, 4897, 5000

Ameritech/ 201 4010

Hollingsworth, Matt

Awvista Corp./ 153, 392 3217, 3241, 3242, 3243, 3254, 3263, 3269, 3283, 3297,

DosSantos, Joe 3617

Bakie, Rocky 120 6001

Bakke, Howard 162 3051, 3299, 3603.2, 3804, 4870, 4877

Bigelow, Phillip K. 54 4035

Bischoff, Bill 314 3602, 3603.2, 3617, 4877

Brooks, Talasi 62, 74 2033, 2185, 2186, 3100, 3225, 3240, 3280, 3283, 3297,
3303, 3450, 3503, 3505, 3603.1, 3603.2, 3604, 3605,
3633, 3833, 3902, 3903, 3910, 4103, 4105, 4703, 4705,
4710, 4823, 4863, 4877, 4879

Cabinet Resource Group/ 182, 393 1501, 2033, 2037, 2052, 2054, 2185, 2216, 2219, 2220,

Hernandez, Cesar 2221, 2315, 2410, 3100, 3102, 3103, 3110, 3254, 3500,
3553, 3567, 3600, 3603.1, 3603.2, 3603.3, 3617, 3635,
3763, 3803, 3805, 3817, 3833, 3865, 3903, 3912, 3913,
3916, 3923, 3943, 4705, 4805, 4860, 4861, 4863, 4877,
4879, 5000, 6001

Cabinet Resource Group/ 72,186, 2037, 3100, 3101, 3103, 3117, 3450, 3503, 3600, 3603.1,

Martin, Bill 347 3603.2, 3603.3, 3605, 3617, 3903, 3993, 4100, 4617,
4710, 4755, 4857, 6000

Center for Science in Public 98 1510, 3400, 3415, 3553

Participation/

Chambers, Dave

Clark Fork Coalition/ 328 3285, 3600, 3602, 3603.1, 3603.3, 3617, 3803, 3817,

Brick, Christine 3902, 3913

Cotton, Ronald and Kathleen 235 2185, 3100, 3101, 3102, 3103

Davis, Stanley 291 4705

Deevy, David A. 236 2071, 4072, 4512, 4821, 4832
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Commenter DoclID Issue Code
Earthworks/ 202, 335 1100, 1500, 1501, 1502, 2033, 2054, 2056, 2185, 2216,
Gestring, Bonnie 2316, 3051, 3100, 3103, 3105, 3110, 3205, 3223, 3240,
3243, 3245, 3280, 3283, 3284, 3285, 3290, 3299, 3406,
3503, 3505, 3553, 3554, 3600, 3603.1, 3617, 3763, 3765,
3800, 3803, 3804, 3810, 3817, 3833, 3865, 3903, 3912,
3913, 3915, 3916, 3917, 3925, 3943, 3963, 3970, 4019,
4523, 4525, 4537, 4619, 4703, 4705, 4710, 4755, 4804,
4805, 4825, 4830, 4850, 4861, 4863, 4864, 4865, 4870,
4872, 4877, 4879, 4885, 4890, 4925, 6001
ECO Star Energy Systems/ 60, 97 2037, 2185, 4101, 6001
Wall, Frank
Fus, Tracie 124 6001
Garcia, Sherrie 297 3603.1, 3805, 4035, 4505
Ginnaty, Joseph and Shannan 12, 100, 2071, 4112, 4334, 4861
102, 103,
127, 145,
147, 238,
240, 241,
290
Gunderson, Steve 366 4035, 4047
Hamel-Snell, Kendra 142 4061, 4180, 4317, 4845, 4863, 4920, 4940
Hann, Desiree 132 6001
Harvey, Geoffrey W. 29 2037
Hydra Project/ 245 4877
Skinner, Dave
Kootenai Environmental 260 3803, 3963
Alliance/
Mihelich, Mike
Lampton, Jared 105, 312 3201, 3243, 3285, 3297, 3553, 3833, 4065
Libby Creek Ventures, LLC/ 119 6001
Bakie, Arnold
Libby Placer Mining 248, 342 1100, 1500, 2033, 2034, 2037, 2219, 3102, 3285, 3297,
Company/ 3415, 3503, 3553, 3603.1, 3603.2, 3603.3, 3633, 3635,
Cleveland, John 3779, 3865, 3902, 3903, 3915, 3990, 3993, 3995, 4000,
4003, 4305, 4400, 4401, 4840, 4861, 6001
Lindsey, Walter 136 1100
Lyman, Dave and Debbie 264 3102, 3503, 3902, 4830
Mannchen, Brandt 106 4705, 4755
Miller, Martin 275 4840
Montana Env. Info. Center/ 243,311 2033, 2034, 2037, 3110, 3285, 3912, 3913, 3915, 3993,
Jensen, Jim 4003, 4705
Montana Native Plant Society/ | 158 4540, 4545, 4560, 4600
Hutchins, Judith
MT Wilderness Association/ 390 3913
Lundstrum, Sarah
Natural Resources Defense 34, 35, 4403, 4860, 4861, 4863, 4864, 4865, 4870, 4872, 4877,
Council/ 150, 322 4878, 4879
Peck, Brian
Oedekoven, Amanda 17 4031
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Commenter DoclID Issue Code

Pacific Rivers Council/ 334 3260, 3297, 3600, 3603.3, 3617, 3800

Frissell, Christopher A.

Plum Creek Timber Co./ 108 2071

Parker, Rett

Proescholdt, Kevin 57 3110, 3903

Revett Silver Company/ 109, 330 1100, 1500, 1501, 3051, 3103, 3297, 3600, 3603.1,

Rife, Carson 3603.2, 3603.3, 3604, 3617, 3902, 3912, 4705, 4870,
4877, 4879, 5000, 6000, 6001

Rosalee Braaten/ 360 2071, 4334

Guches, Roger and Jeannie

Rose, Lynne Haley 110 4072, 4112, 4312, 4334

Save our Cabinets/ 122 3223, 3243, 3817, 3833, 3900, 3912, 3913, 3914, 3915,

Clifford, Matthew 3916, 3917, 3943

Save Our Cabinets/ 331 1510, 2052, 2056, 2185, 2216, 3103, 3105, 3205, 3217,

Costello, Jim 3219, 3223, 3240, 3245, 3285, 3290, 3299, 3367, 3405,
3406, 3503, 3553, 3603.1, 3604, 3605, 3610, 3617, 3763,
3800, 3803, 3804, 3805, 3865, 3903, 3912, 3913, 3915,
3916, 3917, 3963, 4310, 4537, 4603, 4604, 4605, 4617,
4804, 4830, 4850, 4859, 4861, 4863, 4865, 4870, 4877,
4885, 4930, 6001

Save Our Cabinets/ 202, 331 1500, 1501, 1502, 1510, 2033, 2052, 2054, 2056, 2185,

Costello, Mary 2216, 3051, 3100, 3103, 3105, 3110, 3205, 3217, 3219,
3223, 3240, 3245, 3285, 3290, 3299, 3367, 3405, 3406,
3503, 3505, 3553, 3603.1, 3604, 3605, 3610, 3617, 3763,
3765, 3800, 3803, 3804, 3805, 3817, 3833, 3865, 3903,
3912, 3913, 3915, 3916, 3917, 3925, 3963, 3970, 4019,
4310, 4523, 4525, 4537, 4603, 4604, 4605, 4617, 4619,
4705, 4710, 4755, 4804, 4825, 4830, 4850, 4859, 4861,
4863, 4865, 4870, 4877, 4879, 4885, 4890, 4925, 4930,
6001

Save Our Cabinets/ 332 2316, 3402, 3403, 3406, 3762, 3804, 3902, 3903, 3913,

Maest, Ann 3923

Save our Cabinets/ 152, 333 2216, 2316, 3400, 3405, 3406, 3407, 3503, 3554, 3602,

Myers, PhD, Tom 3603.1, 3603.2, 3603.3, 3604, 3617, 3633, 3662, 3763,
3800, 3801, 3803, 3804, 3805, 3903, 3920, 3943

Shotzberger, John and Deena 19 2071, 4000, 4010, 4031, 4561, 4565, 4861

Sierra Club-Montana/ 111 2185, 3603.2, 3912, 4830, 4865

Phillips, Raina

Snell, Dan 48, 52, 1000, 1002, 1500, 1501, 2185, 2216, 2219, 2315, 2711,

141, 344 3100, 3103, 3269, 3407, 3553, 3603.1, 3900, 3903, 3910,

3911, 3912, 4033, 4035, 4060, 4061, 4064, 4078, 4180,
4182, 4537, 4538, 4837, 4838, 4845, 4861, 4864, 4877

Speelman, Edwin 53, 143, 2039, 4703

354

Steitz, Jim 194 4879

Trout Unlimited/ 340 3245, 3269, 3285, 3290, 3605, 3617, 3804

Roberts, Rob

Voves, Louise 144 6001
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MacFarlane, Gary

Commenter DoclD Issue Code
Wilderness Watch/ 389 1002, 2185, 3100, 3205, 3223, 3245, 3265, 3290, 3403,
Brooks, Talasi 3406, 3610, 3817, 3903, 3910, 3923, 3970, 4033, 4035,
4065, 4305, 4523, 4530, 4537, 4667, 4703, 4705, 4805,
4823, 4830, 4861, 4865, 4870, 4877, 4879, 4885
Wilderness Watch/ 183 4703, 4705
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Federal, State, and Local Agencies and Representatives

Document #15-City of Libby—City Council Members..........c.ccccovvvvieiieiienieiiiennns M-9
Document #20-MT State Historic Preservation Office...........ccocovvviiviiiiniinnnnns M-10
Document #25-MT State Senators Curtiss, Bennett, and Vincent..............cc.c...... M-11
Document #49-U.S. Department of the INterior...........ccccccocevveii v M-12
Document #63-Lincoln County Commission Anthony Berget...........cc.coevvvnnnnnns M-18
Document #116-Sanders County Board of CommIisSiONers..........ccccceevveveevieineenne. M-19
Document #118-Libby SChool DISTIICE.........cccoviiiiieee s M-20
Document #135-Lincoln County Board of CommisSIiONers...........ccccovevvevvevvennenne. M-21
Document #185-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks..........ccccoceviniiiiiniinice, M-24
Document #196-U.S. Environmental Protection AgeNncCy .......cccccevvevvevesivernereene M-34
Document #244-Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes..........cccocoveviieniinnnn. M-47
Document #262-Kootenai Tribe of 1daho ..., M-51
Document #265-Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes...........c.ccccoiiiiinnnns M-53
Document #296-Montana Department of Transportation............ccccceevvivevveeenee. M-56
Document #305-U.S. Department of the INterior..........cccovvviiiiieie e M-58
Document #307-Mineral County Board of CommIsSSIONErS..........cccccvevveeiverveeenne M-64
Document #314-Lincoln County Board of COmMmMISSIONErS..........cccovevveieenenennne M-65
Document #315-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks...........ccccooviiiiiiniiiins M-67
Document #316-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks..........ccccooeviiiiiiiiinnece, M-68
Document #320-U.S. Environmental Protection AgeNncCy .......cccccvvvvevveviesiververeenne M-71
Document #323-Army Corps Of ENQINEEIS......c.coooiiiiiiieiieeee s M-93
Document #363-State Representative Mike CUff.........c.ccccoov i, M-101
Document #375-Lincoln County Commissioner Tony Berget..........cccccceeeveenene M-102

MMC Representatives

Document #134-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC.......c.ccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiieeseeese s M-104
Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC.......c.ccccooiveiiiie v M-109
Document #337-Carter Lake Consulting, LLC........ccooeiiiiiiiiiice e M-142
Document #338-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC.......c.ccccoiveviiie v M-148
Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC.......c.coocoiviiiiiniiiiieseeeee e M-156
Document #346-Poore, Roth & Robinson, P.C. ..., M-201
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Com- . . . .
Document #15-City of Libby—City Council Members Response
ment
— Comment Response 15-1
In the SDEIS and FEIS, the KNF identified mine Alternative 3, Agency Mitigated
Poorman Impoundment Alternative as its preferred alternative. The mine is
1. 1008 currently covered by an existing state operating permit. Therefore, the DEQ did not
il 15, 2004 - - - - .
i identify a preferred mine alternative. The DEQ and the KNF selected Alternative
Bonnie Lavelace . D-R, Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative, as the preferred transmission line
il alternative. The selected alternative will be identified in a ROD.
Helena, MT 59620
Comment Response 15-2
e e T The KNF consulted informally with the USFWS between 2006 and 2013 regarding
31374 US Highway 2 effects of the project on threatened and endangered species. The KNF submitted
kibbry, M. 34323 Biological Assessments for terrestrial wildlife and aquatic species in 2013,
initiating formal consultation. The assessments included mitigation necessary to
Dear Ms. Lovelacs and Ms. Lacklers minimize or avoid adverse effects on threatened and endangered species. MMC was
The undersigned members of the Libby City Council wholeheartedly support the Montanore Project and considered an applicant as defined in 50 CFR 402 in the formal consultations.
offer the following camments on the recently released draft EIS.
151 Comment Response 15-3
= The draft Environmental Impact Statement is very thorough and complete. The project as proposed b
Mines Management, Inc, adequately addresses all pertinent concerns including environmental issues, . Thank you for your comment.
wildlife mitigation, and transmission line alignment. The proposal for the project as submitted by MMI
should be considered the most appropriate and be adopted by your agencies. Comment Res p onse 154
15-2 WA o g e e S b el e B e e The agencies issued a S_upplemental Dr_aft EIS in 2011 to proylgje an opportunity for
wildlife mitigation, especially for the grizzly bear population. MM has proposed alternatives better public comment on additional information relevant to the decision. A Final EIS was
suited to increasing the bear population and seem more viable than the alternatives bei d b i i
the US Fish and Wildlife Service, g FnE proposeay Issued in 2015
15-3 This project is important to the City of Libby and all of Lincoln County. As you are aware, owr economy is
suffering and good jobs are declining. A project such as this, being totally environmentally sound,
should be given the strongest agency consideration for approval as proposed. MMI is also committed to
our community and dedicated to local hiring and supporting local businesses.
15-4 There have been numerous agency delays in the development of this draft EIS. Now that it is complete,

we strongly encourage you to take action in a timely manner and # issue the final EIS, a Record of
Decision and the necessary operating permits within 2009, A delay of another year for this project that
has been reviewed for years would be devastating to our local workers and unfair to the project

Sincerely, /
S % oy 5

e
o
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Com- N . -
ment Document #20-MT State Historic Preservation Office Response
T Comment Response 20-1
The intention of the Final EIS is to document the effects of the proposed Montanore
Hestorie Preservation - ine? H
Big Sky. Big Land. Big History: il Project and the agencies’ alternatives on cultural resources. The KNF and the
Montanai Outrench & Interpretation Montana SHPO entered into a Programmatic Agreement for the protection of
Historical Society s e historic properties within the Montanore Project area in 2010. The DEQ, MMI,
= Confederated Salish Kootenai Tribes, and the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho were invited
i 4 < - . . . T
Fridy, Februsry 27, 2009 b ‘1_1@ signatories. The agreement addressed the inventory and eligibility assessments of
BOBBIE LACKLEN "" .aqip historic properties, and mitigation of adverse effects on historic properties eligible
KNF %‘G . . . - .
31374 US HIGHWAY 2 Ao for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.
LIBBY MT 59923
RE: DEIS Montanore Project Comment Response 20_2
N The KNF coordinated with the MT SHPO to ensure that all inventory reports
; : ; prepared to date were made available to the SHPO. The agencies assessed effects
Thank you for requesting our comments conceming the above referenced deaf EIS. Ouwr comments at this . . -
poand are procedural rather than substantive, The implementing regulutions (36 CFR. 800) of the NHPA on a." Trlba'-ldentlfIEd resources.
20-1 require formal natification to SHPOs, THPOs and the ACHP in advance of the proposed use of NEPA
1be urposes of Sectin 1060 the NHPA. 1t s ear whetheeor ot (s IS willbe ienced 1 mees Comment Response 20-3
i acd im place of Section 10 e M E CFl
Ihode purpascs in Section 106 of the NHPA and 36 CFREDM See Comment response 20'1.
Wi do nol believe that the decument as wrillen could likely meel those consallstion or documentary
tandards since th ar reels within the APE which have mot vet been inventoried, there o I -
20-2 ?nwni:ur;' reponts :I:i:;hl:-:y:L to be sul:millad o I;H I’IEI {and n; ich iru r‘-u:?n-l:lz‘:: I}I-IISn;, -.I::dalli,::c::u} CO mment Res pO nse 20 4
remaining eligibility determinations and an effect finding 10 be made which would ire the former. In -
Sl Ry o e el o ek S e e s I See comment response 20-3.
nddressed,
In our expericnee the appropriste means 10 address the requiremnents of the NHPA and 36 CFR 800 in
20-3 undentakings where a NEPA decision is 1o be made, which may have un-assessed effecis on as of yei
unknown historic properties, is a Programmatic Agreement which gives the ACHP and Tribes an
oppanunity 1o comment on the proposed identilication, assessment and treatment of any eligible praperiies
which might subsequently be identified in an adequate management plan, We do not believe thata ROD
should be istued which might lead 1o imetrievable, imeparable or imeversible adverse effects to non-
rencwable cultural resources or resirict the agency to an imeversible and imetrievable commitment of
resources and an approval of an undertaking prior 1o a ressonable consideration under Section 1046, To do
s0 might otherwise constrain agency avoidance options, eliminale the opportunity for the ACHP 1o
commeenl on those potential adverse effects and in the end then, not meet the intent and purposs ol the
Mational Historie Preservation Act
Therefore we recommend 1) gither the KNF and SHPO complete a standard section 1046 finding of effect
(und possibly an MOA) prior to o ROD or 2) that a Programamatic Agreement addressing the need for
20-4 Fusrther identification efforts as well as completion of eligibilily assessments and a treaiment or

management plan be implemented prioe to an ROD, In either case we believe the CSKT THPO should be
consuhed further and invited to participate in those lurther considerations,

Rt fy bt

Stan Wilmath, Ph.D.

State ArchaetlogistDeputy, SHPO 25 MNorth Roberis Street
PO Box goezon

Helena, MT sofeo-reo
(406) 444-26ig4

(4065) 4u44-2606 Fax
mnontanalksioncalsocitiong
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- . .
ment Document #25-MT State Senators Curtiss, Bennett, and Vincent Response
Comment Response 25-1
Pf’}} Thank you for your comment. The DEQ’s approval of the operating permit came in
MNTR 25 . .
. / the early 1990s when the project was proposed by Noranda Minerals Corp.
gé Comment Response 25-2 and 25-3
Thank you for your comment.
HELEMA ADDRESS SENATOR AUBYMN CURTISS
0 BOIK 20500 SEMATE DISTRICT 1
HELENA A
PHORE {3050 103800 COMRTIELS
-l:\:hl-'.uﬁ el ﬁ! Lﬁ? ‘y’é’ ‘l'{!”(f/ﬁ(ly . - a 2 £ e
PHIORE  1006) 58T 3448 LEGISLAT Tl ADMEESIRATION - CHAIR
April 8, 2009
APR 20 2009
Mr. Paul Bradford, Supervisor RECEIVED
Kootenai Mational Forest
31374 U.S. Highway 2
Libby, MT 59923
Dear Supervisor Bradford:
25-1 As the comment period draws to a close on the Drafi Environmental Statement on the Monlanore
Project we urge that your agency make every effort to move forward as rapidly as possible in its
evaluation, Since extensive analysis has already resulted in the DEQ's approval of the existing
operating permit, we are confident that any contingencies arising from dual agency review may
easily be addressed by good faith collabaration between the parties involved.
25-2 Loss of 5o many jobs related to forest industry and the promise of hundreds of new jobs to be
created by opening of this mine has pushed this issue to the top of our prionity list.
25-3

We believe that it is critical to the well being of Lincoln County and Montana that this process be
completed yet in "09 and wish to express our appreciation in advance for anything you can do to
achieve this goal.

Sincerely, : *
5 " e

s ,{;.H_. f".:rb-!in

Anbyn Curliss

Senate District 1

U CeZ CheaAt

Gerald Bennett Chas Vincent
House District 1 House District 2
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-

Document #49-U.S. Department of the Interior
ment

Response

49-1

Comment Response 49-1

The KNF submitted a final Biological Assessment for effects on federally listed
terrestrial species to the FWS in 2013. The assessment indicated the agencies’
preferred mine alternative, Alternative 3, and preferred transmission line alternative,
Alternative D-R, may affect and are likely to adversely affect the grizzly bear. In its
March 2014 Biological Opinion, the FWS determined that Alternative 3D-R is not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed entity of grizzly bears and
that since no critical habitat has been designated for this species, none would be
affected. The reasonable and prudent measures necessary and appropriate to
minimize incidental take of grizzly bears included in the incidental take statement in
the BO were incorporated into the agencies’ grizzly bear mitigation plan.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- .
ment Document #49-U.S. Department of the Interior Response
Comment Response 49-2
The opening paragraph of section 3.25.5.2.1 was revised in the SDEIS and FEIS and
M. Paul Bradfocd, Forest Supervisor 3 refers to the BA for the Montanore Project for detailed pertinent information on
grizzly bear biology and status. The BA is based on the best information about
the CYE recovery zone in 2007 (Kasworm et al, 20085). Although the population trend has been ngZZIy bears currentl_y available. The anaIySIS Of_effeCtS to g“ZZ|_y bear in SecFlon .
variable during the history of grizzly bear monitoring in the CYE, estimates since 1999 indicate a 3.25.5.2 of the FEIS is based on the most recent information available at the time it
high probability of decline (Kasweorm ef al. 1999 through 2008) due to relatively high levels of was prepared
human-caused mortality, '
Our comments are provided in light of the essential nature of the CYE grizzly bear population Comment Respo nse 49-3
and its existing poor baseline n_:mln.-cm'mg population status and trend. Our remaining comments Section 3.25.5.2 was revised in the FEIS to define a |arger cumulative effects ana|ysi5
focus on the content of the DEIS and the prelimimary mitigation package. area. AS described in SECtiOH 3.25-5.2.1 Of the FEIS, the boundary fOI’ Cumulative
49-2 « The opening sentence of the grizzly bear section (DEIS 3.24.5.3.1) incorporates a body of effects and making the effects determination is the Cabinet portion of the Cabinet-
information by reference. We caution that additional scientific information is available to Yaak Ecosystem grizzly bear recovery zone (BMUS 1.2.4.5 6.7.8. and 22) and the
inform your decision (and in fact the DEIS goes on to reference some of that material ). . P Er T
Focusing on specific conclusions or important facts from the reference material is more Cabinet Face BORZ.
useful than blanket citations that do not focus on specific issues, C tR 49-4
ommen esponse -
49-3 # The second paragraph of the grizzly bear section identified the cumulative effiects area as H P H
Bear Management Units {BMUSs) 2. 5. and 6 and the Cabinet Face Bear Outside Recovery Th_e CumUIatlv_e effects anaIyS|s in the EISs and BAs fOIIOWEd_ regulatlons and Lo
Fone (BORZ) polygon. The Montanore project may have long term, landscape-level effects QUIdance appllcable to bOth typeS Of documentS. The CUmUIathe effeCtS analySIS n
that should '|1.u examined in a broader context than the di.rucll_\' l;]l'l'uc[cd BMUs and BORZ the DElS, SDE'S, and FEIS disclosed the incremental effect of the mine and
polygon{s). Therefore, we recommend that the cumulative effects area be expanded to . . .
encompass al least the Cabinet portion of the recovery zone and the surrounding non- transmission line alternatives when added to the effects of other paSt: present, and
recovery occupied habitats, if not the entire CYE. reasonably foreseeable future actions (40 CFR 1508.7). The cumulative effects
49-4 Wi , . - L N analysis in the BAs disclosed the incremental effect of the mine and transmission line
- ith regards 1o the term “cumulative effects,” we recommend the Forest and the Service 3 . L.
work together to recongile the differences in the treatment of the term in the National alternatives when added to the effects of future State or private activities, not
.|'.Ii‘1\'1]:|].]1!11u111;11 Protection Act versus the biological assessment prepared for ESA involving Federal aCtiVitieS, that are reasonably certain to occur within the action area
complunee. - . .
of the Federal action subject to consultation (50 CFR 402.02). Current and future
49-5 * In general, the grizzly bear analysis focuses on the traditional methods of examining Open federal actions unrelated to the preferred alternative were not considered in
Motorized Route Density (OMRID), Total Motorized Route Density (TMRD), Core, Habita H P H H
Effectiveness, and other measures. The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the cumU|atlve effef:ts analySlS in the_ BAs because they reqm_re Separate con_sultatlon
Forest have a long history of relying on these measures, However, the typical project under ESA section 7. Federal actions that underwent Section 7 consultation were
examined II!?II'[S”\IL‘!-‘K.‘HTL‘:I.‘{I.II_’\'S 15 a timber sale ;5|1.d ;lseauululud m:ld_.‘.l\'slum_ The 1_|||1|1c;' considered as part of the baseline for the cumulative effects analysis in the BAs.
harvest portion of such a project usually has transitory effects on grizzly bears, with bears
being able to use the afTected habitats within a decade. Road effects can, of course, be more _
chronic. The Montanore project would last for decades, affecting several generations of Commenif Response 49 5 i . .
grizzly !‘h:una. and c\_:uld result in Ihc permancnt u:rl}\'crﬂ_'iun of ndreds, i.t'nch lhﬂu.l;:u:d:- of The analySIS Of ef‘fects on gl"lZZly bearS In section 324533 Of the DE'S InC|Uded an
S e evaluation the effects of habitat displacement and physical habitat loss, in additional
3 8 recommends a more comprehensive examination of the underlying habitat effects. ) o ) N
to an analysis of effects on road densities, core habitat, and HE. Section 3.25.5.2 of
49-6 = Specifically, rather than reporting onlv the raw percentages of BMUs affected by OMRD, the SDEIS and FEIS were reV|sed to |nc|ude a more detalled anaIySIS of dlsplacement

TMRD. etc., it would be useful to understand how much seasonal habitat is affected by
baseline conditions; how this would change under the aliernatives; and what the implications
are in terms of landscape-level effects among BMUs, We recommend that you quantify the
amount of spring range that has been compromised by baseline conditions and how much
more would be affected by the proposed action. We also recommend an analvsis of the

effects and an evaluation of effects in spring and denning habitat, and to more clearly
show the basis for the mitigation plan. The analysis of effects on grizzly bear
movement and habitat use in the Cabinet Mountains and the BORZ was expanded in
the FEIS. The FEIS was also revised to include a discussion of the effects on grizzly
bear of road access changes by project phase.
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- .
ment Document #49-U.S. Department of the Interior Response
Comment Response 49-6
See response to comment 49-5.
Mr. Paul Bradford, Forest Supervisor 3 Comment Respo nse 49-7
See comment response 339-16 regarding MMC’s grizzly bear research and USFWS
il]]p:'l.clls llI.lJ- l.Illl-L']' s‘u.:llsu!l;lllll\' irfl'['lrl:l:l_l:l‘llillhil-;llﬁ ;:I]IEE .1'|1.1p¢.1.|1u111L |rL:|- |-G.JI' n_n.:t'cujum UT‘lil-Il‘.;'.:‘:'!L‘_‘ involvement in the Oversight Committee.
An analysis that examines the specific habitat ¢ffects will be useful in disclosing the baseline
conditions and the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects associated with the project. Comment Respo nse 49-8
49-7 fage s G . [ e . e . .
L ]“'i "T_u“-ﬂ J':jd' the 1 :' WS e 1:1_-'11 "1:}":::31“0", Pﬂchk‘f;: "h';y“r':]ﬂ'c- !:jf lt,-"f'“ 5 The agencies added mitigation for effects on the Canada lynx in Section 2.5.7.4.2 of
il e e e e S he SDEIS. The mitigation requires MMC to fund habitat enhancement on lynx stem
package so that it proposes measures 1o respond to direct and indirect effects the Montanore the i sl g ™ q - h : y >
project would have on grizzly bears. The USFWS will not require independent research and exclusion habitat to mitigate for the physical loss of suitable lynx habitat. In addition,
kit of pecAly Lasei b MRS o esk i dd, s o, fhiay dikcrags o socl Forest Service personnel would monitor new snow compaction activities (such as
proposal that duplicates USFWS recovery activities, interferes with recovery activities, or . A . . N A )
expends resources that may be better spent on other endeavors. The USFWS would like the snowmobiling) in the project area and take appropriate action if compaction
opportunity o T\.‘\'it‘“ .il11l|. comment on any grizzly bear research or monitoring that is monitoring identifies increased predator access to new areas.
proposed by third parties during this process.
Canada bmx Comment Response 49-9
anada lvix . . L .
49-8 A summary of the potential effects on fish and other aquatic life was presented in the
The Montanore project may result in the permanent conversion of suitable Canada lynx habitat to H H . H
non-suitable. We recommend the Forest and the USFWE work together during interagency Sur_nmafy section under |SSU€I3 in the E_)I_EIS’_ SDE_IS’ anq '_:EIS' The discussion was
consultation to address the habitat changes that would occur and how those changes alTect the revised in the FEIS to better link the mitigation with anthlpatEd effects.
status and availability of surtable lynx habitat in the affected Lynx Analvsis Units. The
permanent conversion of suitable lynx habitat may have implications on the habitat ratios Comment Respo nse 49-10
required by the Northern Rockies Lyvnx Management Direction in the affected area. During informal consultation with the USFWS. the KNF prepared a BA that
Other Wildlife described all potential effects on listed species and a mitigation plan to minimize or
We support comments expressed by Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (MTFWP) at the April avoid S|gn|f|cant ad_verse effects. The KNF initiated formal consultation in February
16, 2009, interagency meeting with regard to the project’s impacts on various other wildlife 2013 to SatISfy sections 7 and 9 Of the Endangered SpECIeS ACt The comment I’efel’S
specics, ]W‘ln:ul:urlgj moose, mountain goats, and n‘tllcr big g:m:.c. ]i_.::tlll:}' populations of these to direct bull trout habitat loss in Little Cherry Creek. Little Cherry Creek is not a bull
animals are beneficial to the ecosystem and are a food source for grizely bears, gray wolves, bald .
engles, and other species for which the USFWS has responsibility. trout occupied stream.
Bull trout
49-9 +»  While the DEIS provides a comprehensive analvsis of the potential impacts from the
proposed action to the aquatic and fisheries resources, it was difficult to get an overall
understanding of the how much impact would occur under each alternative and how adverse
impacts would be mitigated. We suggest providing a summary table that displavs the
anticipated primary impacts to bull trout (sediment, habitat loss, water quantity, water
quality, temperature, passage, ¢te.) and the corresponding offsetting mitigation, by alternative
and primary bull trout drainage (i.e., Libby Creck drainage or Bull River drainage).
49-10

*  The proposed action, regardless of alternative, may have significant adverse effects to bull
trout in both the Libby Creek and the Bull River drainages. We encourage the Forest to
ensure that all potential impacts to listed species and aquatic resources are adequately
addressed through minimization and mitigation. The DEIS describes adverse impacts (e.g.,
reductions in stream base flows [corresponding to a loss of aquatic habitat and impacts to
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- .
ment Document #49-U.S. Department of the Interior Response
Comment Response 49-11
See comment response 49-10 regarding development of a mitigation plan for bull
M. Paul Bradfocd, Forest Supervisor 4 trout. Section 2.4.6.2 in the DEIS and FEIS was MMC’s proposed mitigation plan for
its proposed action (Alternatives 2 and B). The agencies’ mitigation plan for the
altered hydrology], direct loss of aquatic habitat [e.g., Lintle Cherry Creek], reduction in agencies preferred Alternatives 3 and D-R \{Vas revised in the SDEIS and again in the
Riparian Habitat Conservation Area function, ¢te.) without mention of the corresponding FEIS. Section 2.5.7.1 of the SDEIS and sections 2.5.7.1 and 2.5.7.2 of the FEIS was
“:JIII::.S::M:L\\I”I:::t]l!}ll‘lllmll{imIlng F".:'J:] ;;;;L:’]':‘ ﬂﬂil;-l.ih:ﬁdr:? EI‘i*'“]T:‘; ;":;:“:“’:-“:M revised to disclose the agencies’ mitigation for wetlands and other waters of the U.S.;
species, as well as the Forest Sec esponsibilities to conserve ESA listed species. . . . . .. .
' Section 2.5.7.3 of the FEIS was revised to disclose the agencies’ mitigation for bull
49-11 The fisheries mitigation plans presented in the aliernatives section of the DEIS (section trout.
2.4.6.2, section 2.5.7.2, and section 2.6.6.2) are ambiguous in terms of how much mitigation
waork will actually be completed under the plans. To adequately assess the env Comment Respo nse 49-12
consequences of the proposed action relative to the reported benefits of the mitigation plan, ) . . L.
the final EIS should present the level of mitigation that is anticipated to be implemented (e.g.. Section 3.13.4 of the FEIS was revised to disclose the anticipated effect on stream
number nl_‘ilcf-:w. lons-_-.jfsa:clinlwnl reduction waork, number q\r!nilcs- ol‘h:ﬂ‘-ital_ rq:sl_nmtiun temperatures and Section 3.6.4 of the FEIS was revised to disclose the anticipated
projects, fix all identified sediment sources, bring all habitat features up to Riparan .-
Management Objective standards within the action area, ete.) effect on aquatic life.
49-12 ‘The environmental consequences section of the DEIS (Section 3.6.4) suggests that the Comment Response 49-13
proposed action may increase water temperatures, You should be aware that water H H P
temperature 15 already functioning at risk or al unacceptable risk in Libby Creek Dramage SeCtlon_3'6'4 of the DEIS_ and SDE.|-S-dISCUSS€d _ar_ntlu_pated EﬁECtS- tO-bU” trout .
and stream temperatures may inereasingly be a limiting factor for the bull trout local pOpulatlonS based on their Susceptlblllty to hybrldlzatlon and Contlnulng Competltlon
|mpu.|;|!:m|1. We recommend this issue lL:L't'i\'L' |11_1.11.1-.'|[.Iu|11iu|| n [Ii_u il1.lil[_‘-'.‘ii!i &:uc‘linll I.'ur each with brook trout. This section was revised in the FE'S, and the cited reference on the
altemative and be adequately addressed in the mitigation and monitoring plans for this . s . . . . .
project. Libby Mitigation project (Dunnigan et al. 2007) was reviewed prior to these
49-13 _ _ o revisions, as well as the more recent report for this project (Dunnigan et al. 2011).
HI16 Gurdamcrial conscqmonnc soelion:of (s S Xl (Rootion k1) eugrrets thet fid The revisions to this section also include further discussion on the effects predicted to
proposed action may increase the competitive advantage of brook trout in the action arca 3 . .
stream systems, Impacts from non-native species are becoming the preeminent threat to bull occur to bull trout pOpu|atI0nS under Alternative 4. Section 2.5.7.3 of the FEIS
Ir:Jul_sur'\.'.i\':ll .'u1d.rccul'ur.\' in these s:\};lclm.ti. '\:\'u recommend vou ru'\.'i.t'-.\' F)rrrrr.rrgcm et af described the agencies’ proposed m|t|gat|on for bu” trout. The eradication of non-
2007, which provides data on the expansion of the brook trouwt population relative to bull . " - g .. iy .
trout in the Libby Creck drainage. We recommend the analysis section for each altemative nat_lve TISh Species, SpeCIflca”y_ br00k trout, 1s InC_IUded asa prOpOSEd mltlgatlon
address this issue in greater detail and be adequately addressed in the mitigation and action in the FEIS, but the feas|b|l|ty of these actions would be assessed as part of the
monilceingplere for thesprigect. The iveis Caparstinl (0] W mplemontogans, mitigation planning. Further discussion of the proposed mitigation actions is
imnovative and comprehensive non-native suppression project in the East Fork Bull River N . e N . .
drainage and a similar approach should be considered for addressing the impacts from the described in the bull trout mitigation plan (see comment response 49-10). Mitigation
5::{:;5;1#:“1'}“. The USFWS can provide you with more information on their approach at included as part of Alternative 3 would also be conducted under Alternative 4, and
’ I, success would be based on long term trend monitoring of the bull trout populations in
49-14 The analysis of threatened and endangered species under aliermative 3 (Section 3.6.4.3.5) and these streams.
alterative 4 (Section 3.6.4.4.6) does not indicate which alternative would be better for
n:duu."i:_1g overall impacts (o h:ui] trout. It appears that alternative 4 (]"orsl::-'t prt:l'crn:dl Comment Respo nse 49-14
alterative) may have greater impacts to sediment, temperature, and mutrients contaminants,
All of these indicators are currently functioming at unacceptable risk in the Libby Creek See comment responses 49'10, 49'11, and 49-13.
drainage according to the 2000 Forest Middle Kootenai River Section 7 Consultation
Watershed Baseline report. Additional information should be included to demonstrate how Comment ReSpO nse 49-15
the additional impacts under altemative 4 are adequately addressed by the mitigation plan See comment response 49-11
49-15

A primary component of the mitigation plan in the Libby Creek drainage appears (o be
habitat surveys and implementation of in-stream habitat improvement projects. Section
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #49-U.S. Department of the Interior

Response

49-16

49-17

49-18

49-19

Mr, Paul Bradford, Forest Supervisor

3.6.3.1.1 describes several habitat restoration projects that were implemenied in Libby Creck
and destroved in subsequent rain-on-snow events. The DEIS describes a habitat restoration
project in the East Fork Bull River that also seems to have been unsugcessful. Preliminary
data from the AC {Horn and Thall 2008) shows that non-native fish appear 1o be benefitting
maore than native salmonids from their habitat restoration projects, Data from MTFWP
efforts in Libby Creek (Dunnigan ef al 2007) could suggest similar conclusions from the
Libby Creek restoration projects. The final EIS should consider the adequacy of the
proposed mitigation plan and anticipated outcomes in the context of this mformation,
Perhaps a mitigation strategy that includes habitat projects in conceri with non-native
suppression ¢fforts (or parinering with the existing AC suppression efTort) should be
considered.

The primary component of the mitigation plan in the Bull River dramage (East Fork Bull
River, East Fork Rock Creek) appears to be habitat surveys and implementation of in-stream
habitat improvement projects. The East Fork Bull River is the most important rearing
tributary for migratory bull trout in the Cabinet Gorge Reservoir reach of the lower Clark
Fork River (MBTSG 1998). Based on the relatively intact nature of the existing habitat
conditions and the potential impact of reduced stream flow to bull trout in this system, it is
unclear that the proposed mitigation will be sufTicient.

We suggest more analysis of the polential impacis of increased vehicle use along Libby
Creek, what activities and impacts will occur under the road maintenance program (e.g.,
snow plowing, sanding, blading. road narrowing/ widening. etc.), and what the minimization
and mitigation plans would include for all road related impacts. Sufficient information
should be available on the proposed road closures/obliterations, road use, existing road
condition, and culverts, to provide some level of quantitative sediment analvsis. Analysis
resulis should be used to determine justify adequate sediment mitigation levels. The
EI% should include a list and description for any BMPs that are cited as minimization
measures for the proposed action.

Throughout the mitigation and monitoring plans presented in the DEIS, the document
explains that reporis, assessments, and future decisions on mitigation measures would be
provided to the Forest, MDEQ, and sometimes MTFWP, For example, Section 2.5.7.2.3
explains that sediment “inventory and proposed measures would be submitted to the KNF
and FWP for approval prior to implemeniation.” The FWS should be included as a primary
resource agency on all components of the proposed action that may affect ESA listed and
federal trust species.

The aguatic and fisheries related mitigation and monitoring plans for all altemnatives should
include an adaptive management commitment whereby iff monitoring shows the initial level
of project mitigation are insufficient in accomplishing the specified objectives, additional
corrective actions would be developed and implemented.

We appreciate the opportunity 1o review and comment on this DEIS. Please send both an
clectronic and hard copy of the final EIS and signed Record of Decision to the FWS office in
Helena, MT. They look forward to working with the Forest through the ESA consultation

Comment Response 49-16
See comment response 49-11.

Comment Response 49-17

Section 3.13.4 was revised in the SDEIS and again in the FEIS to disclose the
anticipated effect of the mine and transmission line alternatives on sediment yield
from roads and other disturbances. Section 3.6.4 was revised in the SDEIS and again
in the FEIS to reflect the revised sediment analysis.

Comment Response 49-18
See comment response 49-11 and 49-13.

Comment Response 49-19
See comment response 49-11.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-

Document #49-U.S. Department of the Interior
ment

Response

Mr Paul Bradford, Forest Supervisor G

process once afinal alternative has been selected.  If you have any questions, please contact Tim
Bodurtha (406) 758-6882 or tim_bodurthai@fws. gov).

Sincerely,

Eobert F. Stewart
Fegional Environmental Officer
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #63-Lincoln County Commission Anthony Berget

Response

63-1

63-2

MMTR 63
14

3 Anthony Berget. ' hope I'm == Commissioner.

4 And then after that, M. Cesar Hemandez.

5 COMMISSIONER BERGET: Anthony J. Bergel,
6 County Commissioner, Lineoln Counly.

7 Lincoln County has a long history of mining,

8 well over 150 vears of mining in one aspecl or another,

@ And the group policy we've been working on speaks 1o the
10 sociocconomic history and future of Lincoln County, And
11 it includes mining.  All of us governmenl agencies,

12 whether it's EFA, DEQ, Forest Service, federal, staie,

13 and local government, as well a2 environmenialists,

14 receive our jobe and livelihood from the taxes of work

15 of miners.

16 And speaking an behalf of the Lincoln County

17 Board of County Commissioners, and Marianne Roosc is

18 here with me, we are very much in suppor of this

19 project and think you guvs have done an excellent job on

20 the EIS and the work that veu've done; thank vou.

Comment Response 63-1
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 63-2

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-

ment Document #116-Sanders County Board of Commissioners

Response

SANDERS COUNTY "™
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Bonnie Lovelace

RECEIVED
Depr. of Environmental Chualiry

MAY 2 6 2009
PO Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620 DEQ
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
E-mail: DEQMantanoreElS@me.gov

RE: Monmnore Project DEIS
Diear Ms. Lovelice:

Thank you for the opportuniry for Sanders County ro comment on plans for the above referenced project.
Although facilities and activiries resultant from this project will be primarily locared within adjacent Lincoln
County, there is potential for significant impact ro Sanders County both direcrly and indirectly because of the
loeatian of the ore body and subsequent hard rock mining tax revenues, and because of the prosiminy of the
PrOject fo us.

We join our neighbors in Lineeln County in support of this project, and hereby endorze, for the record,
their more detailed comments as our own, We understand the need ro utilize our narural resources, are firm
believers in the mulriple-use concepe, and are confidenr thar this project can be carried our with a minimum of
changes in land use, and that appropriare, yer nor excessive, planning and monitoring will assure that
associated activities be carried our in an environmenially accepeable faghion with pesirive sociocconomic
effects. We relterate our belief that our communiries and their economies are ar least as important as the
grizzly bear and bullerour.

116-1

We would add & note of urgency in expediting this decision so thar MMI can commence further
exploration in 2010. Explorarion results are key ro securing investors for financing such a large project, and
the current market provides some encouragement for successfully enabling rhis project.

116-2

Sincerely,

Beard of Counry Commissioners
Sanders Counry, Monrana

Carol Brooker, Chairman

(B 7 ~5]
Parron, Commissioner

N i-{.'rnll Anthony B. Ces, Commissioner

P.0. BOX 519, 1111 MAIN ST., THOMPSON FALLS, MT. 59873 » (406) 827-6942, FAX: (406) B27-4388

Comment Response 116-1

Section 1.6 discusses the agencies’ decision-making and each agencies
consideration of environmental resources and socio-economic conditions.
Comment Response 116-2

Thank you for your comment.
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Com-

ment Document #118-L ibby School District Response
Comment Response 118-1
) HE Section 3.17 of the DEIS, and Section 3.18 of the SDEIS and FEIS discussed the
effects of the alternatives on the area’s economy.
Comment Response 118-2
Central Administration Bldg. 5 i di LR . . . ..
T e ol g Bueness Ofice ss00s | Section 1.6 of the DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS discussed the agencies’ decision-
Libby, Mortana 559, il ¥ . . . . . .
S s Ay LY Zpeciaisenvicen 2838815 | making and each agencies consideration of environmental resources and socio-
economic conditions.
Memo RECEIVED
MAY 2 2 2009
To:  Bonnie Lovelace DEQ
Department of Environmental Quality DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
From: Libby School District #4 Board of Trustees
Date: May 21, 2009
Re:  Montanore Project — Enwvironmental Impact Statement
Libby School District #4 supports environmentally friendly logging and mining. The
Mantanore Mining Project proposes this type of mine in Lincoln County.
118-1 Our community’s economic stability has been severely compromised over the last
twenty years. A mining operation of this magnitude would considerably enhance our
current and future economic status.
118-2 Libby School District #4 will support the Montanore Project as long as it meets the

environmental and associated criteria required for such an undertaking. Please
contact me if you have any questions (406)293-8811.

Thank you,

K. ML

K.W. Maki, Superintendent of Schools
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Com-
ment

Document #135-Lincoln County Board of Commissioners

Response

?,.,...,..,.MNTR 135
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS m__

135-1

135-2

LINCOLN COUNTY RECEIVED

STATE OF MONTANA
c

ANTHONY J. BERGET, Commisslonar JOHN C. KOMZEN, Commissioner MARIANNE B. ROOSE, Comminsicnas
ISTRICT NO. 1, LIBEY DISTRICT NO. 2, TROY DISTRICT NO. 3, EUREKA

TAMMY D, LAUER
CLERK OF THE BOARD AMD COUNTY RECORDER
May 21, 2009

Bobbie Lacklen Bonnle Lovelace
Kootenal Mational Forest Drept. of Environmental Quality
Supervisor's Office PO Bax 200901
31374 US Hwy 2 Helena, MT 59620
Libby, MT 58923

E-mall: DEQMontanoreEIS@mt.gov
E-mail: f|_mentanore@fs fed.us FAX: {406) 283-7709

RE: Montanore Project DEIS
Dear Ms., Lacklen & Ms. Lovelace:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on plans for the above referenced project. As
chief elected representatives of the people of Lincoln County, we are hugely cognizant of the
importance of this project with respect to its potential for providing additional economic vitality
and stability for our communities. We are also hugely cognizant of the need to assure that
environmental protection and impact mitigation looms large in the planning and
implementation of such a project. It is with a desire to realize an acceptable balance, and to
see this project move forward that we offer our comments.

First of all, we want to assure you of our confidence in the knowledge that the majority of
our constituents do, indeed, want the Montanore Mine project to proceed with diligent speed.
It seems that a key problem has been differences in cpinions and procedures among the
involved agencies, and these should be resolved forthwith — period — agree to agree and get on
with it. The positive socio-economic impacts related to this project weighed against the
minimal changes in current land use in the overall geographic area, and the inordinate amount
of time already required by regulatory and oversight agencies, call for resolution, so that our
perceived need for the development of our natural resources on our public lands, which enjoys
widespread acceptance and encouragement in Lincoln County, can, at least in this instance,
proceed within our multiple use mandate. Without long-term industry such as envisioned in
this project, we cannot maintain opportunities for our citizens and their families to continue the
traditional cultural pathways so long a part of our county’s history. We are assured that this
project’s development will be accompanied by a strong commitment to local hiring, and will
provide high wages, attractive benefits, and other opportunities. As well, from a governance

512 CALIFORMIA AVENUE
LIBEY, MONTANA 59523
(404) 263-TT81 - (405) 293-TOST Fax
E-mail: koommaglibby. ong

Comment Response 135-1
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 135-2
Thank you for your comment.
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Com- . .
ment Document #135-Lincoln County Board of Commissioners Response
Comment Response 135-3
The grizzly bear mitigation plan in the DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS had two primary
components: measures to reduce grizzly bear mortalities and measures to increase
perspective, this kind of impetus helps us provide needed assistance to those less fortunate in suitable habitat. Increased human-caused mortality is a risk of the project. The
our communities. _ : " ) measures to reduce the human-caused mortality risk did not include any land
biftieation:for pobsutisl gty beat Mnpacts 18 3 /a0ek; COUMEREENL, M CpcRein acquisition, but included measures such as removing and monitoring vehicular-
component of this development. As we have commented in the past, we believe that . ) 3 ! .
135-3 deference should be given to our communities and local economies when considering related killed big game animals, funding of a FWP law enforcement position, and
assessments for this project. Without a viahllgla local economy thalt provides :fualitv opportunities developing a transportation plan to minimize mine-related traffic. Land acquisition
for employment in our communities, you will continue to struggle in your efforts to gain - - - .
e S b sl e Lo e raen N s i Wb TRt et was designed to offset the physical and displacement effects of the project.
could result from this project has the potential to actually benefit the recovery program, )
provide that it is not so excessive as to, instead, kill the project. For example, the DEIS seems to Co m ment Res ponse 13_‘5 4 . ) ]
identify reduction of “mortalities” as the primary objective, and “mitigates” primarily by the Section C.10.3.3.3 was revised in the SDIES to require biweekly surface water
SU o (f P scr KIRCS, WA S GVIGMEATIEL T NEQ s WoRet gRossnl monitoring between July 1 and mid-October of select streams and other GDEs as
objective. Perhaps a better approach would be to shift resources toward additional research A A A
and monitaring, adding empirical data to the currently limited collection, which could better needed to establl_sh _Ic_mg term trends, which is how impacts would be separable
result in a pro-active and adaptive management approach over the life of the project which from natural varlablllty.
may result in a more accurate assessment of the need to purchase additional lands. Removal of
private lands fram the tax rolls of a county made up of largely public lands should enly occur on Comment Response 135-5
very sound basis. - .. "
It appears that overall environmental impact mitigation suggested for this project is _Sectlon 2.5.2.3.2_of the FEIS mcﬁcated BMPs for the leby_ Creek Road would be
extensive, and in some cases seems more an agency wish list rather than justifiable offsets: implemented during the Evaluation Phase and continue until the Bear Creek Road

135-4 = It seaconable t requirs tha moniioring of all springs, 2esps, mnd stremd in the was chip-sealed and MMC no longer used the Libby Creek Road for mine-related
Wilderness Area and headwaters of Libby Creek weekly between July and October, traffi
since, not only does this seem impractical, if not impossible, particularly given that the rartic.

i indi that i cts Id not be measureable from natural
::::;EE;?I assessment indicates that impacts would n measu Comment Response 135-6
* Isitreasonable to request maintenance of the Libby Creek mitigation measures for the The potential spread of noxious weeds was addressed by a weed survey and
135-5 e of the project when MM wil ba usiag that road for oaly a short pariod of time? treatment before ground disturbance occurred
» Is it necessary, or even realistic, to require pre-treatment for weeds on all planned :
disturbance areas given that MMI must manage for weeds in these areas continuously _

135-6 through the life of the project, as the surrounding USFS lands have a significant weed Co m m ?nt Response 135-7 o . o

problem and will be a cantinual source of weed seeds? Monitoring of St. Paul Lake was eliminated in the Water Resources Monitoring
* ks ‘:,'ET,?“':': to 'E:T :“’“:"‘J"“f "f“""‘; ?:f:;::tjit:’;"!'-;"lf;?:c'.’:;:;‘ime Plan presented in the SDEIS and FEIS. The KNF currently is monitoring Lower

135-7 entire life of the project when hydrologic analyst i . . . .
impact from natural variability? Might more intermittent monitoring be as appropriate? Libby Lake electronically and MMC would continue the once-a-year collection of

135-8 s Isit reasonable and necessary to request MMI to monitor and report on all “road-kill” the electronic data.

a maortalities, even those not associated with mine vehicles, contractors, vendors, etc.,
and at the same time, provide additional funding for a full-time MFWP law enforcement Comment Res ponse 135-8
officer? . . . . .

135-9 s IS Iradly nackiany s redelre the idplceimnt ofhe Buer Crask Brikdge; or might uthier Trafflc on the Begr Creek Road, mc!udmg thq Bqar Creek !Srldge, is gxpected to
traffic control mechanisms suffice? Situations of twa lane roads narrowing to a single increase sybstantlally QUe to the pr_OJect. Monitoring roadkill mortalities would
lane bridge are exceedingly common throughout the USFS road system. allow for implementation of adaptive management measures should such

mortalities increase with the project.
Comment Response 135-9
See next page.
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Com-
ment

Document #135-Lincoln County Board of Commissioners

Response

135-10

135-11

136-12

These are just some examples of listed mitigation measures that seem to exceed need refative
to real impact. We encourage you to use caution in requiring nebulous, yet nevertheless not
inexpensive, measures that, taken cumulatively, could simply and unnecessarily make the
project too expensive for further development.

Also, we heard clearly and loudly at the April 16" public hearing that the transmission line
alternatives were a significant issue. Although Alternative C seemed to have the most merit
there does seem to be a need to further minimize impacts to private land owners in the area.
We request that additional options be developed to provide more mutually agreeable solutions
to these legitimate concerns.

Finally, we want to re-emphasize our support for this project and re-state our view that its
implementation would provide a “stimulus package” for Lincoln County far beyond that which
might be realized through current Congressional direction. At the same time, we realize that
care must be taken to, as Bill Martin so eloguently stated at the public hearing, "insist that it be
done the very best that it can be done = use regulation and technology to provide a ‘world =
class’ development.”

Sincerely,

(/iohn [ Kc‘mze ,Chain;?,'-l

Marianne B. Roose, Member

S—
Anthon erget

Comment Response 135-9

Because traffic on the Bear Creek Road, including the Bear Creek Bridge, is
expected to increase substantially, it would be necessary to replace the Bear Creek
Bridge. Having a bridge width consistent with the roadway width would decrease
congestion and provide for a safer road.

Comment Response 135-10

The agencies’ mitigation measures are designed to minimize or avoid significant
adverse effects.

Comment Response 135-11

The alignments of Transmission Line Alternatives C, D, and E (called C-R, D-R,
and E-R in the SDEIS and FEIS) were revised in the SDEIS and again in the FEIS
to minimize effects on private land owners.

Comment Response 135-12
Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Response

Appendix M
Com- . -
ment Document #185-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks
Montana TFish, MNTR 185
) Wldiife R PariGs
——y 7 Region One
490 N. Mesidian Rd.
Kadispedi, MT. 1
m z 5 m Jim: 106-?51-?1-59?;
REGEIVED = e
June 22, 2009
Paul Bradford
Enotenai National Forest Supenvisor
1101 US Highway 2 West
Libby, MT 59923
185-1 Montana Fish, Wilkdiife & Parks’ (MPWP) concerns and comements pertaining to mitigation

regarding the Montanore Mine hawe changed very litthe from our previoes comments on the:
PDEIS, although we see that some of our comments have been addressed relative to how and
whene we do our wildifie trend surveys, Originally, there were some emmors about the sunvey
ﬁ)ﬂuwmmmmmhmuﬂkm goats, deer, etc., for HDs 104, 105, or

General Comments: The DEIS & inadequate in ils scope and depth refative to big game
185-2 species and forest camivores. Moose, mountain goats, elk, etc., live year round in the proposed
Impact area. Aside from griczly bears, inadequate mitigation measures. are offered for permanent
impacts to popular big game species and to other speces, except old-growth-
dependent binds. MFWP notes that there are roughly 16 pages of discussion of possible
mitigation measures for grizzdy bears and about one page for all the other big game species,
WPmmmjwmmmmammmmmtﬁmpﬁﬁfaa
couple of years, and blasting is restricted during the mountain goat kidding period (they mention
the maonth of June; MPWP suggests May 15-Juné 15 a5 being more effective). The DEIS also
notes that there should be'no construction activity for the power line on crucial blg game winter
wﬂulﬁ'ﬂlhemmr*rm{unhsslsam'ldnnlaarldunguhlﬁalemmmmn
these areas). We assume that the authors were under the impression that mitigation measures
Tor grizzly bears would also accommodate most other popular big game species. MPWP disagress
with this idea. At the core of the habitat security mitigation & the diosure of five roads in the
wicinity of the mine or access route. The DEIS focuses on some minimal habitat loss calculations
for varows species and fails to address the real long-term issues of public land habitat security,
wildife displacement, hunting access on popular public nds, and ncrexsed human industrial
activity in these drainages (mining and ancillary activities are scheduled 24/7 all year long for 20~
30 years). Overall, MPWP leets that the wildiife section of the DEIS emphasizes grizzly bears and
2 few avian species of concem and falls short of addressing the kss of big game, and furbeares
habitat 2 well a5 recreational hunting areas on public lands. MPWP also notes that there are
cumulative impacts to all wildlife speces when this proposal & taken in conlist with the Rock
Creek Mine proposal by Revelte Minerals just west of the Montanore proposal on the other side
of the Cabinet Divide. MFWP believes that the cumulative impact of both of these mines on
wildie species and loss of public lands nead to be addressed in this public process.

Comment Response 185-1

The agencies appreciate FWP’s acknowledgement that changes were made in the
DEIS to address FWP’s comments on the preliminary DEIS. New information
provided by FWP, such as deer and elk winter range mapping, fisher and wolverine
sighting data, and clarification about elk and deer populations was incorporated in
the DEIS. The agencies carefully considered FWP’s comments on the DEIS in the
development of modifications to the agencies’ alternatives as described in Chapter
2 of the SDEIS. Avoidance of impacts to big game and other wildlife species was
among the criteria used to determine the preferred transmission line alternative,
Alternative D-R.(refer to Appendix J of the SDEIS). Other modifications to
agencies’ alternatives, such as the elimination of the LAD Areas, would also reduce
impacts to wildlife.

Comment Response 185-2

The agencies disagree with FWP’s comment that the DEIS is inadequate in scope
and depth relative to big game species and carnivores. The agencies believe that
impacts to big game species and carnivores, such as fisher, wolverine, and wolf, as
described in sections 3.25.3, 3.25.4, and 3.25.5 of the SDEIS and FEIS, are
adequately evaluated and disclosed. For example, numerous indicators were used to
evaluate potential effects to deer, elk, and moose including habitat removal,
cover/forage ratio, forage openings, habitat effectiveness, habitat security, and the
presence and quality of key habitat features. In general, a conservative approach
was used to evaluate potential impacts on wildlife, using the best data available.
For example, as described in Sections 3.25.3, 3.25.4 and 3.25.5, distances that
wildlife species are displaced due to human activity vary, but in general, impacts
for most species may occur up to 0.33 mile or the nearest ridgeline from the source
of disturbance (Christensen and Madel 1982; Schirato 1989; Frederick 1991; Grant
et al. 1998; Austin 1998), and may extend up to 1 mile, depending on type of
disturbance (Bury 1983; USDA Forest Service et al. 1988; USDA Forest Service et
al. 1990). In absence of species-specific data, an influence zone extending one mile
on each side of the helicopter flight path was used to estimate the displacement
effects of disturbances associated with mine construction and operations on
wolverines and mountain goats, based on influence zones suggested in the grizzly
bear Cumulative Effects Model (USDA Forest Service 1988; USDA Forest Service
et al. 1990).

The agencies disagree that mitigation measures for wildlife other than grizzly bears
are inadequate. While the agencies agree that the grizzly bear mitigation described
in Section 2.5.9.2 of the SDEIS and Section 2.5.7.4 of the FEIS was more detailed
than the mitigation measures developed for other species, most of the grizzly bear
(continued next page)
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Document #185-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks

Response

185-3

Transmission Line Issues: Several power Ene comidor alternatives are mentioned, all of which
originate near Sediack Park at an existing BPA substation site. This site & within the MPWP/Plum
Creek Conservation Exsement. This ansa of the Fisher River, along LIS Hwy 2, is a known oossing
area for big game animals migrating to and from winter and summer ranges in the Salsh and
Cabinet Mountain Ranges. It has alsn been identified as the most probable cormidor or linkage
zone for grizzly bears moving between the Cabinet Mountains and the Whitefish Range in the
Nosthern ({NCIE) (a grizy from the Cabinet population was

cooperation with Amesican Wikdlands, has identified this comidor in our most recent mapping
endeavor, and it will be identified in cur upcoming crudial areas project.

The altermative power Ene outes up and over the top of Miller Creek requine Several miles of new
and temporary road construction and much helicopter assistance. The West Fisher altemnative
wouid be less impacting to wikdife, especiaily if it were modified to use only the existing main
USFS Road 231 o the Libby Creek fadity site. At the meeting MDOT staff expressed concems
about tur proposal to route the power line right along the main US Hwy 2 comidor up to West
Fisher, then using the LUSFS Road 231 all the way over 1o Howard Lake and on into the Libby
Creek facility site. Bakd eagies and wetlands were the ssues. It is our understanding that the
MDOT prefers to take the fine uphill across the MPWP Fisher River Conservation Easement lands
and cross-country to Miller Creek, then over the top to Howard Lake, with mare roads, disturbed
country, and wildiife habitat impacts. MPWP’s preference is to use
Altermative E with modifications.

Multiple Drainage Issues: Montanore Mineraks Corporation’s (MMC) preferred altemative a5
proposed will have wildlife impacts on several currently intact and important drainages from West
Fisher to Bear Creek, and then on out the Bear Creek Road, USFS Road 278, for the proposed
ore truck haul route and defivery truck and mine employee transportation route. MPWP questions
why MMC i5 using the Libby Creek Road, USFS Road 231, 1o access all their mine activities
currently, but want to switch to the Bear Creek Road, USFS Road 278, for future mining and one
hauling activities. MPWP believes that it would be in the best interest for all wildfe if they were
restricted to the Libby Creek drainage and the existing road (Road 231) for mine access into the:
Liblry Cresk Facility site. Desedoping the Bear Creek Road to access the mine will still cross
Rameey, Poorman, Cable, Bear, and Big Chemry Creeks as opposed to Libby Cresk.

The MMC proposal to have facifity sites in Libby and Ramsey Creeks poses significant wildife and
fisheries impacts, as it will hinder for big game ungulates such as
moose and mountain goats, which occur at seasonal high density in these drainages, and elk and
mube deer, which are at moderate seasonal densities in these drainages. Libby and Ramsey Creek
jprovide crucial wildlife habital. The proposed additional faciity site in Ramsey Creek would also
require the power né extension up to near the head of the drainage, impacting important moose
and mountain goat habitat. Due to permanent impacts to crucial wildlife habitat on public land,
MFWP does not support additional mine facilites or activities In Ramsey Creek.

Grizzly Bear Impacts: Undoubtedly, the USPWS will conduct a thorough review of the
cumulative impacts of the proposed Rock Creek Mine and the proposed Libby Creek Montanore
Mine to assess "Take” Bsues for a grizdy bear population that is being deaussed for endangered
status, The Libby Creek drainage is a known grizzly bear cnucial anea. Individual grizzly bears
have been trapped in Libby Creek as part of the ongoing Cabinet/Yaak Grizzly Bear Recovery and
Monitoring Project. Grizzly bears, at the current time, are quite rare in the Cabinets versus other

Comment Response 185-2 (cont’d)

mitigation measures would also benefit other wildlife. The acquisition of over
6,000 acres of grizzly bear habitat would prevent private development of these
parcels, many of which provide suitable habitat for other species. Habitat parcels
identified as potential replacement habitat for mitigating effects to grizzly bear are
prioritized based primarily on their value as grizzly bear habitat. The value of these
parcels to other wildlife was not considered in the ranking process and any
importance of the parcel to other species was incidental and secondary. Parcels
important to grizzly bears are often important to other species due to movement
corridors and linkages used by big game and carnivores, as well as similar
requirements (i.e., space free from human development, wetlands, etc.). Also,
overall, road densities would likely improve through the agencies’ proposed land
acquisition requirement for grizzly bear mitigation, as described in section 2.5.7.4.1
of the SDEIS and Section 2.5.7.4.1 of the FEIS, thereby benefitting elk, white-
tailed deer, moose, and other wildlife. As described in the agencies” Wildlife
Mitigation Plan, many other measures would minimize impacts to wildlife, such as
the development and implementation of a wildlife awareness plan; funding of a
Habitat Conservation Specialist and Law Enforcement Officer; monitoring of
wildlife mortalities due to vehicle collisions, and if appropriate based on
monitoring, mitigation of vehicle-related wildlife mortality. Mitigation for impacts
to other resources, such as wetlands, (described in Section 2.5.7.1 of the SDEIS and
FEIS) would also benefit wildlife, such as moose and western toad.

Mitigation for impacts to mountain goats described in Section 2.5.9.2.5 of the
SDEIS and Section 2.5.7.4.5 of the FEIS was modified based on FWP comments
on the DEIS. In the agencies’ alternatives, blasting would not occur at the entrance
to any adit portals during May 15 to June 15.

Cumulative effects on wildlife species from the proposed Montanore Project and
other reasonably foreseeable actions, including the Rock Creek Project, are
described for each wildlife species evaluated in Chapter 3. For example, cumulative
effects analyses for white-tailed deer, mountain goat, and pileated woodpecker are
provided at the end of Sections 3.25 of the FEIS.

Comment Response 185-3

In response to FWP’s comments on the Preliminary DEIS, a description of a
wildlife linkage zone in the Fisher River Valley between the Barren Peak and
Teeters Peak areas to the west of US 2 and the Kenelty Mountains and Fritz
Mountain areas to the east of US 2 was provided in the analysis of impacts on elk
on p. 731 of Section 3.24.3.2.2 of the DEIS and was referenced in the analysis of
numerous other species, including mule deer, moose, and grizzly bear.
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Document #185-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks

Response

185-3

185-4

Transmission Line Isspes: Several power Ene comidor aftematives are mentioned, all of which
mwmmmammanmmmmnmnmwmm

Creek Conservation Easement. This ansa of the Fisher River, along US Hwy 2, is 2 known crossing
area for big game animals migrating to and from winter and summer ranges in the Salish and
Calbsinet Mountain Ranges. It has alsn been identified as the most probable corridor or linkage
zone for grizzdy bears moving between the Cabinet Mountains and the Whitefish Range in the
Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE) (a grizdy from the Cabinet population was
captured in route from the Cabinets o the Whitefish Range three years ago). Al the April 16
meeting at the Kootenal National Forest (KNF) supervisor's office, with all the agendies working in
the process (probably about 50 people present), some expressed surprise at the comment we
made about the Sediack Park area being 2 major crossing area for many species of big game,
including grizzly bears. This comment, a5 stated above, was made in the first review. MFWP, in
cooperation with American Wikdlands, has identified this commidor in our mast recent mapping
endeavor, and it will be identified in our upcoming crudal areas project.

The alternative powes Ene routes up and over the top of Miller Creek requine several miles of new
and lemporary road construction and much helicopter assistance. The West Fisher altemative
would be less impacting to wildiife, especiatly if it were modified to use only the existing main
USFS Road 231 1o the Libiry Creek facilty site. At the metting MDOT staff expressed concems
about cur proposal to route the: power fine right along the main US Hwy 2 comdor up to Wiest
Fisher, then using the USFS Road 231 all the way over to Howard Lake and on into the Libdby
Creek facility site. Bald eagies and wetlands were the sswes. It & our understanding that the
MDOT prefiers to take the ine uphill across the MPWP Fisher River Conservation Easement lands
and cross-country to Miller Creek, then over the top to Howard Lake, with more roads, disturbed
country, and wikdlife habital impacts. MFWP'S prference is to use
Alternative E with modifications.

Multiple Drainage Issues: Montanore Minerals Corporation's. (MMC) prefermed altermative as
proposed will have wildhfe impacts on several currently intact and i drainages from West
Fisher to Bear Creek, and then on out the Bear Creek Road, USFS Road 278, for the proposed
ore truck haul route and delfivery truck and mine employee ransportation route. MFWP questions
wity MMC is using the Libby Creek Rpad, USFS Road 231, to acoess all their mine activities
cumently, but want to switch to the Bear Cresk Road, USFS Road 278, for future mining and ore
hauling activities. MPWP beleves that it would be in the best interest fior all wildife if they were
restricted to the Libty Creek drainage and the existing road (Road 231) for mine access into the
Liblry Creek Facility site. Developing the Bear Creek Road to acoess the mine will still cross
Ramsey, Poorman, Cable, Bear, and Big Chesty Cresks as opposed to Libby Cresk.

The MMC proposal to have fackity sites in Libby and Ramsey Creeks poses significant wildlife and
fisheries impacts, as it will hinder displacement opportunity for big game ungulates such as
moose and mountain goats, which occur at seasonal high density in these drainages, and efk and
mube deer, which are at moderate seasonal densities in these drainages. Libby and Ramsey Creek
jprovide crucial wildlife habital. The proposed additional facility site in Ramsey Creek would also
require the power Bne xtension up to near the head of the drainage, impacting important moose
and mountain goat habitat. Due to permanent impacts to crucial wildfife habitat on publc land,
MPWP does not support additional mine facilities or activities in Ramsey Creek,

Grizzly Bear Impacts: Undoubtedly, the USPWS will conduct a thorough review of the
cumulative impacts of the proposed Rock Creek Mine and the proposed Libby Creek Montanore
Mine to assess "Take" Bsues for a grizdy bear population that is beng discussed for endangered
status, The Libby Creek drainage i a known grizzy bear crucial area. Individual grizzty bears
have besen trapped in Libby Cresk as part of the ongoing CabinetYaak Grizzly Bear Recovery and
Monitoring Project. Grizzly bears, at the current time, are guite rare in the Cabinets versus other

The significance of this area to grizzly bears was clarified in Section 3.25.5.3.2 of
the FEIS. In the FEIS grizzly bear analysis, the linkage areas described by Servheen
et al (2003), Brunden and Johnson (2008), and American Wildlands (2008) are
referred to collectively as the US 2 linkage zone. Your preference for the use of a
modified Alternative E is noted.

Comment Response 185-4

The agencies developed two primary alignment modifications to MMC’s proposed
North Miller Creek alignment (Alternative B). All of the agencies’ transmission
line alternatives include a modification that would route the line on an east-facing
ridge immediately north of the Sedlak Park Substation instead of following the
Fisher River. This modification would reduce impacts to nesting bald eagles, the
crossing of soils that are highly erosive and subject to high sediment delivery, and
the visibility of the line from US 2, and fewer residences would be within 0.5 mile
of the line.

The agencies’ transmission line alternatives were modified in the SDEIS and FEIS
to further reduce environmental impacts. The agencies’ preferred alternative,
Alternative D-R-Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative, would have greater
new temporary displacement effects on grizzly bear, would affect more elk and
moose winter range, and would require more new access roads for transmission line
construction than Alternative E-R West Fisher Creek Transmission Line
Alternative, but would impact less white-tailed deer winter range and have fewer
total grizzly bear displacement effects. Effects on elk security habitat would be the
same for both alternatives. SDEIS Table 206 and the comparable table in the FEIS
shows that Alternative E-R would require opening more closed roads in the grizzly
bear recovery zone during construction than any other alternative. As shown in
FEIS Figure 44, a currently gated road in Sections 25, 26, and 27 would be
temporarily opened for access during construction of Alternative D-R. For the
analysis of impacts to core grizzly bear habitat, gated roads are considered as open
roads and are assigned a 0.31-mile disturbance buffer. Both Alternative D-R and
Alternative E-R would result in the temporary loss of 18 acres of core grizzly bear
habitat during construction and decommissioning, which would be replaced at a 2:1
ratio prior to construction activity. Overall, the agencies’ preferred alternative,
Alternative D-R-Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative, provides the best
balance among the preferred location criteria listed in DEQ Circular MFSA-2,
Section 3.1 and provides for mitigation of significant impacts to affected wildlife
species as required by ARM 17.20.1607.

(continued next page)
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185-4

185-5

185-6

185-7

Transmission Line Issues: Several power Bne comidor atematives are mentionsd, all of which
memammwammmmnmnmwmm

Creek Conservation Easement. This ansa of the Fisher River, along US Hwy 2, is 2 known crossing
area for big game animals migrating to and from winter and summer ranges in the Salish and
Calbsinet Mountain Ranges. It has alsn been identified as the most probable corridor or linkage
zone for grizzdy bears moving between the Cabinet Mountains and the Whitefish Range in the
Morthern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE) (a grizay from the Cabinet population was
captured in route from the Cabinets o the Whitefish Range three years ago). Al the April 16
meeting at the Kootenal National Forest (KNF) supervisor's office, with all the agendies working in
the process (probably about 50 people present), some expressed surprise at the comment we
made about the Sediack Park area being 2 major crossing area for many species of big game,
including grizzly bears. This comment, as stated above, was made in the first review, MFWP, in
cooperation with American Wikdlands, has identified this commidor in our mast recent mapping
endeavor, and it will be identified in our upcoming crudal areas project.

The alternative powes Ene routes up and over the top of Miller Creek requine several miles of new
and lemporary road construction and much helicopter assistance. The West Fisher altemative
would be less impacting to wildiife, especiatly Iif it were modified to use only the existing main
USFS Road 231 1o the Libiry Creek facilty site. At the metting MDOT staff expressed concems
about cur proposal to route the: power fine right along the main US Hwy 2 comdor up to Wiest
Fisher, then using the USFS Road 231 all the way over to Howard Lake and on into the Libdby
Creek facility site. Bald eagies and wetlands were the sswes. It & our understanding that the
MDOT prefiers to take the ine uphill across the MPWP Fisher River Conservation Easement lands
and cross-country to Miller Creek, then over the top to Howard Lake, with more roads, disturbed
country, and wikdlife habital impacts. MFWP'S prference is to use
Alternative E with modifications.

Multiple Drainage Issues: Montanore Minerals Corporation's. (MMC) prefermed altermative as
proposed will have wildhfe impacts on several currently intact and important drainages from West
Fisher to Bear Creek, and then on out the Bear Creek Road, USFS Road 278, for the proposed
ore truck haul route and delfivery truck and mine employee ransportation route. MFWP questions
wity MMC is using the Libby Creek Rpad, USFS Road 231, to acoess all their mine activities
cumently, but want to switch to the Bear Cresk Road, USFS Road 278, for future mining and ore
hauling activities. MPWP beleves that it would be in the best interest fior all wildife if they were
restricted to the Libty Creek drainage and the existing road (Road 231) for mine access into the
Liblry Creek Facility site. Developing the Bear Creek Road to acoess the mine will still cross
Ramsey, Poorman, Cable, Bear, and Big Cherry Cresds as opposed to Libby Creek.

The MMC proposal to have fackity sites in Libby and Ramsey Creeks poses significant wildlife and
fisheries impacts, as it will hinder displacement opportunity for big game ungulates such as
mocse and mountain goats, which oocur at seasonal high density in these drainages, and efic and
mube deer, which are at moderate seasonal densities in these drainages. Libby and Ramsey Creek
jprovide crucial wildlife habital. The proposed additional facility site in Ramsey Creek would also
require the power Bne xtension up to near the head of the drainage, impacting important moose
and mountain goat habitat. Due to permanent impacts to crucial wildfife habitat on publc land,
MPWP does not support additional mine facilities or activities in Ramsey Creek,

Grizzly Bear Impacts: Undoubtedly, the USPWS will conduct a thorough review of the
cumulative impacts of the proposed Rock Creek Mine and the proposed Libby Creek Montanore
Mine to assess "Take" Bsues for a grizdy bear population that is beng discussed for endangered
status, The Libby Creek drainage i a known grizzy bear crucial area. Individual grizzty bears
have besen trapped in Libby Cresk as part of the ongoing CabinetYaak Grizzly Bear Recovery and
Monitoring Project. Grizzly bears, at the current time, are guite rare in the Cabinets versus other

Comment Response 185-4 (cont’d)

Among the preferred location criteria listed in DEQ Circular MFSA-2, Section 3.1
are:

e Locations with the greatest potential for general local acceptance of the
facility
e Locations in logged areas rather than undisturbed forest

e Locations in geologically stable areas with nonerosive soils in flat or
gently rolling terrain

e Locations where the facility will create the least visual impact

e | ocations a safe distance from residences and other areas of human
concentration

e Locations that are in accordance with applicable local, state, or federal
management plans when public lands are crossed

Comment Response 185-5

The agencies’ rationale for eliminating the use of NFS road 231 (Libby Creek road)
for access was discussed in Section 2.13.2.7 of the DEIS and in Section 2.13.8 of
the SDEIS and FEIS. The USFWS’ BO included a term and condition to use the
Libby Creek Road for access.

Comment Response 185-6

The agencies’ modification to the plant site location out of Ramsey Creek and
elimination of LAD Areas in Alternatives 3 and 4 were designed to reduce effects
on wildlife discussed in this comment.

Comment Response 185-7

The KNF submitted a final BA in 2013. The agencies’ wildlife mitigation plan (see
Section 2.5.7.4 of the FEIS) includes grizzly bear mitigation similar to mitigation
measures proposed for the Rock Creek Mine. The KNF believes the wildlife
mitigation would be adequate to minimize or avoid adverse effects to the grizzly
bear and the Canada lynx. The FWS issued a BO on effects to grizzly bears from
the Montanore Project in 2014. In its BO, the FWS determined that the preferred
alternative, Alternative 3D-R, is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
the grizzly bears and that since no critical habitat has been designated for this
species, none would be affected. The FWS also identified reasonable and prudent
measures necessary and appropriate to minimize incidental take of grizzly bears,
and terms and conditions that implement them.
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185-8

185-9

185-10

185-11

185-12

185-13

areas in Montana, and the Libly Creek/West Fisher/Rock Creek area i a relatively high crucial
habitat and use area. Grizzly bears and/or their sagn an: observed by MPWP/USFWS staff in Libby
Creek neardy every year. The proposed site i right in the heart of Cabinet Mountain grizzly bear
habitat. Due to the proposed project, it is MPWP's position thet grizzly bears will be impacted
directhy and will lilkely have to change thelr activity and habitat use patterns D avoid condlicts
with the mining operation. MPWF notes that Revette Minerals has already purchased land and
contributed funding on a temporary basis for an additional warden and bear conflict specialist as
prefiminary mitigation for the: proposed Rock Cresk Mine, just over the Cabinet Divide from Libby
Creek. Similar mitigation measures should be included in the MMC proposal.

Rodky Mountaln Elk: Rocky Mountain el are an important and popular wildlife species in the
Libiby Creek drainage, as they spend summer and fall there annually. Elk also use the drainage
bottom as a migratory route to winter range on Miller Cresk and Horse Mountain to the east. The
SitverbutteWest Fisher,/Liblry CreekMiller Creely/Horse Mountain complex represents important
elk habitat in HD 104 that would be disrupted by the proposed project.

White-tailed Deer: Inadequate analysis of impacts and proposed mitigation measures for
white-tailed deer are discussed. The act of closing roads will only reduce mortality from hunters
and improve: habitat security without replacing the loss of seasonal habitats used by deer for
fawming, rearing, and fall foraging habitat due the construction of this mine and assodated loss
of habitats on public lands.

Mountain Goats: MPWP befieves that the discussion of impacts on native mountain goats in the
proposed impact area in the DEIS i also inadequate. Notations were made to reference Gayle
Joslin's 1980 MPWP research:-in the West Cabinets, which is a good starting point. We note a
reference o goat observation data from the KNF district wildlife biclogist, but have not been
provided this data. MPWP stall spends considerable time in these drainages on the ground and
rarely go into these areas without sesing mountain goats, MPWP believes that comments in the
DEIS refative: to few goats in Ramsey Creek area and only an oocasional billy goat in Poorman
Creek are ermoneous.  Long-term MPWP flight data and observations indicate that Libly Creek,
Ramsey Creek, West Fisher, Poorman Creek, and Rock Creek represent crucial habitat or a
population epicenter/concentration anea for mountain goals in the southem Cabinets.

The formula used to calculate habitat loss for mountain goats fails to address the issue of
disturbance of mine activities on mountain goats in the Libe/Ramsey/Rock Creek dranages for
the: nexdt 20-30 years, The conclusions that ane stated, that adequate goat habitat will remain, do
not adequately discose impacts to native mountain goat populations in the area. Mountain goats
are a focal species for MPWP, both a5 a popular big game hunbing opportunity and pobential
dimate change impacts to their habitat, and we would like to see more measures offered to
mitigate the polential impacts. :

Fisher/Wolverine: Fisher were recently petitioned for federal listing under the Endangered
Speckes Act, and the USFWS recently agreed to re-do the status review for wolverine, The
revised DEIS refers to the most recent fisher research conducted in the Cabinet Mountains by
MPWF's Ray Vinkey. Impacts on wolverines are also not fully evaluated. We have record of
wolverine tracks in the project area and wolverine sightings and photographs in both Libby Creek
and just over the divide in Rock Cresle. Given the mine's close proodmity to the roadiess areas
and wildemess boundary, there is the potential for displacement of wolverines and fisher, at least

Canada Lynx: Canada lyrx are listed under ESA. MFWP historical records show Miller Creek
and around Howard Lake as detection sites in the proposed project area. However, we are not
familiar with any USFWS or USFS observations and do not believe they have amy monitoding

Comment Response 185-8

Effects on big game other than mosse, including elk security, is described in
Section 3.25.3.0f the FEIS. Moose activity in Libby Creek is described in Section
3.25.7.1

Comment Response 185-9
See comment response 185-2.
Comment Response 185-10

Based on FWP’s comments on the PDEIS, additional detail about mountain goats
in the analysis area was provided in Section 3.24.3.2 of the DEIS. In the DEIS and
FEIS Libby, Ramsey, West Fisher, Poorman, and Rock creeks were described as
representing “a population epicenter for mountain goats in the southern Cabinet
Mountains.”

Comment Response 185-11

Section 3.25.3.3 was updated to reflect research on distances at which goats may be
displaced and have physiological reactions to human disturbances, including
helicopter use. Cote et al. (2013) and Cadsand (2012) suggest a minimum
separation distance of 1,500 meters between helicopter flights and goat range, thus,
the influence zones (1 mile or about 1,600 meters) suggested for grizzly bear in the
Cumulative Effects Model were used to estimate the displacement effects of
disturbances associated with mine and transmission line construction and
operations on mountain goats. To minimize disturbance to mountain goats,
mitigation for impacts to mountain goats described in Section 2.5.9.2.5 of the
SDEIS and Section 2.5.7.4 of the FEIS includes prohibiting blasting at the entrance
to any adit portals from May 15 to June 15. Because little data are available to
predict the impacts of human disturbance on mountain goats, the agencies’
alternatives also would include funding for monitoring of mountain goat responses
to mine-related impacts. If, in consultation with the FWP, mine disturbance were
found to have a substantial impact on goat populations, mitigation measures would
be developed to reduce the impacts of mine disturbance. Land acquisition for
grizzly bear mitigation may also benefit mountain goats, as described in the
comment response 185-2. With implementation of mitigation measures, the
agencies maintain that the agencies’ alternatives are not anticipated to result in the
loss of goat herd occurrence or abundance in the southern Cabinet Mountains. See
next page for comment responses 185-12 and 185-13.
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185-14

185-15

program for lynx in the area to compane with in the future. The entire project area s Canada
hymx habitat. Activities from the mine and direct habitat loss on pubic lands due to settiing
ponds, etc., have the potential to significantly impact Canada hyroc within the proposed project
area.

Wolves: MPWP notes that wolves ane active in the project ansa and that wolf sign & common in
the following areas: West Fisher, Howard Lake, Libity Cresk, Miller Creek, Horse Mounitain,
Ramsey Creek, Poorman Cresk, and Lithe Cherry Creek. Wolves are well distributed across pubdic
fands on the Kootenai National Forest now. MPWF notes that the Fshirap pack & only one of
many packs and ndividual wolves utilizing this comer of Montana (see MPWP annual wolf
report). Although we do not have a pack identified yet, wolves are currently active along the
Cabinet Face from West Fisher to Cedar Creek in the north, The DEIS implies that wolves are not
N issue in the project arsa.  MPWP notes that the impacts to white-tailed desr and elk from
proposed mine activities and loss of public lands will impact the wolves and mountain fons that
prey on these ungulates,

Moose: Moose will expenence the greatest direct habitat loss on public lands from the proposed
project. The entire proposed project anea represents crucial moose habitat and moose hunting
opportunities on public land in northwest Montana. The tailings impoundment sites at either
public land location (Lithe Chary Crisek or Poorman Creek) would remove 1200 10 T800 o of
crucial moose habitat due to the overall “footprint™ of the actual seitling pond and the immediate
area sumounding it (disposal Sites and ancillary developments surrounding the setiiing pond
area). Facifity sites in Libby Creek and/or Ramsey Creek would remove additional mocse habitat
on public lands. Winter snow plowing of facility acoess and haul roads will increase moose use of
these roads a5 travel routes, with increased mortality due o collisions with vehicles and possible
illegal klling. Disturbence impacts: from mine activities will cause some moose to deplace to other
areas, Moose distribution in winter is not a function of calendar dates, but rather a function of

to the east and down the drainage only when forced to do so by increasing snow depth and/for
density. Moose migrate back 1o the upper portions of thie drainages in the late winterearfy
spring as soon as snow conditions aliow. During some years, moase will remain high in the
drainages into kate January and early February. Moose would nomially be expected to ocoupy
areas around proposed mine impact sites for B-10 months of the year depending on winter
severity. MPWP notes that during Noranda Company's adit development activities in Libby Creek
in the early 1990s, individuals working for the mine were amested for illegal killing of moose
around the development site. MPWP recommends that the mine andor the Forest Senvice
mitigate for moose habital loss on public lands from all site disturbance on an acre-per-acre basis
o greater. Moose hunting represents a popular imited entry opportunity, and many sportsmen
and moose enthusiasts alike place a high value on mocee.

Overall, proposed mitigation measures for popular big game species on public land open to
hunting are inadequate to conserve Montana's resources and maintain recreational opportunity in
the proposed project area.

FISHERIES SECTION

General Comments: MFWP Fishenes agrees with Wildide on the power line Bspe. Lising
existing roadways & preferable to new construction. Our recommendation is 1o keep power pole
constrection upshope of the road and not between road and streams.  From a fisheries
perspective, the action altemative with the least detrimental impacts to the aguatic resources
within the upper Libby Creek watershed (including associated tributaries) would be Altermnative 3,
The proposed altemative does not include diversion of Little Cherry Creek, and the praject mill

Comment Response 185-12

On June 30, 2011 the USFWS determined that fishers in the United States Northern
Rocky Mountain Range Distinct Population Segment do not warrant federal
protection under the ESA. The status of the wolverine was updated in Section
3.25.4.9 of the FEIS. On August 13, 2014, the USFWS withdrew its proposal to list
wolverine under the Endangered Species Act, and as a result of this action the
wolverine returned to the R1 Sensitive Species list. The wolverine tracks and
sightings described in this comment were described in Section 3.24.4 of the SDEIS
and Section 3.25.4.9 of the FEIS. Impacts on wolverines were evaluated based on
available data, and were revised in the FEIS to reflect the most recent information
about the wolverine’s strong association with areas where snow cover persists in
the spring. The action alternatives are consistent with the proposed rule which
indicated that land management activities, including mining, do not pose a threat to
wolverine populations and that wolverines appear to be tolerant of human activities.

Potential displacement effects on fisher were disclosed in sections 3.24.4 of the
DEIS and in section 3.25.4.5 of the FEIS. While not highly sensitive to human
activity, the fisher is a species that generally avoids humans (Powell 1993).
Disturbance effects may occur due to the presence of people and machines during
construction and operations, potentially displacing fishers from nearby suitable
habitat. Displacement effects would probably be the greatest during the
construction phase, but would continue at lower levels during operations.

Comment Response 185-13
See comment response 185-8.

As stated in Section 3.24.5.4.1 of the DEIS and 3.25.5.3.1, lynx occurrence data
come from KNF historical records (NRIS Wildlife), KNF data (USDA Forest
Service 2005c¢), and other agencies (MNHP, FWP, and USFWS).

Comment Response 185-14

Updated information about the gray wolf, including its status, distribution, and use
of the analysis area is provided in Section 3.25.4.7 of the SDEIS and FEIS. The
analysis of impacts to wolves in the FEIS includes an evaluation of the condition of
the prey base, including deer and elk populations. Impacts to white-tailed deer and
elk are disclosed in Section 3.25.3. The effects analysis indicates that for all
alternatives, deer and elk populations would continue to provide a good year-round
prey base for wolves. Mitigation measures to minimize impacts to wolves were
incorporated into the agencies’ alternatives, as indicated in Section 2.5.9.2.3 of the
SDEIS and Section 2.5.7.4.3 of the FEIS.
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185-16

185-17

program for lynx in the area to compane with in the future. The entire project area s Canada
hymx habitat. Activities from the mine and direct habitat loss on pubic lands due to settiing
ponds, etc., have the potential to significantly impact Canada o within the proposed project
area.

Wolves: MPWP notes that wolves ane active in the project ansa and that wolf sign & common in
the following areas: West Fisher, Howard Lake, Libity Cresk, Miller Creek, Horse Mounitain,
Ramsey Creek, Poorman Cresk, and Lithe Cherry Creek. Wolves are well distributed across pubdic
fands on the Kootenai National Forest now. MPWF notes that the Fshirap pack & only one of
many packs and ndividual wolves utilizing this comer of Montana (see MPWP annual wolf
report). Although we do not have a pack identified yet, wolves are currently active along the
Cabinet Face from West Fisher to Cedar Creek in the north, The DEIS implies that wolves are not
N issue in the project arsa.  MPWP notes that the impacts to white-tailed desr and elk from
proposed mine activities and loss of public lands will impact the wolves and mountain fions that
prey on these ungulates,

Moose: Moose will expenence the greatest direct habitat loss on public lands from the proposed
project. The entire proposed project anea represents crucial moose habitat and moose hunting
opportunities on public land in northwest Montana. The tailings impoundment sites at either
public land location (Lithe Chary Crisek or Poorman Creek) would remove 1200 10 T800 o of
crucial moose habitat due to the overall “footprint™ of the actual seitling pond and the immediate
area sumounding it (disposal Sites and ancillary developments surrounding the setiiing pond
area). Facifity sites in Libby Creek and/or Ramsey Creek would remove additional mocse habitat
on public lands. Winter snow plowing of facility acoess and haul roads will increase moose use of
these roads a5 travel routes, with increased mortality due o collisions with vehicles and possible
illegal klling. Disturbence impacts: from mine activities will cause some moose to deplace to other
areas, Moose distribution in winter is not a function of calendar dates, but rather a function of

to the east and down the drainage only when forced to do so by increasing snow depth and/for
density. Moose migrate back 1o the upper portions of thie drainages in the late winterearfy
spring as soon as snow conditions aliow. During some years, moase will remain high in the
drainages into kate January and early February. Moose would nomially be expected to ocoupy
areas around proposed mine impact sites for B-10 months of the year depending on winter
severity. MPWP notes that during Noranda Company's adit development activities in Libby Creek
in the early 1990s, individuals working for the mine were amested for illegal killing of moose
around the development site. MPWP recommends that the mine andor the Forest Senvice
mitigate for moose habital loss on public lands from all site disturbance on an acre-per-acre basis
o greater. Moose hunting represents a popular imited entry opportunity, and many sportsmen
and moose enthusiasts alike place a high value on moxse.

Overall, proposed mitigation measures for popalar big game species on public land open to
hunting are inadequate to conserve Montana's resources and maintain recreational opportunity in
the proposed project area.

FISHERIES SECTION

General Comments: MFWP Fishenes agrees with Wildide on the power line Bspe. Lising
existing roadways & preferable to new construction. Our recommendation is 1o keep power pole
constrection upsiope of the rad and not between road and streams. From a fisheries
perspective, the action altemative with the least detrimental impacts to the aguatic resources
within the upper Libby Creek watershed (including associated tributaries) would be Altermnative 3,
The proposed altemative does not include diversion of Little Cherry Creek, and the praject mill

Comment Response 185-15

The impacts to moose described by the FWP were disclosed in Section 3.24.70f the
DEIS and in Section 3.25.7 of the FEIS. Updated information about the use of the
analysis area by moose was provided in Section 3.25.7 of the FEIS. Mitigation
measures that would reduce impacts to moose and their habitat are described above
in comment response 185-2.

Comment Response 185-16

As stated in comment response 185-2, the agencies believe that the wildlife
mitigation would adequately minimize or avoid adverse impacts to big game.

Comment Response 185-17

The agencies’ preferred alternative, Alternative D-R-Miller Creek Transmission
Line Alternative, provides the best balance among the preferred location criteria
listed in DEQ Circular MFSA-2, Section 3.1 and provides for mitigation of
significant impacts to affected fish habitat as required by ARM 17.20.1607. Use of
existing corridors is one of the preferred location criteria. To the extent feasible, the
centerline would be upslope of existing roads and away from streams. In response
to the concerns identified by FWP and others on the KNF’s preferred mine
alternative identified in the DEIS, the KNF revised its analysis and identified
Alternative 3 (Agency Mitigated Poorman Creek Impoundment Alternative) as its
preferred mine alternative in the SDEIS and FEIS. Alternative 3 would not require
diversion of Little Cherry Creek and the plant site would be located between Libby
and Ramsey creeks, and not up Ramsey Creek.
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185-18

185-19

185-20

185-21

site would be located between Libby and Ramsey Cresds and, therefore, have fewer disturbances
o existing waterways and aquatic life.

‘Water Use and Management: There sunmmﬂmywiﬂnﬂndmmwmem
balance for activities under each alternative. MFWP suggests: providing additional detail to better
understand changes from the current conditions and evaluation of potential impacts,

All alternatives include esther incresrsing or decreasing flows in some drainages. Altemative 2
adds an expectid B percent increase to Bear Creek flows. Bear Creek is the one ributary ko the
Liblby Creek dranage where bull trout consistently spawn and rear. It should be considerad
aritical habitat in the Libby Creek drainage. Increasing flows could have a damaging effect on
Spawning and rearing habitat in this drainage.

Note that the native species of fish in the project area have evolved in very low productivity
conditions. More analysis on the potential impacts of increased productivity in streams is
advised,

Proposed Mitigation Activities: It was unclear if the scope of this document is intended to
address the envirnmental impacts associated with any and all of the mitigation activities. MFWP
bedieves that additional detail relevant to those impacts needs to be addressad. Tn addition, the
document Lacks: sufficient detail under Alternatives 2 and 4 for the diversion of Lithe Cherry Creek
o adequately evaluate the efficacy of the proposed mitigation activities. MPWP recommends
that additional design specifications and details for the diversion of Litthe Chemry Creek be
included in the final document.

MPWP i concerned about proposed changes to flows in streams for all drainages and in
particular for East Fork Bull River and Rodk Creelc.  The proposed mitigation (habitat structures)
associated with the pradicted decreases in base flow for the East Fork Bull River and Rock Creek
does not address the effect of less water flowing in these drainages due to mine operations. Fall
spawning fish currently face intermittent and low walter areas in these tibutaries thak can impede
spawning magrathons. Additional decreased base flows could block spawning migrations to
existing quality habitat. Mitigation for this impact should focus on facilitating connectivity or
rmainianing appropriate water kevels for bull trout to migrate in and out of these tributarkes,

There also should be dscussion about increased water temperatunes polentially caused by
decreased base flows. The use of habitat strudtures in general may be good mitigation, but this
document does not disclose enough detall to determine the probability of seccess for these
structures in dealing with rediced streamiiows.

Altemative 3 Road Improvements: Road improvemnents should indude best management
prachices for road building and improvement and should be standard operating procedure, not

The mitigation activities proposed for the three action alternatives are mostly for the Ide of the
mine. 15 there any contingency for mitigation if impacts extend beyond that time frame? The
habitat enhancement mitigation measures presented for the three action alternatives rely heavity
on the assumption that Montanore can mitigate for any and all impacts. Contingency plans
should also be offered if monitoring indicates that the miigation & not effective. MPWP believes
that the document would be greatly improved by the development of such a contingency
comection plan, This plan should be included s part of the final document and provide sufficient
detail to evaluate the efficacy of mitigating for any potential detected impacts beyond those
anticipated.

Comment Response 185-18

The agencies acknowledge that the proposed water balance at Montanore is
difficult to follow, due to the complexity of changing conditions throughout the
mine life cycle. Updated detailed water balances for each alternative were
presented in Chapter 2 of the SDEIS and FEIS. In Section 3.8.2 of the SDEIS and
FEIS, the agencies discussed the water balance by phase and provided a simplified
graphical representation of water movement by mine phase to clarify the associated
discussion. Contingencies for excess water management were discussed in Section
2.4.2.4.3 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS.

Comment Response 185-19

The effects of Alternative 2’s increased flow in Bear Creek on fisheries are
discussed in Section 3.6.4.2.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS. The agencies’ modifications
to post-closure water management in Alternative 4 would minimize effects on Bear
Creek streamflow. Bear Creek streamflow would not be affected by the KNF’s
preferred mine alternative (Alternative 3). The effect of Bear Creek streamflow on
aquatic life is discussed by alternative and mine phase in Section 3.6.4.

Comment Response 185-20

Section 3.6.4.2.3 of the SDEIS and FEIS was revised to provide additional
information regarding increased nutrient concentrations in Libby Creek below the
Libby Adit. To address the uncertainty regarding the response of area streams to
increased nutrient concentrations, MMC would implement the water quality and
aquatic biology monitoring described in Appendix C, including monitoring for
periphyton and chlorophyll-a monthly between July and September.

Comment Response 185-21

The environmental effects associated with all of the proposed mitigation was
described in the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS. For example, Section 3.6.4.2.8 in the
SDEIS and FEIS discusses that MMC’s proposed mitigation in Alternative 2
includes the removal of all trout inhabiting Little Cherry Creek and their
subsequent transfer to the diversion drainage. The loss of available habitat in the
diverted Little Cherry Creek would adversely affect the redband trout population in
the diverted creek because the remaining habitat would not support the population
at its current numbers.
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185-22

185-23

185-24

site would be located between Libby and Ramsey Cresds and, therefore, have fewer disturbances
o existing waterways and aquatic life.

‘Water Use and Management: There & uncertainty within the document regarding the water
balkance for activities under each alternative. MFWP suggests: providing additional detail to better
understand changes from the current conditions and evaluation of potential impacts,

All alternatives include esther incresrsing or decreasing flows in some drainages. Altemative 2
adds an expectid B percent increase to Bear Creek flows. Bear Creek is the one ributary ko the
Liblby Creek dranage where bull trout consistently spawn and rear. It should be considerad
aritical habitat in the Libby Creek drainage. Increasing flows could have a damaging effect on
Spawning and rearing habitat in this drainage.

Note that the native species of fish in the project area have evolved in very low productivity
conditions. More analysis on the potential impacts of increased productivity in streams is
advised,

Proposed Mitigation Activities: It was unclear if the scope of this document is intended to
address the envirnmental impacts associated with any and all of the mitigation activities. MFWP
believes that additional detadl redevant to those impacts needs o be addressed. In addition, the
document Lacks: sufficient detail under Alternatives 2 and 4 for the diversion of Lithe Cherry Creek
o adequately evaluate the efficacy of the proposed mitigation activities. MPWP recommends
that additional design specifications and details for the diversion of Litthe Chemry Creek be
included in the final document.

MPWP i concerned about proposed changes to flows in streams for all drainages and in
particular for East Fork Bull River and Rodk Creelc.  The proposed mitigation (habitat structures)
associated with the predicted decreases in base fiow for the East Fork Bull River and Rock Cresk
does not address the effect of less water flowing in these drainages due to mine operations. Fall
spawning fish currently face intermittent and low walter areas in these tributaries that can impede
spawning migrations. Additional decreased base flows could block spawning migrations to
existing quality habitat. Mitigation for this impact should focus on faclitating connectivity or
maintaining appropriate water levels for bull trout to migrate in and out of these tributaries.
There also should be dscussion about increased water temperatunes polentially caused by
decreased base flows. The use of habitat strudtures in general may be good mitigation, but this
document doss not disclose enough detail to determine the probability of success for these
structures in dealing with redisced streamfiows.

Altemative 3 Road Improvements: Road improvemnents should indude best management
prachices for road building and improvement and should be standard operating procedure, not

The mitigation activities proposed for the three action alternatives are mostly for the Ide of the
mine. 15 there any contingency for mitigation if impacts extend beyond that time frame? The
habitat enhancement mitigation measures presented for the three action alternatives rely heavity
on the assumption that Montanore can mitigate for any and all impacts. Contingency plans
showild akso be offered if monitoning indicates that the mitigation & not effective. MPWP believes
that the document would be greatly improved by the development of such a contingency
comection plan, This plan should be included s part of the final document and provide sufficient
detail to evaluate the eMicacy of mitigating for any potential detected impacts beyond those
anticipated.

Comment Response 185-22

The proposed habitat structures in the East Fork Bull River and Rock Creek were
eliminated in the SDEIS. Section 3.6.4 of the FEIS was revised to expand the
effects analysis on fisheries from changes in fish passage, streamflow reductions,
and temperature changes. The FEIS also included the bull trout mitigation plan
submitted to the USFWS in the BA.

Comment Response 185-23

All alternatives include the implementation of best management practices for road
construction and reconstruction. Erosion control for Alternative 2 was discussed in
Section 2.4.2.5.2 of the DEIS and discussed for Alternative 3 in Section 2.5.3.2.6 of
the FEIS.

Comment Response 185-24

The agencies’ proposed monitoring plans were revised in the SDEIS and again in
the FEIS. Section C.10.6 indicated that surface water and groundwater monitoring
conducted during the Construction and Operational phases would continue into the
Closure Phase. A closure and post-closure monitoring plan would be submitted to
the agencies for approval before the Evaluation Phase began. A final closure and
post-closure monitoring plan would be submitted 3 to 4 years before mine closure.
The plan would incorporate monitoring information obtained during the mining
period in the design of monitoring locations and sampling frequency. The
monitoring plans for wetlands, water resources, fisheries and bull trout were revised
in the FEIS to include more specific information about adaptive mitigation in
response to monitoring information.
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ment Document #185-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks Response

185-25 fish in several of the streams within the upper Libby Creek watershed. MFWF's policy is that
native trout will be stocked in streams only for resioration and range expansion purposes., Trout
are ot stocked in streams on a regular basis exept under strict guidaines to avoid impacting
wild populations. Regular stocking of hatchery fish does pot constitute valid resource: mitigation.
The fish populations subject to impact ane redband trout, and at this time a hatchery broodstmok
is not in place, although a redband brood is being developed for species restoration purposes.
Stocking of fish would be considered only after all other strategies dealing with habftat protection
and restoration have falied.

Monitoring: The DEIS devotes substantial effort to describing exdsting conditions and baseline
185-26 datasets for the aquatic resources (Le., fine sediment, macroinvertebrates, and fish populations)
throughout the upper Libby Creek watershed. However, substantial within-stream and across-
year variability exists within these datasets. MPWP recommends that the final document should
acknowledge and state the minimem detectable differences over the baseline conditions that the
proposed monitorng plans (for each alternative) will be capable of significantly detecting. Itis
MPWF's apinion that these levels of impact may be large and could potentially negatively impact
aquatic respurces: prior to detection.

It 5 important to understand the context for wse of Mol core samples. Thie percent fines less
185-27 than 6.35 mm & discussed in several places in this document. Core sampling for wse in

description of sediment effects to bull trout must be accomplished in areas of known bull trout
spawning of at the very least in areas of hstonic spawning or suspected spawning. In addition,
the monitoring must be accomplished near the most critical time when fine sediments will impact
bull trout (just prior o emergence). Without that contexd, the core Samples should not be used
1o describe impacts o bull trout.

Many of the average existing aquatic conditions (i.e., pool freguency, LWD counts, and width-to-
185-28 depth ratios) within the upper Libby Creek watershed may have substantially changed after the
rain-on-snow event that eccurred in the watershed in Novemnber of 2006. Therefore, MPWP

recommends additional details that clarify when data presented was collected and acknowdedges
the potential for change as a result of this weather event.

Slnm:j;{b@k’g-

James R. Satterfied, Jr., Ph.D.
Regional Supervisor

Comment Response 185-25

It is not clear why the FWP believes the three mine alternatives include proposed
stocking hatchery-raised fish in area streams. MMC’s proposed mitigation, which
was developed by jointly by the KNF and the FWP for the 1992 Record of Decision
(see Appendix B of the KNF’s 1992 Record of Decision) does not include stocking
of hatchery-raised fish. The agencies’ fisheries mitigation, discussed in Sections
2.5.7.1.2 and 2.5.7.2 of the SDEIS and section 2.5.7.3 of the FEIS, also does not
include stocking of hatchery-raised fish. See comment response 185-22.

Comment Response 185-26

The FWP is correct in asserting that substantial variation exists within and across
streams. They are also correct that the large natural variability may make it difficult
to immediately detect differences in any one parameter from one year to the next. It
is believed that a weight-of-evidence approach is more appropriate to this project
when examining data on a year-by-year basis. In other words, if adverse responses
are observed in multiple levels of biological organization without corresponding
natural physical disturbances (rain on snow events, other flood events, etc.), then
the weight-of-evidence would suggest that potential mining impacts should be
considered. Secondly, while changes from year to year may be difficult to detect,
annual monitoring would allow trends over time to be evident.

Comment Response 185-27

The agencies disagree with FWP that core sampling must be conducted during the
most critical time when fine sediments would affect bull trout. The agencies believe
that collecting samples in gravel when eggs are not present is more than adequate to
determine the relative amount of sediment in important bull trout spawning areas
without the risk of destroying bull trout redds, especially with the limited
reproduction that already occurs within Libby Creek. Coring in occupied redds
would violate section 9 of the ESA and unnecessarily reduce bull trout survival.

Comment Response 185-28

The FEIS discusses habitat data collected and potential changes that may have
occurred as a result of this event in 2006.
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MNTR 186

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION &
1595 Wynkoop Streat
DENVER, CO B0202-1129
Phane BOQ-227-8917
hitpeifwwnw, epa. gowiregionds

JUN 2 9 2009
Ref: EPR-N

Mr. Puul Bradford, Supervisor
Kootenai Mational Forest
31374 U.S. Highway 2 West
Libby, Montana 59923-3022

Mr. Richard Opper, Director

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Post Office Box 20091

Helena, Montana  59620-0901

James 1. Winiers

United States Army Corps of Engineers
Bismarck Regulatory Office

1513 South 12th Street

Bismarck, North Dakota 58504

Fe:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Montanore Project (CEQ #2009%0048)

Dear Mssrs, Bradford, Opper, and Winters:

In accordance with Section 102(2)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
42 118.C, § 4332(2)C), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.5.C, § 7609, and the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Montanore Project (a proposed copper and silver mine in the Kootenai
Mational Forest (KNF)) and offers the following comments,

EPA’s review has identified potential adverse environmental impacts from the KNF's
196-1 preferred mine alternative (Alternative 4, Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment
Alternative) that are of sufficient magnitude that EPA believes the preferred mine alternative
must not proceed as proposed. Our principle objections are that Alternative 4 may have
unsatisfactory and unacceptable impacts to wetlands, water quality, groundwater and stream
flows. In panicular, we believe the analyses of water quality impacts and potential mitigation
measures are inadequate. In addition, the analysis of potential financial assurance measures for
mine closure and remediation is also inadequate. Our primary issues are summarized below

Comment Response 196-1

In response to the concerns identified by EPA and others on the KNF’s preferred
mine alternative identified in the DEIS, the KNF revised its analysis and identified
Alternative 3 (Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative) as its
preferred mine alternative in the SDEIS and FEIS. Sections 3.8 through 3.13 in the
SDEIS and FEIS provided revised analyses of water quality effects. Alternatives 3
and 4 in the SDEIS and FEIS were revised to indicate the LAD Areas would not be
used and all excess water would be treated at the Water Treatment Plant before
discharge. Section 1.6.3 was added to the SDEIS and FEIS to describe the agencies’
bonding authorities and approach to estimating a bond amount. Section 1.6.3.2.3
was added to the SDEIS and FEIS to describe the agencies’ approach to estimating
a bond amount for long-term site monitoring and maintenance.

Following an interagency meeting in September 2009 to discuss the comments of
EPA and other agencies on the DEIS, the KNF and the DEQ, with the EPA and
Corps, established several working groups in 2009 and worked collaboratively
between 2009 and 2011 to resolve the concerns raised in this letter.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-34




Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

%(;r:{ Document #196-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response
Comment Response 196-2
The agencies prepared a Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis that was
summarized in Section 2.13 of the SDEIS and FEIS. The analysis examined
Impacts to Aquatic Resources alternatives to minimize the effects of the project on the aquatic ecosystem. The
agencies provided EPA the opportunity to review two drafts of the report and
196-2 The DEIS"s impact assessment leads EPA to conclude that Altermnative 4 would likely not participated in conference calls to discuss their comments on the drafts. The

comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404(b)X 1 ) Guidelines
(Guidelines). In general, these Guidelines do not allow for issuance of a CWA Section 404
permit when there are other practicable allernatives to the proposed discharge that would have
less adverse effects on the aquatic ecosystem (40 C.F.R. § 230.10 (a)), when the proposed
discharge would violate state water quality standards (40 C.F.R. § 230.10 (b)), or when the
proposed discharge will cause or contribute to significant degradation of waters of the United
States (40 C.F.R. 230.10(c)). As discussed below, EPA has significant concerns regarding the
altermatives analysis, which includes other alternatives that may reflect less environmentally
damaging practicable alternatives, as well as the impacts of the project to the aquatic ecosysiem,
including impacts to water quality, high quality wetland, riparian and aquatic communities. and
threatened species under the Endangered Species Act.  If these issues remain unresolved, we
believe the issuance of a CWA Section 404 permit would be a candidate for elevation under the
1992 CWA Section 404(q) Memorandum of Agreement between EPA and the Department of the
Army regarding dispute resolution,

Alternative 4's impacts to aguatic resources in the project area include the diversion of
196-3 .'Lppmx::mu[l:l._\' 1.7 miles u!_'!]:l,: p?:rfl:m:iu]]}' flowing Little Cherry Creek. as well as the loss of
approximately 34 acres of jurisdictional wetlands, 3 acres of other waters of the 1.5, and | acre
of non-jurisdictional wetlands. As noted in the DEIS, most of the impacts to wetlands would be
at the Lintle Cherry Creek Impoundment Site. According 1o the DEIS, these wetlands were
characierized using the Montana Depariment of Transportation’s Montana Wetland Assessment
Method (MWAM). Category 1, I1, and 11T wetland types were found at the impoundment site.
Moreover, the DEIS indicates that the riparian habitat condition index for Little Cherry Creck
(which would be diverted under Alternative 4) is considered excellemt (DEIS, p. 263) and
supporis many trout species, including bull trout (which are listed as “threatened”™ under the
Endangered Species Act), directly downstream (DEIS, p. 274).

196-4 We reviewed the proposed impacts 1o aquatic resources, using information contained in
the DEIS and obtained during our June 11, 2009 field inp to the project site with representatives
of the KNF, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Montana Depariment of
Environmental Quality (MDEQ), and Montanore Mineral Corporation (MMC). EPA belicves
that based on the high functions and values of the resources observed and the extent of the dinect
and indireet impacts associated with Alternative 4, Alternative 4 may resull in significant
degradation to these important aquatic resources (40 C.F.R. 230,10 (c)).

" The MWAM considers Category | wetlands as exceptionally high quality wetlands and are
generally rare to uncommen; Categery Il wetlands a8 more common then Category | wetlands,
and provide habitat for sensitive plants and animals; and Category 111 wetlands & more common
than Catepory [Lor | wetlands, generally less diverse, and are ofien smaller than Category 11 or |
wetlands (DEIS. p. 692).

2

agencies also prepared a Draft 404(b)(1) Analysis presented in Appendix L of the
SDEIS that discussed compliance of Alternative 3, the KNF’s preferred alternative,
with the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. A Final Lead Agencies’
404(b)(1) Analysis was presented in Appendix L of the FEIS. During the 404
permitting process, the Corps of Engineers and the EPA will make the necessary
factual determinations relative to compliance with the Guidelines.

Comment Response 196-3

Alternative 3, the KNF’s preferred alternative, would have less effect on wetlands
and other aquatic resources than Alternatives 2 and 4 (see Sections 3.6.4 and
3.23.4). Bull trout do not occupy Little Cherry Creek and bull trout habitat would
not be affected by the diversion of Little Cherry Creek proposed in Alternatives 2
and 4 (see Section 3.6.2.9).

Comment Response 196-4

The lead agencies’ Final Lead Agencies’ 404(b)(1) Analysis (Appendix L, FEIS)
discussed potential effects on aquatic resources. During the 404 permitting process,
the Corps of Engineers and the EPA will make the necessary factual determinations
regarding significant degradation.
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Comment Response 196-5
See comment responses 196-2, 196-3, and 196-4.
Comment Response 196-6
196-5 In contrast, Altemnative 3 (Agency Mitigated Poorman Creek Impoundment Alternative) . P . . .
presents considerably fewer impacts by not requiring a diversion of a perennial stream, and Section 3.23.1 and 3.23.4.12 were revised in the SDEIS and FEIS to discuss
would result in less impacts to wetlands and other waters (i.e.. the loss of approximately 10 acres i
of jurisdictional wetlands, 0.5 acres of other waters of the U.S., and 3.5 acres of non- Executive Order 11990.
Jurisdictional wetlands). In addition, there are no Category | wetlands impacted under
Alternative 3 (the wetlands impacted under this alternative are characterized as Category 11 and Comment Res ponse 196-7
8 writhande): Coaseeinily, ic appeses thist thees ate yicticable slieroatves with fewar fxpacts Sections 3.8 through 3.13 of the SDEIS and FEIS provided additional analysis of
to aquatic resources than Allernative 4, making it unlikely that the discharges associated with e - .
Altemnative 4 could be considered as meeting the requirements of the Guidelines (40 C.F.R. water quality impacts. There are no data to suggest that water quality standards
230.10(z)). EPA also notes that although Aliemative 3 may have fewer impacts to aquatic would be exceeded in the East Fork Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River, or Libby
resources than Alternative 4, Alternative 3 may also result in significant degradation to important . . . B :
aquatie resourees (40 C.F.R. 230.10(¢)). Creek_by preferr_ed Alternative 3. U_ncertal_nty of the geochemical characterlzatlgn
) N, =] ) of various materials was addressed in Sections 3.8.4 and 3.9.4 and the geochemistr
Add Iy, k Order (EX) 11990 - P f Wetlands (M 4, 1977
| Additionally. Executive ber (E 990 - Protection of Wetlands (May 24, 1977) . . . .
196-6 states that each Federal agency shall take actions to minimize the destruction. loss or degradation Samp“ng and anaIySIS plan (SeCtlon Cg) Of Appendlx C Of the SDEIS and FEIS
of wetlands, The DEIS does not contain any information regarding consideration of EO 11990 by
the Federal agencies involved in the Montanore project, The revised or supplemental draft needs Com ment Response 196'8
address how the Federal agencies will address EQ 11990, - -
e s e In 1989, Noranda Minerals Corp. (NMC) and the Montana Reserves Company filed
Analyeis of Water Quality Inpacts and Water Treaiment Systems a_Petition_fqr Change in Quality of Ampient Wate_rs_. In 1992, the BHES issueq its
196-7 The DEIS contains insufficient information to assure that beneficial uses of surface and Final Decision and Order (Order) grantlng the petltlon' The Order stated that it was
ground water will be protected. Groundwater drawdown due to mine inflows and pumping may “applicable to surface water and groundwater affected by the Montanore Mine
It in lake d d red: T basefl 1 I
resuil in lake dewalenng and reduction ol stream basetlow nl.‘HJ!I\'I: Y II'I'l|'L:IC!II'ISL walcr qua::l}. . - - - -
The limited water- quais el priaarid sogaests skee cpality simdarde will bt expeedel fa Pro!ect located in Sande_:rs and I__mC(_)In County, Montana, and shall remain in effect
East Fork Rock Creek, East Fork Bull River, Little Cherry Creek and Libby Creek Further during the operational life of this mine and for so long thereafter as necessary.” In
unceriainty in the geochemical characterization of wastes, water management and treatment, all H H H
contribute to outstanding concerns with all of the alternatives presented. Limited mitigation the Or(_jer’ the BHES set a.”OWﬂbIe Cha_nges in ambler!t concentra‘flon.s for
measures and lack of contingencies worsen the potential for detrimental environmental impacts. Chromlum, copper, Iron, manganese, zinc, and total dissolved solids in both surface
" ; n—— - _— water and groundwater, and for total inorganic nitrogen in surface water only and
/e are also concerned that the DEIS appears to inappropriately rely primarily on the H FFCra
196-8 waler quality standards set in the Montana Board of Health and Environmental Sciences for nitrate plus nitrite in groundwater Only'
& (*BHES™) 1992 Order (and confirmed in subsequent permit rencwals) for the Montanore Mine's .. . . . — »
Libby Adit discharges to the Libby Creek drainage. The current project proposal includes several The Order set a limit of 1.0 mg/l for Inorganic mtrern in “surface Water- and
gddhiuns to l!n.‘.ﬂri.gin:d pmj:.'n.'.1 LiCSliL'rl. incll.lclii:'l.|:¢1hrcc addi[inna[l.‘ldiw and all'fli.:l.lll.‘!i states that the BHES “accepts 1.0 mg/| as the maximum allowable concentration of
impoundment. These new project features will likely result in point source discharges to three . . . . . v .
additional drainages, i.e., Ramsey Creek, Poorman Creek, and Little Cherry Creek. Given these inorganic nltrogen n lebyv Ramseyv and Poorrn_an Creeks"'_ _Orderv p. 9. With
e ]’dmﬂf“ lhéﬂdum& bk that lhif""’”’“j[i{{fl‘f‘}“'"ﬂ“’};jﬁ‘g”f r'(rm'nh'd in Itlw DEIS, regard to groundwater, the Order provides that nitrate plus nitrite cannot exceed 10
should be considered a “mew or increased source™ (ARM 17.30.702(18)). Consequently, we . . . . . “
believe that the DEIS should use current State water quality standards to assess the water quality mg/l and that concentrations of Inorganic nltrogen n groundwater shall not cause
:mﬂacmc:flhf alternative mine proposals, rather than the standards outlined in the original 1992 exceedances of 1.0 mg/| total inorganic nitrogen in leby, Ramsey, or Poorman
Order. .
Creeks.” Order, p.5. Discharges to Poorman and Ramsey Creeks are covered by the
Order. No adit discharge water or seepage from the tailing impoundment is
: projected to enter Little Cherry Creek under any current alternative. Therefore, the
' question of whether the Order applies to Little Cherry Creek is moot.
For water quality parameters not listed in the BHES Order, current State water
quality standards are appropriate and applicable and have been used to assess the
water quality impacts of the alternatives.
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%%r:t_ Document #196-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response
Comment Response 196-9
As discussed in the interagency hydrogeochemistry working group, the risk of
water quality exceedances resulting from the described uncertainty is low.
196-9 The DEIS does not adequaiely describe the proposed water treatment systems Or assesses FOIIOWing review of the water quallty in response to this Comment, Section

the potential for elevated metals to occur in runofT, leachate from ore and waste rock, and in
seepage from mill tailings. An understanding of the geachemistry of the ore, waste rock, and
mill tailings is critical to predicting the proposed action’s potential environmental impacts and
determining appropriate alternatives and measures to avoid those impacts. Uncertainty regarding
future water quality impacts is further exacerbated by the lack of information on water treatment
and lack of clarity in the water balance for all conditions that may be encountered. EPA cannot
determine whether the mine systems and procedures will prevent groundwater or surface water

the water quality standards on a long-term basis,

Mitigation Measures

Ihe proposed mitigation measures do not appear to be sufficient 1o address the

196-10 environmemal impacts of this project. In regard to the tailings impoundment, we believe there
are additional mitigation measures and/or engineering controls that have been implemented at
other mines throughout the western ULS, that should be included for this proposal. For example,
EPA recommends that the mitigation and design measures that were included in the nearby Rock
Creek Mine Project be examined as potential means to reduce the environmenial risks presented
by the Montanore Project. In developing these measures, we recommend that a more detailed
water balance analysis be conducted. We also recommend the development of a water treatment
plan sufficient 1o ensure that water quality standards will be met, and inclusion of alert levels and
detailed contingency/corrective action plans sufficient to protect water quality. These plans
should include water treatment to remove dissolved contaminants-metals (¢.g.. lime ireatment
and clarification, reverse osmosis): and a year by vear and closure/post-closure detailed water
balance. In regard to aquatic resource mitigation, EPA believes the proposed mitigation
measures are not sufficient to compensate for lost ccosystem funetions and do not meet the
requirements of the CWA Section 404 Guidelines. EPA recommends that you review the recent
publication by EPA/LLS, Army Corps of Engineers of regulations addressing compensatory
mitigation for losses of aquatic resources (73 Fed. Reg. 19594 (April 10, 2008)) and revise the
proposed mitigation measures to be consistent with these regulations,

Inadequate Information on Financial Assurance

Financial assurance information for mine closure and remediation is not provided in the
196-11 DEIS. Long-term post-closure monitoring, water treatment, and other remedial actions may be
necessary 1o protect water quality, and specific assurances are needed that a sufficient financial
instrument will be maintained to ensure adequate funds are available as long as they may be
needed for this purpose. Given the history of adverse environmental effects resulting from some
hard rock mines, and the expenditure of public funds used in some cases to address
environmental problems caused by mining, EPA believes it is necessary 1o analy:ze these factors
in the DEIS. Financial assurance could make the difference between a project sufficiently
managed over the long-term by the site operator and an unfunded/under-funded post-closure site
that becomes an unreclaimed liability for expenditure of public funds. We believe that 2

4

contamination, and consequently, the proposed action could resuli in unmitigated exceedances of

2.5.4.3.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS was revised to provide additional information
about the existing Water Treatment Plant and modifications that may be needed to
treat parameters such as nutrients or metals to meet MPDES permitted effluent
limits. Water balance tables were revised and Section 3.8.2 was added to the SDEIS
and FEIS to clarify the water balance. See comment response 197-7 regarding
geochemistry, and in particular, the sampling and analysis plan (Appendix C) that
provided guidance for further evaluation of water quality impacts as additional data
became available.

Comment Response 196-10

See comment response 197-9 regarding water treatment. See comment response
196-18 regarding the water balance. At the outset of the Montanore Project EIS
process, the agencies carefully reviewed all mitigation and design measures that
were included in the nearby Rock Creek Project to assess their applicability for the
Montanore Project. Mitigation and design measures proposed for the Montanore
Project are responsive to the issues identified during scoping, the environmental
risks presented by the Montanore Project, and the hydrologic and geologic setting
of the Montanore Project facilities. The mitigation plan for aquatic resources in
Alternatives 3 and 4 (Section 2.5.7), which addressed requirements of the 2008
compensatory mitigation for losses of aquatic resources, was revised in the SDEIS
and further modified in the FEIS.

Comment Response 196-11

Section 1.6.3 was added to the SDEIS and FEIS to describe the agencies’ bonding
authorities and approach to estimating a bond amount. Section 1.6.3.2.3 was added
to the SDEIS and FEIS to describe the agencies’ approach to estimating a bond
amount for long-term site monitoring and maintenance.
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Com- - .
ment Document #196-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response
Comment Response 196-12
See comment responses 196-38 through 196-44 regarding comments on air quality
impacts.
sufficient financial assurance mechanism needs 1o be in place to ensure that the necessary funds
are available as long as they may be needed for long-term monitoring and mitigation of potential Comment Res ponse 196-13
eaviomental Impect, The agencies issued a SDEIS in October 2011 that provided additional analyses of
Additiona] Comments the project and its alternatives.
196-12 EPA believes that additional information is necessary regarding air quality impacts,

including the potential need for a Clean Air Act general conformity analysis in the Libby,
Montana PM; 5 and PMp nonattainment areas. EPA’s additional comments on water resources
and air quality are provided in the enclosure to this letter.

Conclusion

For the reasons discussed above, EPA has rated this DEIS as “Environmentally
196-13 Unsatisfactory - Inadequate Information™ (EU-3) in accordance with EPA’s national rating
system. It is our recommendation that a supplemental or revised DEIS be prepared to address the
gaps in analysis identified and to assess the project’s unsatisfactory environmental impacts. We
would be glad to assist you in completing the NEPA and CWA processes and identifying a
project altemative that is environmentally acceptable. If we are unable to resolve our concemns,
this matter would be a candidate for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality for
resolution. EPA’s additional comments on the DEIS and a full description of EPA’s EIS rating
system is enclosed.

196-14 We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS and will be contacting you to continue
working with you to resolve these significant concems. If you have any questions, please contact
me or your staff may contact John Wardell, Director of the EPA Region 8 Montana Office at
(406)457-5001, or Larry Svoboda, Region 8 NEPA Program Director, at (303) 312-6004.

Sincerely,

Lol Busts

Carol Rushin
Acting Regional Administrator

Enclosures

oc Gene Lynard
Bonneville Power Administration
Sedlak Park substation and Loop line
Post Office Box 14428
Portland, Oregon 97293-4428

Comment Response 196-14

The KNF and the DEQ, with the EPA and Corps, established several working
groups in 2009 and worked collaboratively between 2009 and 2011 to resolve the
concerns raised in this letter.
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Com-
ment

Document #196-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Response

196-15

196-16

196-17

196-18

Comment Response 196-15

Indirect effects on wetlands were discussed by in the DEIS in Section 3.22.4. The
indirect effects analysis was revised in Section 3.23.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS.
MMC revised the wetland functional assessment to reflect recent changes to the
assessment method. The DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS presented a map showing wetland
locations. More detailed information about wetland effects of Alternative 3,
including the number of acres affected by each functional category, is found in
MMC’s 404 permit application, which was incorporated by reference into the
SDEIS and FEIS.

Comment Response 196-16

The agencies used the best available data from the Montanore, Rock Creek and
Troy projects to assess the quality of wastewater discharges. The estimated quality
of wastewater discharges was revised in the FEIS to include data available through
2012. The agencies agree that there is some uncertainty regarding metal concentra-
tions in runoff or discharges from the project, but recognize the generally low risk
associated with those uncertainties. The uncertainties with the water quality impact
assessment were disclosed in an extensive discussion (see Section 3.12.2.4 of the
DEIS and Section 3.13.4.5 of the SDEIS and FEIS). A geochemistry sampling and
analysis plan (Section C.9 in Appendix C) disclosed the uncertainty of the geo-
chemical characterization and the sampling and analyses that would be imple-
mented during the Evaluation Phase to reduce it. See comment response 196-17.

Comment Response 196-17

A detailed geochemistry sampling and analysis plan (Section C.9 in Appendix C)
was prepared for the SDEIS and revised for the FEIS to address the need for
additional geochemical characterization. The geochemistry sampling and analysis
plan addressed the potential for acid rock drainage and metal release, as well as the
merit of selective handling options. The plan clarified waste rock management,
described sampling and analysis that would be completed during the Evaluation
Phase, based on specific elements of uncertainty agreed upon by the interagency
working group, and discussed the use of additional data to revise mass balance
calculations found in Appendix G.

Comment Response 196-18

Updated detailed water balances for each alternative were presented in Chapter 2 of
the SDEIS and FEIS. In Section 3.8.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS, the agencies
discussed the water balance by phase and provided a simplified graphical
representation of water movement by mine phase to clarify the associated
discussion. Contingencies for excess water management were discussed in Section
2.4.2.4.3 of the DEIS and FEIS.
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Comment Response 196-19
See comment response 196-18.
? Comment Response 196-20
196-19 EPA recommends that water balance calculations be presented in the supplemental or

revised DEIS for each phase of the mining operation for both sieady state and for possible peak
flow rates, and for closure and post-closure periods, and including the steady state flows to be
calculated for pumping and discharge prior to the mill and tailings pile being constructed.

Subsidence, Groundwater Depression and /Stream Flow Reduction

I'he DEIS comains inadequate information regarding subsidence and/or hydrologic
196-20 effects from un(lcn‘.',mund mining. EPA is concerned about the adequacy of the proposed 500-
foot vertical and horizontal buffer zone and 100-foot buffer at the Rock Lake Fault in preventing
surface subsidence, and hydrologic effects to the wildemess lakes and streams over the long
term. The DEIS does not provide sufficient information in regard to the configuration, depth and
volume, or volume of sediments in the bottoms of Rock Lake, St. Paul Lake and the Libby
[Lakes, or relationship to faults for the lakes in the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness Arca. The
DEIS also does not explain how lake and other surface and ground water leakage into the mine
would be managed or potentially treated, and how review and evaluation of study results and
final mine design decisions will be made following the issuance of the Record of Decision for
this NEPA document.

After pumping stops at mine closure it would take 50 years for the mine void to be filled,
196-21 and an additional estimated 20 years would be required for the drawdown cone above the mine
void 1o recover to near pre-mining conditions, water collected in the mine void would flow
toward the East Fork Bull River (DEIS page 434), [t is predicted that metals levels in the mine
pool would be “relatively low™ (DEIS page 434), but it is also stated that the fate and transport of
dissolved metals within the flooded mine void cannot be predicted without significant
uncenainty, particularly considering the relmtively low surface water quality standards (DEIS
pages 85-31, 435). EPA is concerned about potential degraded water quality in the underground
mine peol and the potential for seepage of contaminated mine pool water to seep to surface water
or ground waters, especially if the mine adits are plugged afier mine closure.

EPA recommends that the supplemental or revised DEIS identify and describe in detail
196-22 the mitigation measures and/or contingency actions that would be considered if exceedances of
surface water quality standards occurred due to seepage from the underground mine reservoir.
Additional information is needed regarding long-term water guality compliance monitoring lor
the underground mine pool 1o assure that it meets applicable ground-water quality standards.

4. Water Quality/Water Treatment
Water Quality

Thee existing water quality in project arca streams and lakes is good 1o excellent,
196-23 pm'\.‘.i.'..ﬁng important montane headwater habitat for aquatic |i_1'1.'. Area walers are ]'!u_l[i_uu Larly
sensitive to metals and pH disturbances due to very low ambient hardness and alkalinity and low
buffering capacity. Further, those waters within the Cabinet Mountains Wildermess Area are Tier
5 waters (Outstanding Resource Waters) under Montana water quality standards for
antidegradation, receiving stringent protection against degradation of existing water quality. The

N

Potential subsidence effects were discussed in detail in Section 3.9.3.1 of the DEIS
and updated in Section 3.14.3.1 of the FEIS. For the 2009 DEIS, the agencies
completed another independent analysis of the potential for subsidence (Agapito
Associates, Inc. 2007b). The analysis was consistent with the agencies’ independent
analysis completed for the 1992 Final EIS, as well as the analysis submitted by
MMC as part of its Plan of Operations. The agencies’ 2007 independent analysis
identified additional measures that were incorporated into the agencies’ mitigation
required in Alternatives 3 and 4. The KNF completed a Failure Modes Effects
Analysis (FMEA) for the underground mine component of the Rock Creek Project
in 2014. Based on the FMEA, the agencies identified additional measures that were
incorporated into the agencies’ mitigation required in Alternatives 3 and 4 (Section
2.5.2.6.4 of the FEIS).

In response to this concern, the potential effects on Rock Lake were discussed by
phase and by alternative in Section 3.11.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS. Potential effects
on other area lakes are discussed in Section 3.11.2.3.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS. No
mining beneath Rock Lake is proposed because the mineralized zone does not exist
under the lake. The bottom of Rock Lake is mostly rock with few sediments. The
agencies do not believe the volume of sediments in area lakes is relevant to describe
potential effects to the lakes.

The DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS explained how mine inflows would be managed and
treated. During all mine phases (until the adits were plugged), mine inflows would
be collected, pumped to the surface and either used in the mill or treated at the
Water Treatment Plant (in Alternatives 3 and 4). The agencies would require
evaluation of the adequacy of the buffer zone through hydrologic and geotechnical
studies conducted during the Libby Adit evaluation program.

Comment Response 196-21

The agencies’ assessment regarding post-mining water quality was based on data
from the Troy Mine, which is a geochemical analogue to the proposed Montanore
Mine. This is the best information available regarding post-mining water quality.
Section 3.13.4.2.3 of the SDEIS was revised to provide additional discussion
regarding post-mining water quality. Without mitigation, flow at a predicted rate of
0.05 cfs (22 gpm) as baseflow toward the East Fork Bull River. With mitigation, the
flow, at a predicted rate of 0.01 cfs, would be toward Rock Lake via a 500-foot or
(continued next page)
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DEIS fails to adequately describe the value and ambient conditions of these waters, and does not
adequately disclose potential water quality impacts of the proposed project.

EPA recommends that the supplemental or revised DEIS provide a more detailed
196-24 discussion of potential adverse impacis to the existing high water quality in project arca streams
This discussion should include contingency actions to address the possibility of elevaied metals
levels in mine site waters that could impact aquatic life, as well as a description of potential
waler treatment systems that may be needed to remove nitrogen and metals. The water quality
monitoring program should adequately cvaluate potential impacts of clevated metals and nutricnt
levels on aquatic life given the sensitivity of area streams, Miligation measures must be
designed in recognition of the sensitivity of receiving waters, particularly in terms of hardness-
corrected water guality standards and waters designated as “Outstanding Resource Waters™
within the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness Arca

Clean Water Act Section 303(d) listed streams and TMDL consistency

The DEIS shows three streams in the analysis area on Montana's Clean Water Act
196-25 ttl'\‘.'.-\l § 303(d) list of water quality in1p:nn:_d waters, i.c., segments of Libby t'n:_ul-:. Fisher
River, Rock Creek (DEIS page 483). There is no information in the DEIS regarding how MDEQ
intends to ensure that issuance of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NFDES)
permits for a new or increased discharges to these three water quality-limited segments will be
done in a manner consistent with those segments’ status as impaired waters,

Waier Treatiment

The DEIS includes many references to potential construction of additional water
treatment [acilities “if needed™ to treat adit discharges, waste rock runofT and leachate and/or
tailings seepage of other mine site waters (DEIS pages 5-35, 61, 74, 100, 114, 437, 510). The
196-26 existing waler treatment plant at the Libby Adit site currently only includes filtration treatment
systems for sediment removal (DEIS page 114), and does not include treatment systems capable
of removing nitrate/nitrogen or mefals. Few details are provided regarding potential treatment
systems that would be used for nitrate/nitrogen and/or metals removal. EPA is concerned that
there is potential that additional water treatment and long-tcrm water treatment may be needed
and inadequate information is provided.

EPA recommends that detailed information regarding the potential additional water
treatment and long-term treatment (particularly for nitrogen and metals) be provided in a
supplememtal or revised DEIS. Likely water management and treatment methodologics that
would be utilized should be identified. A more detailed schematic diagramis) showing the
196-27 proposed water handling and treatment schemes through mine start-up, operations, closure and
post-closure is also needed. Effectivencss of the proposed wreatment methodology for removal of
specific potential contaminanis addressing challenges due to seasonal or additional Nows should
be discussed (i.e.. particularly nitrate and metals removal )

greater flow path. The flow to either drainage is unlikely to adversely affect the
water quality of the East Fork Bull River or Rock Lake. Section C.10.6 in Appendix
C discussed post-closure monitoring.

Comment Response 196-22

Closure and post-closure monitoring was discussed in Section C.10.6 of the SDEIS
and FEIS. One of the objectives of monitoring during the Closure and Post-Closure
are to assess effects of refilling of the mine void and adits on surface water and
groundwater resources in upper Libby Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, and East Fork
Bull River drainages. The monitoring would include measuring water levels in the
mine void through the Rock Lake Ventilation Adit. Mine water quality and
geochemical analysis of rock surrounding the mine void would be made during the
Evaluation and Operations phases. Hydrologic data would be collected in all phases
and would be integrated into the groundwater model. The need for continued
monitoring beyond the Closure Phase would be based on these data and predictive
models of underground water quality. Section 1.6 described the mechanisms
available to the agencies for ensuring funds would be available should continued
monitoring beyond the Closure Phase be required.

Comment Response 196-23

The purpose of the Baseline Surface Water Quality Technical Report (ERO
Resources Corp. 2011c) was to provide detailed information on the baseline water
quality of the analysis area for streams, springs, lakes and the Libby Adit. The
agencies provided EPA the opportunity to review two drafts of the report and
participated in conference calls to discuss their comments on the drafts. The
report’s data were used in describing ambient conditions of surface waters in the
analysis area and in assessing effects.

Comment Response 196-24

See comment responses 196-9 regarding water treatment and 196-22 regarding
prediction of impacts to surface water. The proposed monitoring was discussed in
Appendix C of the SDEIS and FEIS.

Comment Response 196-25

No discharges would occur in the Rock Creek drainage, and only discharges of
stormwater during transmission line construction would occur in the Fisher River
drainage. MMC has an existing MPDES permit to discharge only to Libby Creek or
groundwater adjacent to Libby Creek. The mine proposes to only discharge to
Libby Creek. DEQ would address the issue of increased discharged when MMC
applied for an increase in the discharge rate.
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196-28

196-29

196-30

Land Application Discharge (LAD) Operations

Various DEIS discussions regarding Land Application Discharge (LAD) application rates
are confusing and appear to include multiple and inconsistent rates (DEIS pages 61, 62, 63, 107,
439, 444, 471, 487, Appendix (5). Rain-on-snow events are common in the area causing high
streamflows, unstable hill slopes, leading 1o bank erosion and landslides, and such effects could
be exacerbated by overloading of LAD areas that can cause groundwater levels to rise, and likely
result in surface water runoff or increased spring and seep flow on the downhill flanks of the
LAD areas. The DEIS states that “slow rate land application treatment” of wastewater would be
used so that discharged water can receive “significant treatment” as it flows through the plant
roatfsoil matrix (DEIS pages 464, 502). Yet treatment is not identified as a basic consideration
for the LAD areas on DEIS page 438, and there are concerns about nitrogen removal efficiencies
with proposed LAD application rates,

EPA recommends that the supplemental or revised DELS include a detailed description of
LLAD operations using consistent application rates throughout the document. Additional
information is also needed to explain contingencies that would be used to manage higher
volumes of water than anticipated, particularly during winter operations and during rain-on-snow
events. In addition, we recommend that the supplemental or revised DEIS include a discussion
of the adeguacy of the proposed LAID sites to aveid surface runoff and springs/sceps
downgradient of the LAD areas and the erosion and sediment transport associated with increased
runaff.

EPA also recommends that the supplemental or revised DEIS include additional analysis
and discussion regarding to the ability of the proposed LAID areas to accept nitrogen and metal
loadings and remove nitrogen and metals adequately to allow water quality standards to be met
Ireatment efficiency should be included among the basic considerations in LAD area design
discussion, and treatment efficicncy under varying LAD application rates should be further
discussed (i.e., nitrogen and metals removal efficiency).

5. Monitoring and Contingency/Corrective Actions

EPA recommends that a Monitoring Alert Levels and Contingency/Corrective Action
Plan be included in the monitoring plan, as was done for the Rock Creek Mine (Sec Appendix K
of Rock Creek Mine ROD, page 13). Such a Plan identifies alert or trigger levels for particular
monitoring parameters, which when exceeded would trigger more intense follow-up monitoring
andfor investigation, and/or contingency or corrective or remedial actions that would correct or
avoid worsening of a developing problem. EPA recommends that the water resources
monitoring plan include provisions for long-term monitoring of levels of Rock Lake, St. Paul
Lake and the Libby Lakes. This monitoring should include appropriate water quality stations to
evaluate the effect of reduced groundwater flows on water quality/dilution capacity of streams,
and after mine closure, the potential for seeps from the underground mine pool 1o contaminate
surface water and groundwater. EPA also recommends that the supplemental or revised DEIS
provide more detailed information regarding the quantity of the “relatively large” reductions in
base flow of the upper reaches of Rock Creck drainages and the East Fork Bull River that are
likely to occur from combined mining, pumping and dewatering activities associated with

Comment Response 196-26

Alternatives 3 and 4 in the SDEIS and FEIS were revised to indicate the LAD
Areas would not be used and all excess water would be treated at the Water
Treatment Plant before discharge. See comment response 196-9 regarding water
treatment.

Comment Response 196-27

See comment response 196-9 regarding water treatment. See comment response
196-18 regarding proposed water management.

Comment Response 196-28

Some of the described difference in application rates in the DEIS can be attributed
to the rate estimated by MMC in its Proposed Action, and the rate estimated
independently by the agencies. See comment response 196-26 regarding the
elimination of the LAD Areas in Alternatives 3 and 4. For purposes of comparison
within the MEPA/NEPA analysis, the potential for surface water runoff and
emergence of springs/seeps at the LAD Areas in Alternative 2 at the rates proposed
by MMC was discussed in Section 3.10.4.2.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS. The
agencies’ estimated maximum application rate of wastewater to the LAD Areas was
more restrictive than what was calculated using the EPA and Corps guidelines and
would avoid the issues EPA discusses, such as groundwater mounding, spring
development, or surface water runoff at the LAD Areas. The application rate would
vary and would be based on compliance with water quality standards, BHES Order
limits, and MPDES permitted effluent limits.

Comment Response 196-29

The ability of the LAD Areas in Alternative 2 to adequately treat discharges was
discussed by phase in Section 3.13.4.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS. Treatment
efficiency would be a basic consideration during final design should Alternative 2
be selected for implementation.

Comment Response 196-30

Section C.10.7.3 of the SDEIS and C.10.8.3 of the FEIS discussed action levels was
added to the water resources monitoring plan in the SDEIS and FEIS. The water
resources monitoring plan includes provisions for monitoring levels of Rock and
Libby lakes. The potential effect by alternative and mine phase of mine inflows on
baseflow was revised for the SDEIS and FEIS (Section 3.10.4). The water resources
monitoring plan was revised for the SDEIS and FEIS to describe monitoring by
mine phase. As additional hydrology and geochemistry data were collected and
modeled to refine predictions, the alert levels and action plan would be modified
accordingly.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-42




Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- - .
ment Document #196-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response
Comment Response 196-31
Section 1.6.3 was added to the SDEIS and FEIS to describe the agencies’ bonding
authorities and approach to estimating a bond amount. The section also discussed
operation of both the Rock Creek Mine and Montanore Mine. In addition, the process for the aQEnCieS’ aUthOfity to mOdlfy a bond.
ensuring that surface water discharges, runoff and mine site seepage/leakage to groundwater
meel all applicable water quality criteria should be more clearly described (e.g.. location of Comment Response 196-32
maonitoring wells for points of compliance, sampling and analysis program, and a clear . . .,
understanding of what constitutes compliance with water quality criteria.) Section 1.6.3.2.3 was added to the SDEIS and FEIS to describe the agencies
s f approach to estimating a bond amount for long-term site monitoring and
6. Bonding/Financial Assurances .
maintenance.
EPA recommends that the supplemental or revised DEIS identify the estimated bond
196-31 amounts needed for each closure and reclamation activity for the proposed project facilities Comment Res ponse 196-33
including: identification of the responsible party for any post-closure cleanup actions should . . . . - s . .
they be necsasary; proj ected long-emn snginesring and monitoring costs of sach activity, as well As discussed in Section 2.5.3.5.2, thickened tailings deposition in Alternatives 2
as the financial assumptions used to estimate the funding level; projected trust fund growth rate; and 4 would Only increase |mp0undment Storage Capac|ty if the dralnage area above
and mechanics of the trust fund. All of the requirements that KNF and MDEQ would impose on . . . K . -
the mine operator to establish a trust fund to ensure post-closure care should be described. the diversion dam on Little Cherry Creek were used. USIng thickened talllngs at the
Financial assurances must be kept current as conditions change at the mine, and KNF and Little Cherry Creek site would not change the effect on wetlands at the site.
MDEQ should ensure that the form of the financial assurance does not depend on the continued
financial health of the mine operator or its parent corporation. The supplemental or revised _
DEIS should discuss whether and how the KNF and MIDECQ can modify the bond during the Comment Res ponse 196-34
course of operations if temporary, long-term, or perpetual treatment and/or remediation needs are In response to this comment, the addition of amendments to the tailings to address
discovered during operations. . . . . . . .
potential metal leaching, stability, or reclamation issues was discussed in the
196-32 ! Ifa h;:g—:m Rlont Sl.m is wj“f‘ a ||an}—l:jr!1 m_r”rﬂd or gEﬂE:r r‘un_dinf . Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO Resources Corp. 2011a),
B mechamsm shou. eslablished 10 cnsurc a L'\L]IJEI!: UNAINE Wl available to mp jcment the - - - -
poSbthooien oo, EPA ks tepentise- b this s sy wobi ke ol weith (s KO incorporated by reference into the SDEIS and FEIS. The agencies provided EPA
MDEQ to develop appropriate cost estimates and fund criteria should the need arise the opportunity to review two drafts of the report and participated in conference
% Tuillogs Impeundnsoar DeslgnOperatioes caIIs_ to discuss their comments on the drafts. The analysis was summarized in
Sections 2.13.3 and 2.13.6 of the SDEIS and FEIS.
196-33 The DEIS states that the Poorman Impoundment Site is amenable 1o high-density tailings
deposition from the upsiream perimeter slopes, whereas the Little Cherry Creek site has limited
capacity for high density tailings deposition from slopes upstream of the impoundment (DEIS
page 102). As a result, a smaller footprint for the Litle Cherry Creek Impoundment site was not
considered. Despite this brief explanation, it is not clear 1o EPA why the slopes upstream of the
Little Cherry Creek Impoundment site will not allow deposition of high density tailings,
especially since slopes can be modified with site grading.
EPA believes that if tailings can be thickened for application at the Poorman Creek site,
thickened paste tailings could also be used at the Little Cherry Creek site to reduce the footprint
for the tailings disposal and to reduce seepage volumes. EPA recommends that the supplemental
or revised DEIS include more information to demonstrate why placement of high density tailings
would not be a viable option at the Little Cherry Creek site.
In addition, EPA recommends that the feasibility of adding amendments to the wilings to
196-34 address potential metal leaching, stability or reclamation issues be considered in the
supplemental or revised DEIS.
5
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EPA recommends that the supplemental or revised DEIS consider tailings disposal
mitigalion measures 10 reduce the potential for development of tailings seepage or leachate
196-35 containing elevated metals levels (e.g., adding lime to the tailings during final operations 1o
enhance the neutralization potential of the final lift of wilings). Placement of a thicker, denser
impoundment cap would also both reduce oxygen flux to slow down oxidation of the 1ailings,
and reduce hydraulic conductivity and water movement down through the tailings.

EPA recommends that the supplemental or revised DEIS re-examine the feasibility and
196-36 economics of using paste backfill and paste tailings deposition with cement addition, especially
given the acceptance of the use of paste tailings deposition in the Rock Creck Mine EIS.

8. Single Stage Evaluation and Mine Design Process

196-37 EPA recommends that there be an opportunity for the public and other agencies 1o review
and evaluate data and information collected during the Libby Adit evaluation program. We
recommend that the supplemental or revised DEIS describe a conceptual public participation
process associated with the evaluation program and modifications to the final mine plan and
design

Ajr Quality
1. Clean Air Act General Conformity Analysis

The DEIS does not address General Conformity requirements pursuant to the Clean Air
196-38 Act ({CAA or Act). While not a part of the NEPA requirements that must be included in the EIS,
before finalizing an approval of this project, the CAA requires that the USFS conduct a general
conformity analysis for any project emissions occurring in an area designated as nonattainment
or maintenance for the NAAQS. The CAA states that in such aress, a determination must be
made that the emissions (cither direct or indirect) from a federal sction will not exceed a de
nrininyis threshold level measured in tons per year for the criteria pollutant of concern. If the
action exceeds the de minimis level, then a conformity determination is required to document
how the federal action will affect implementation of the applicable implementation plan to reach
attainment.

The |'|m|'|n.-;|:d project includes the Libby Loadout, which would be located within the
Libby PM;o and PM; s non-attainment arcas at the Kootenai Business Park (which is in close
proximity to a residential area). (DELS pages 223-224). The loadout facility would be used for
concentration storage and shipping (DEIS page 45). Activitics within the non-attainment arcas
that could result in PM; s and PM,g air emissions include: relocating the concentrate loadout
facility to the Kootenai Business Park (DEIS page 7); initial construction traffic (DEIS page
636); truck traffic carrying the concentrated ore truck traffic to the Libby Loadout (21 trucks
each way per day, DEIS page 56); rail yard loadout activities; and any additional rail service.

EPA recommends that the revised or supplemental DEIS describe whether general
conformity analysis is required (i.e., whether the relevant emissions exceed de minimis

6

Comment Response 196-35

As discussed by the interagency working group, and recognized in the
geochemistry sampling and analysis plan (Appendix C-9), there is need for
additional analysis of acid rock drainage risk of the tailings to confirm the low risk
indicated by the Troy and Rock Creek data (see Section 3.9.4.3.2). Available data
do not confirm any potential for acid generation, and thus do not justify the use of
cement for neutralization of tailings. Some data characterizing metal mobility
suggest that increased pH may enhance the mobility of elements such as arsenic and
antimony.

Comment Response 196-36

The agencies prepared a Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis that was
summarized in the SDEIS and FEIS. The analysis re-examined the feasibility and
economics of using paste backfill and paste tailings deposition with cement; the
feasibility of adding amendments to address potential metal leaching, stability, or
reclamation issues; and mitigation measures to reduce the potential of tailings
seepage. Tailings backfill options were discussed in Section 2.13.3 of the SDEIS
and FEIS; surface tailings disposal method options were discussed in Section
2.13.6. The factors which lead to the use of paste tailings deposition for the
proposed Rock Creek Project are different from those at Montanore.

Comment Response 196-37

The agencies agree that review of data and information collected during the Libby
Adit Evaluation Phase would be important. As Section 2.5.2.1 of the SDEIS and
FEIS discussed, the evaluation program is needed to develop additional information
about the geologic and hydrologic characteristics of the deposit and the nearby
Rock Lake fault. Final design would begin after completion of the evaluation
program. As discussed in Section 3.8.2 of the FEIS, the Construction Phase would
begin after MMC analyzed the data from the Evaluation Phase, collected the
necessary data for final design, submitted final design plans to the agencies, and
received agency approval to implement the Construction Phase. All information
associated with the Montanore Project is public record and available for public
review at the agencies.

Comment Response 196-38

Section 3.4.4.2.2 was added to the SDEIS and FEIS to address Clean Air Act
general conformity analysis. The agencies completed an assessment of all potential
PM air emissions within the PM1, and the PM, 5 nonattainment areas to determine if
a general conformity analysis required by 40 CFR 93.153 would be required.
Emissions would not exceed conformity analysis de minimis thresholds, and a
Clean Air Act general conformity analysis is not required.
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thresholds) and how the proposed action would comply with the applicable implementation plan.
If a general conformity analysis is necessary, EPA recommends it be included in the
supplemental or revised DELS,

2. Criteria and Hazardous Air Pallutants

Based on the presented emission inventory, the proposed project is determined not to be a
196-39 major source (less than 100 tpy) of any criteria pollutant,. However, fugitive PM10 emissions are
138 tpy and mobile source emissions for NOx are 163 tpy. Hazardows air pollutant (11AP)
modeling results are not fully presented in the DEIS. The DEIS presents results of updated near
ficld modeling conducted for various pollutants. For detailed information, the reader is directed
to previous modeling conducted during 2006 for the existing Montana Department of
Envirenmenial Quality Air Permil.

We recommend that the supplemental or revised DEIS include, as an appendix, the 2006
196-40 maodeling referenced in the current DEIS. We also recommend that information be provided as
o which point sources may be subject to the requirements of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart L1,
Standards of Performance for Metallic Mineral Processing Plants, which contains source
emission lesting and reporting requirements (and seek a determination from EPA on the
applicability of Subpart LL as necessary). In addition, we recommend that a more detailed
presentation of the modeled 1IAPs, similar to Criteria pollutant Table 46 of the DEIS, that
incorporates the HAPs modeled resulis with the applicable acute and reference standards of the
tables at hitpsYwww.epa. govitn/atw/toxgonreeable L pdf and

‘. ource/table? pdf be included in the supplemental or revised

3. Visibility

The visibility analysis conducted for the project refers the reader 10 the previous
196-41 modeling conducted during 2006 for the existing Montanas Department of Environmental Quality
Air Permit. Very little information is supplied in the DEIS o substantiate the presented resulis
of 3-hours of plume impairment from the project. The information supporting the DEIS
conclusion is based on 2006 modeling conducted on three point sources from the project
{Ramsey, Libby portals and emergency generator sources). It is unclear to EPA which model
was used and which scenarios were applied 1o reach these conclusions. In particular, we are
concerned with how project emission fugitive PM10 and mobile source NOx emissions were
maodeled. In addition to these sources, we are concemned with how project emission fugitive
PM10, PM2.5 and maobile source NOx will impact the nearby Class | areas of the Cabinet
Mountains Wilderness (CMW) Arca (0.25 miles).

We recommend that the supplemental or revised DEIS include a more detailed discussion
of the models used, emission inventory sources included and the modeled results. Further, we
recommend that additional moedeling be conducted that incorporates fugitive emissions and any
other additional impacts for the project. Modeling should be performed that predicts maximum
impacts to the Class [ arca from the project including cumulative emissions.

Comment Response 196-39

The mine and mill (plant) facility would be considered a minor source under the
Title VV and Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations because total
potential emissions from point sources underground and on the surface would be
less than 250 tpy for any criteria pollutants (see Section 3.4.3.2). The Montanore
Project would not meet the definition of a major source. The project would be
considered a minor source and would not require a Title \V operating permit under
ARM 17.8.1204 because the potential emissions are less than 100 tpy for any
pollutant, less than 10 tpy for any single hazardous air pollutant (HAP), and less
than 25 tpy for total HAPs.

Comment Response 196-40

The detailed analysis was not included in the DEIS, SDEIS, or FEIS in compliance
with NEPA regulations. 40 CFR 1502.21 requires agencies to incorporate
information by reference to cut down on bulk. The incorporated information was
cited in the EISs and available for review by the public during the public comment
period.

The agencies revised sections 3.4.4.2.1 and 3.4.4.3.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS to
document which point sources may be subject to 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart LL,
Standards of Performance for Metallic Mineral. The agencies revised the hazardous
air pollutant (HAP) impact assessment (Section 3.4.4.2.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS)
to provide the results of the HAPs modeling. Modeled concentrations were
compared to the concentrations in the tables suggested by the EPA.

Comment Response 196-41

Information on modeling methods was incorporated into the DEIS, SDEIS, and
FEIS in compliance with 40 CFR 1502.21. The agencies revised the CMW impact
assessment in section 3.4.4.2.7 of the SDEIS and FEIS to provide additional detail
on the visibility analyses performed for the Montanore Project and summarized the
modeling results. The visibility analysis was completed in accordance with
applicable guidance, and found that potential impacts from plume impairment
would be well below threshold values, thus making further analysis unnecessary.
The modeling analysis indicated that impacts to visibility at the CMW from the
largest mine emission sources that have the potential to form discrete plumes would
be insignificant thus precluding the need for any further analyses.
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Com-

ment Document #196-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response

Comment Response 196-42

Section 3.4.4.2.1 was revised in the SDEIS and FEIS to address greenhouse gas
emissions using EPA’s suggested four-step approach.

Comment Response 196-43

196-42 The Libby Groundwater Superfund Site is located in southeast Libby at the former
Stimson Lumber and Plywood Mill where groundwater and soil contamination
consisting of creosote and pentachlorophenol was discovered. The proposed
loadout facility is about 1,500 feet away from the contaminated groundwater
associated with the superfund site. The proposed loadout facility does not overlie
the contaminated groundwater plume.

Comment Response 196-44

The agencies contacted Victor Ketellapper of the EPA on October 15, 2009 and he
indicated that the concern is in regard to the potential of asbestos fibers in the ore
rock being transported to the loadout facility and released to the environment. The

196-43 ore rock has been sampled and analyzed for the presence of asbestos. No asbestos
fibers were detected in the 11 samples collected and analyzed. Section 3.8.2.1.3 of
the DEIS and FEIS summarized this information and referenced the report that
details the findings.

196-44
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?nc:arr?t- Document #244-Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes Response

244-1

244-2

Jdun 29 79 05: 16p
JUM.Z9. 2889 $130Pm

St Leviw 40E-585-4589
.

THE CONFEDERATED SALISH AND KOOTENAI TRIBES
OF THE FLATHEAD NATION
P.O. BOX 278

Pablo, Montana 53855
(408) 276-2700
FAX {408) 278-2808
wanw.oaktorg
JUN 79 2008 TRIZAL COUNCIL MEMBERS:
Tames Sieede Ir. ~ Chalimaa
VED E.T. “Bud” Morsn — Vice Chair
RECE' Seeve Lozar — Secretary
Tien Malatsrs - Treaturer
Joe Durgla
June 29, 2009 i e
Michal Kenmills
Rauben A, Mathl
Bobbie Lacklen, c‘n.m:l... Murl‘::.d
Kootenat Mational Forest Teery L. Pins

Mr. Paul Bradford, Forest Supervisor
31374 U.8.2
Libby, Montana 5$9923-3022

Emily Corsi,
MT DEQ
PO Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620
Sent by Mail and Fax: (406) 283-7709
RE: Montanore Mine DEIS

Dear Ms Lacklen and Ms Corsi,

| am writing in response to the May 28, 2009 letter requesting comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Montanore Minerals Corp.’s proposed
copper and silver underground mine pear the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness. Following
are the general concems of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead
Reservation (CSKT) with regard to the DEIS.

When they signed the 1855 Hell Gate Treaty, the Salish, Pend *Oreille and Kootenai
Tribes ceded over 22 million acres of land to the United States in what is now westem
Montana, Under the treaty, the Tribes reserved the right to access and use the aboriginal
|ands that were pan of the ceded territory. These lands are the source of Tribal creation
stories, and contain ancestral cultural areas that Tribal members still utilize today.
Traditional camping, hunting, fishing, and gathering sites exist alongside significant
sacred places, all of which are inseparably bound together to form the Tribes® “cultural

Comment Response 244-1
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 244-2

The KNF acknowledges federal responsibility under the Hellgate Treaty.
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Com-

ment Document #244-Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes

Response

Jun 29 03 05:1Bp Stu Levit

The expansion of the Montanore Mine has the potential to significantly impact Tribal
244-3 ancestral sites, including trails, fishing and gathering arcas, as well as occupation sites,
The DEIS identifies significant potential likelihood that the mine will degrade water
quality, thus impacting aquatic habitats that provide Tribal members with traditional
plants and medicines. The degradation of the surrounding wm:-:rslyhd would have far-
reaching impacts on culturally significant fish and wildlife, including the threatened ball

trout and endangered white sturgeon.

General issues of concem include, but are not limited to, the following,

The Mine Should Not Be Permitted to Degrade Fisheries

Eleven streams will be impacted by the proposed Montanore mine — nioe of them have
244-4 bull trout; the other two have infand redband trout or westslope curthroat out. All of
these species are important to the CSKT and their degradation should not be permitied.

244-5 For cxample, mine dewatering is likely to have significant impacts on the East _Fork‘Bum
River, Rock Lake, and St. Paul Lake (sce ¢.g. DEIS p.28 and V2 p.429). The East Fork
Bull River is probably the most important bull trout steeam in the lower Clark Fork
walershed in Montana. As fall-spawners, bull trout are very vulnerable to low flow
conditions. If the mine causes further reductions in fall flows it will almost certainly
reduce bull trout spawning habitat, increase stream temperatures, and possibly impede
access to spawning habitat from migratary bull trout. These impacts could damage both
the local and regional populations (see DEIS at p.39). Impacts would likely be felt within
and without the Wilderness Area (see DEIS p. 28).

Similarly, the DEIS proposes that after mine closure, water diverted into the mine’s
2446 cavity will flow untreated into the East Fork of Bull River. The DELS does not ;
reasonably predict this water quality but also does not propose any waler treatment which
may be reasonably expected to be needed (as has happened at most major Montana
mines). Without such water treatmeat alternative and plan there is no way to reasonably
protect water quality and determine an appropriate bond that protects water quality.

These impacts would significantly impact bull trout (and likely westslope cutthroat trout)
244-7 fisheries and thereby are of greal concern to the CSKT. Mining should not be permitted
{o impact surface or ground water such that it can degrade these important fisheries.

The Mine Should Not Be Permitied to Degrade Water Quality

The Mine's tailings impoundment will rise behind a 310 foot dam and will bury

244-8 wetlands, springs, streams, etc, and will be a significant visual impediment to cultural
uses of the arca. Further, such a large tailings impoundment will have significant impacts
to surface and ground water quality if it leaks - and almost all major tailings
impoundments leak at some point during operations or after closure.

406 -585- 4589 p.2

Comment Response 244-3

The KNF and MMC’s surveys have found no material remains from aboriginal
occupation, or trail sites in the project area. If there are sites that the KNF is not
aware of, the KNF would appreciate notification, so that they can be properly
recorded. In previous consultation with the CSKT, the KNF asked for identification
of gathering areas so that the impacts could be assessed, but have not heard any
response.

Comment Response 244-4

Section 3.13.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS discussed that the Montana BHES issued an
order in 1992, authorizing degradation and establishing limits in surface water and
groundwater adjacent to the Montanore Project for discharges from the project. The
Order remains in effect for the operational life of the project and for as long as
necessary thereafter. For the parameters not covered by the authorization to
degrade, the applicable nonsignificance criteria established by the 1994
nondegradation rules, and any subsequent amendments, apply, unless MMC
obtained an authorization to degrade under current statute.

Comment Response 244-5

The effects analysis for bull trout was revised in the SDEIS and again in the FEIS
in response to revision in the hydrology analysis and the agencies’ mitigation plans
for bull trout. The KNF’s 2013 Biological Assessment concluded implementing the
agencies’ preferred alternatives may affect, and is likely to adversely affect
threatened bull trout, and may affect, and is likely to adversely affect designated
bull trout critical habitat. The USFWS’ Biological Opinion concluded the Forest
Service’s preferred Mine Alternative 3 and the agencies’ preferred Transmission
Line Alternative D-R is not likely to jeopardize the bull trout, and is not likely to
destroy or adversely modify bull trout critical habitat (USFWS 2014c).

Comment Response 244-6

Section 3.13.4.2.3 of the SDEIS was revised to clarify post-mining water quality in
either East Fork Bull River or East Fork Rock Creek. The agencies anticipate the
quality of the post-closure mine water would be similar to the Troy Mine water
quality when it was not operating. The flow to either drainage is unlikely to
adversely affect the water quality of the East Fork Bull River or Rock Lake. Section
1.6.3 was added to the SDEIS to discuss bonding for long-term water treatment.

Comment Response 244-7
See comment response 244-5.

(continued next page).
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Com-

ment Document #244-Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes Response
Comment Response 244-8
Jun 29 03 05:17p Seu Levit 406-585-4989 . . . .
Section 3.17.4 of the FEIS discussed the effects of the impoundment on scenic
integrity. Because of the impoundment’s relatively large size, it would create
noticeable contrasts in landscape character and substantial alterations in scenic
244-9 To make the situation worse, the DEIS proposes disposing ﬂ’ gt from uwh integrity. Following mine closure, revegetation of the tailings impoundment would
'.E’.ﬂﬁ; fﬁiﬁﬂfﬁmﬁ?& B’Eg.ﬁ“:fﬂ-ﬁc “The Bcéngfﬁiw:éggﬁu i partially reduce color and texture contrasts between the tailings impoundment and
this land application disposal would be required in perpetuity. surrounding landscape. All tailings seepage not intercepted by the Seepage
“The Mine Should Not Be Permitted to Degrade Wildlife Collection System that reached groundwater would be intercepted by the pumpback
_ , _ well system. MMC would continue to operate the seepage collection and pumpback
244-10 [n addition to Bull Trout, the proposal will also degrade grizely bear and lynx and their

habitat. This should not be permitted.

There are only 30-35 grizzly bears in the Cabinet-Yaak ccosystem and only 10-15 grizely
244-11 bears in the Cabinet Mountain Wildemess area. The Montanore proposal will impact
about 27,000 acres of grizzly habitat, and likely could not be mitigated. (see DEIS V1,
P136), Mitigation measures such as acquiring alternative habitat are not guaranteed but
should be

Further, the proposal would diminish lynx habitat (lynx is a threatened specics).
244-12 Additionally, the mine would diminish moase winter habitat among other degraded
habitat (such as that of mountain goat and wolverine).

The Mine Should Not Be Permitted to Degrade Cultural or Treaty Uses of the Land

The DEIS acknowledges that there would be significant noise, light, and aesthetic
impacts. The mine will produce intrusive noise (see e.g. DEIS V2, P.636 and 637), light
244-13 pollution (see e.g. DEIS V2, P. 708), and dramatic and potentially permanent visual
impacis (see e.g. DELS a1 p.41).

These intrusions have a significant potential to reduce opportunities for CSET tribal
members 1o conduct cultural and hunting/gathening activities. Similarly, proposed
monitoring wells and other activities in the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness go against
wildemess values and purposes.

For these reasons, the CSKT strongly recommends that before the DEIS is finalized it is
expanded to fully consider and fully mitigate against these issues and concerns.

Thank you for considering the CSKT's commeats. If you or your staff have any
questions, or would like to discuss the matter further, please feel free to contact me at
(406) 585-4589.

Sincerely,

Stuart M. Levit

well facilities until water quality standards, BHES Order limits, and MPDES
permitted effluent limits were met without treatment. As a result, long-term water
treatment and surface water and groundwater quality monitoring may be required.

Comment Response 244-9

The use of the LAD Areas in Alternatives 3 and 4 was eliminated in the SDEIS and
FEIS. MMC would treat all water, if necessary to meet MPDES permitted effluent
limits, at the water treatment plant at the Libby Adit.

Comment Response 244-10

In its BA, for Alternative 3D-R, the KNF concluded the project may affect, is likely
to adversely affect the grizzly bear, and may affect, is not likely to adversely affect,
the Canada lynx. As all the agency combined mine-transmission line alternatives
incorporate the same mitigation plan as Alternative 3D-R, the agencies expect
similar effects for grizzly bear and lynx from their other alternatives. The agencies’
mitigation described in Section 2.5.7.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS is designed to
mitigate significant effects of the project on threatened and endangered species.

Comment Response 244-11

Section 2.5.9.2.1 of the SDEIS (2.5.7.4 of the FEIS) was revised to clarify potential
effects on the grizzly bear and to relate the proposed mitigation to anticipated
effects.

Comment Response 244-12

See comment response 244-10. Updated information about the use of the analysis
area by moose was provided in Section 3.25.7 of the FEIS. Mitigation measures
that would reduce impacts to moose and their habitat are described above in
comment response 185-2.

Comment Response 244-13

The FEIS includes feasible and practicable measures to minimize noise, light and
aesthetic effects.
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ment Document #244-Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes

Response

Jun 29 03 05:17p Stu Levit A40E-SES-4589

To make the siluation worse, the DEIS proposcs disposing mine wastewater from the
tailings by land application disposal - which would impact surface water quality (such as
creeks) and ground water qualily (see DEIS at V1, p.27). The DEIS acknawledges that
this land application disposal would be required in perpetuity.

The Mine Should Not Be Permitted to Degrade Wildlife

In addition to Bull Trout, the proposal will also degrade grizzly bear and lynx and their
habitat. This should not be permitted.

There are only 30-35 grizzly bears in the Cabinet-Yaak ccosystem and only 10-15 grizely
bears in the Cabinet Mountain Wildemess area. The Montanore proposal will impact
about 27,000 acres of grizzly habitat, and likely could not be mitigated. (see DEIS V1,
P136), Mitigation measures such as acquiring alternative habitat are not guaranteed but
should be.

Further, the proposal would diminish lynx habitat (lynx is a threatened specics).
Additionally, the mine would diminish moose winter habitat among other degraded
habitat (such as that of mountain goat and wolverine).

The Mine Should Not Be Permitted to Degrade Cultural or Treaty Uses of the Land

The DEIS acknowledges that there would be significant noise, light, and aesthetic
impacts. The mine will produce intrusive noise (see e.g. DEIS V2, P.636 and 637), light
pollution (see e.g. DEIS V2, P. 708), and dramatic and potentially permanent visual
impacis (see e.g. DELS a1 p.41).

These intrusions have a significant potential to reduce opportunities for CSET tribal
244-14 members 1o conduct cultural and hunting/gathering activities. Similarly, proposed
monitoring wells and other activities in the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness go against
wildemess values and purposes.

245-15 For these reasons, the CSKT strongly recommends that before the DEIS is finalized it is
expanded to fully consider and fully mitigate against these issues and concemns.

245-16

Thank you for considering the CSKT's commeats. If you or your staff have any
questions, or would like to discuss the matter further, please feel free to contact me at
405y 585-4589,

Sincerely,

Stuart M. Levit

Comment Response 244-14

If there are locations within the proposed project that have traditional cultural
specific hunting and gathering areas, the agencies would need those locations, so
that impacts could be assessed. To date, there has been no Tribal response to
requests for such information.

Comment Response 244-15

The agencies’ mitigation measures, which were revised in the SDEIS and FEIS, are
designed to mitigate significant effects of the project.

Comment Response 244-16
Thank you for your comment.
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Com-
ment

Document #262-Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

Response

262-1

MNTR: 262

Kootenai Tribe of Idaho

P.O. Box 1269
Bonners Ferry, 1D 83805
Ph# (208) 267-3519
Fax (208) 267-2960

RECEIVED

Tune 29, 2009 JUL 012009

DEQ

Bobbie Lacklen 2
Koolenai Mational Forest DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

31374 US Highway 2
Libby, MT 59923

Emily Corsi
Montana DEQ
P.O. Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project
Dear Ms. Lacklen and Corsi:

The Kootenai Tribe of ldaho has received the DEIS and related letter from the Kootenai
Mational Forest (KNF) and the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ)
seeking public comment on the DEIS prepared for Montanore Minerals Corp.'s proposed
underground copper and silver mine near the Cabinet Mountains Wildemess of
Morthwestern Montana,

While the Tribe appreciates the opportunity to comment, our technical review has not
been completed. There are specific concemns related to project activities occurring in
Kootenai Aboriginal Territory that include potential impacts to the high elevation
watersheds and related Tribal resources. The Tribe requests additional meetings between
the DEIS Staff and our technical staff members to properly evaluate the scientific details
contained in the DEIS. The Tribe is confident that with this added information, the details
will be mare clearly outlined with regard to the project activities, desired outcomes and
intent. At this time the Tribe believes technical staff member meetings will be sufficient.
The Tribe reserves the right, however, to request policy-level government-to-government

Comment Response 262-1
The KNF and the DEQ held a meeting with Kootenai Tribal technical staff on
September 10, 2009 to discuss wildlife and hydrology issues.

Comment Response 262-2
The Kootenai Tribe of 1daho was included on the mailing list for the SDEIS and
FEIS. The KNF and the DEQ did not receive any other written comments.
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Com- Lo
ment Document #262-Kootenai Tribe of Idaho Response
meetings with the KNF pursuant lo Executive Order 13175 and the federal government’s
trust responsibility. Given MDEQ's important role in this project, we may also request
meetings with the agency as part of the collaborative working relationship we enjoy with
the State of Montana.
262-2

The Tribe wishes to be included in future project-specific mailings and will provide
specific DEIS comments at a later daie.

Sincerely, .
Lf:'%u\;f s 7 20 )2
DOpe

!{_‘I\ ml.C r, Vice Chairperdon
Kootenai Tribe of ldaho
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Com-
ment

Document #265-Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes

Response

265-1

265-2

265-3

MNTR 285
THE CONFEDERATED SALISH AND KOOTENAI TRIBES ._g';‘:"“" -
OF THE FLATHEAD NATION V. & )‘\\g
PO BOX 278 | ;-i
Pabio, Montana 59855 A - f
(406) 275-2700 oo
FAX (406) 275-2806 .suﬁ;/
WIWW.CSKL Org il
A Confederation of the Salish .
] ! TRIBAL COUNCIL MEMBERS:
Upper Pend " Oredlles i
and Knotenai Tribes James s'“_]’ Ir.- u“'"_'““" )
June 29, 2009 E.T. “Bud” Moran - Vice Chair
Steve Lozar — Secretary
Jim Malatsre — Treagurer
Bobbie Lacklen, Joe Durglo
Kocotenai National Forest Cartile Lankford
Mr. Paul Bradford, Forest Supervisor RECEIVED ;‘;‘::' 'i‘“:":
31374 US8. 2 non L MaTUAE
Libby, Montana 59923-3022 JuL 01 2009 E:'*‘E 1';‘_:?"?‘“
Ty Lo
Emily Corsi, DEQ
MT DEQ DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
PO Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620

Sent by Mail and Fax: (406) 283-7709
RE: Montanore Mine DEIS

Dear Ms Lacklen and Ms Corsi,

T am writing in response to the May 28, 2009 letter requesting comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Montanore Minerals Corp.'s proposed
copper and silver underground mine near the Cabinet Mountain Wildemess. Following
are the general concerns of the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead
Reservation (CSKT) with regard to the DEIS.

When they signed the 1855 Hell Gate Treaty, the Salish, Pénd *Oreille and Kootenai
Tribes ceded over 22 million acres of land fo the United States in what is now western
Montana. Under the treaty, the Tribes reserved the right to access and use the aboriginal
lands that were part of the ceded territory. These lands are the source of Tribal creation
stories, and contain ancestral cultural areas that Tribal members still utilize today.
Traditional camping, hunting, fishing, and gathering sites exist alongside significant
sacred places, all of which are inseparably bound together to form the Tribes' “culteral
laaincana™ b

The expansion of the Montanore Mine has the potential to significantly impact Tribal
ancesiral sites, incloding trails, fishing and gathering areas, as well as occupation sites.
The DEIS identifies significant potential likelihood that the mine will degrade water
quality, thus impacting aquatic habitats that provide Tribal members with traditional

Comment Response 265-1
See comment response 244-1.

Comment Response 265-2
See comment response 244-2.
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ment

Document #265-Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes

Response

265-4

265-5

265-6

2657

265-8

265-9

plants and medicines. The degradation of the surrounding watershed would have far-
reaching impacts on culturally significant fish and wildlife, including the threatened bull
trout and endangered white sturgeon.

General issues of concem include, but are not limited to, the following.
The Mine Should Not Be Permitted to Degrade Fisheries

Eleven streams will be impacted by the proposed Mentanore mine — nine of them have
bull trout; the other two have inland redband trout or westslope cutthroat trout. All of
these species are important to the CSKT and their degradation should not be permitted.

For example, mine dewatering is likely to have significant impacts on the East Fork Bull
River, Rock Lake, and St. Paul Lake (see e.g. DEIS p.28 and V2 p.429). The East Fork
Bull River is probably the most important bull trout stream in the lower Clark Fork
watershed in Montana. As fall-spawners, bull trout are very vulnerable to low flow
conditions. If the mine causes further reductions in fall flows it will almost certainly
reduce bull trout spawning habitat, increase stream temperatures, and possibly impede
access to spawning habitat from migratory bull trout. These impacts eould damage both
the local and regional populations (see DEIS at p.39). Impacts would likely be felt within
and without the Wildemness Area (see DEIS p. 28).

Similarly, the DEIS proposes that after mine closure, water diverted into the mine's
cavity will low untreated into the East Fork of Bull River. The DEIS does not
reasonably predict this water quality but also does not propose any water treatment which
may be reasonably expected to be needed (as has happened at most major Montana
mines). Without such water treatment alternative and plan there is no way to reasonably
protect water quality and determine an appropriate bond that protects water quality.

These impacts would significantly impact bull trout (and likely westslope cutthroat trout)
fisheries and thereby are of great concern to the CSKT. Mining should not be permitted
to impact surface or ground water such that it can degrade these important fisheries.

The Mine Should Not Be Permitted to Degrade Water Quality

The Mine's tailings impoundment will rise behind a 310 foot dam and will bury
wetlands, springs, streams, etc, and will be a significant visual impediment to cultural
uses of the area. Further, such a large tailings i will have significant impacts
to surface and ground water quality if it leaks - and almost all major tailings
impoundments leak at some point during operations or after closure.

To make the situation worse, the DEIS proposes disposing mine wastewater from the
tailings by land application disposal - which would impact surface water quality (such as
creeks) and ground water quality (see DEIS at V1, p.27). The DEIS acknowledges that
this land application disposal would be required in perpetuity.

Comment Response 265-3
See comment response 244-3.

Comment Response 265-4
See comment response 244-4.

Comment Response 265-5
See comment response 244-5,

Comment Response 265-6
See comment response 244-6.

Comment Response 265-7
See comment response 244-7.

Comment Response 265-8
See comment response 244-8.
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Document #265-Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes

Response

265-10

265-11

265-12

265-13

265-14

265-15

265-16

The Mine Should Mot Be Permitted to Degrade Wildlife

In addition to Bull Trout, the proposal will also degrade grizzly bear and lynx and their
habitat. This should not be permitted.

There are only 30-35 grizzly bears in the Cabinet-Yaak ecosystem and only 10-15 grizzly
bears in the Cabinet Mountain Wildemess area. The Montanore proposal will impact
about 27,000 acres of grizzly habitat, and likely could not be mitigated. (see DEIS V1,
P136). Mitigation measures such as acquiring altermative habitat are not guaranieed but
should be.

Further, the proposal would diminish lynx habitat (lynx is a threatened species).
Additionally, the mine would diminish moase winter habitat among other degraded
habitat (such as that of mountain goat and wolvering),

The Mine Should Not Be Permitted to Degrade Cultural or Treaty Uses of the Land

The DEIS acknowledges that there would be significant noise, light, and aesthetic
impacts, The mine will produce intrusive noise (see e.g. DEIS V2, P.636 and 637), light
pollution (see e.g. DEIS V2, P. 708), and dramatic and potentially permanent visual
impacts (see e.g. DEIS at p.41).

These intrusions have a significant potential to reduce opportunities for CSKT tribal
members to conduct cultural and hunting/gathering activities. Similarly, proposed
monitoring wells and other activities in the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness go against
wilderness values and purposes.

For these reasons, the CSKT strongly recommends that before the DEIS is finalized it is
expanded to fully consider and fully mitigate against these issues and concems,

Thank you for considering the CSKT's comments. If you or vour staff have any
questions, or would like to discuss the matter further, please feel free to contact me at
(406) 675-2700 or to contact Tribal Attorney Stu Levit at (406) 585-4589.

JAMES H. STEELE JR., CHAIRMAN
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal Council

Comment Response 265-9
See comment response 244-9.

Comment Response 265-10
See comment response 244-10.

Comment Response 265-11
See comment response 244-11.

Comment Response 265-12
See comment response 244-12.

Comment Response 265-13
See comment response 244-13.

Comment Response 265-14
See comment response 244-14.

Comment Response 265-15
See comment response 244-15.

Comment Response 265-16
See comment response 244-16.
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Com- .
ment Document #296-Montana Department of Transportation Response
Comment Response 296-1
. Thank you for your comment.
Mm- Montana Deparfment of Transporfofion
Comment Response 296-2
Section 3.20.4.2.2 disclosed that during final desigh, MMC would evaluate the Bear
Creek Road approach onto US 2 for the largest design vehicle and modify to the
December 2, 2011 intersections if the approach of either intersection did not meet the design
o requirements for that vehicle. A similar discussion was added to Section 2.5.2.6.6 in
risti Ponozzo - - . g .
Mjmm Department of Environmental Quality Chapter 2. Section 2.5.2.6.6 also discussed that any modlflcatlo_n to US 2 would
PO Box 200901 require the approval of the Montana Department of Transportation.
Helena MT 59620-0901
Comment Response 296-3
Subject: Montanore Mine Project . . R R L.
MOT Comments on Supplemental EIS Section 2.4.2.2.2 was clarified to indicate that MMC would limit concentrate
haulage to daylight hours and not during major shift changes.
Dear Ms. Ponozzo:
The Mentana Department of Transportation (MDT) staff would like to thank you for the CO mment .Res p onse 296_4
296-1 opportunity to review and comment on the Montanore Mine Supplemental Envirenmental Reconstruction of US 2 along Swamp Creek was added as a reasonably foreseeable
Impact Statement (SEIS). The SEIS is very comprehensive and evaluates the impacts. MDT staff action in Section 3.3.4.2 and discussed in the cumulative effects section under
has the following comments: A el
Transportation (Section 3.21.4.3).
s The SEIS indicates there will be 21 truckloads of concentrate transported to Libby on US
296-2 2. MDT requests if this project moves forward, the mine owner reviews the Comment Response 296-5
intersection of US 2 and Bear Creek Road and the approach into Kootenai Business Park y . e - i - .
for typical vehicla {lail truck) wownent. Tha tnicks st be sble to manminst MMC’s restoration of the wetlands at the Swamp Creek mitigation site is unlikely
through the approach or intersection without encroaching into the oncoming traffic to affect MDT’s proposed reconstruction of US 2. During mitigation plan
e 0 sitivorl 5 2 i the approsch rosd: development in 2012, MMC coordinated with the MDT on MMC’s wetland
296-3 o The SEIS did not specify the schedule for the 21 truckloads daily. Are the concentrate mitigation plans and MDT’s proposed improvements to US 2 adjacent to the
trucks going to be running 24-7 as the mine? Swamp Creek mitigation site. The agencies modified the mitigation plan in Section
e MDTisanticipating reconstructing US 2 bitweah the Bear Crask Road intarssction and 2.5.7.1 to require MMC to coordinate with the MDT during final mitigation plan
296-4 Libby (Reference Post 44 to 54). The reconstruction may result in traffic delays along deVeIOpment.
us 2.
& The SEIS indicates there is an off-site wetland mitigation site proposed along Swamp
296_5 Creek. If this mitigation is within the area of the MDT roadway, we request a 300 foot
buffer be held fram any roadway construction, including berm placement to prevent
impacts to US 2 today or the future reconstruction project. MDT requests there be
coordination concerning the design and placement of the off-site wetland mitigation to
prevent possible damage or impacts to US 2, future US 2 reconstruction, or the
mitigation site.,
Flonning & Pokcy Analtan Bureau
Proce: (40%) 444-0420
Fone Jd0s) daa-Tarl
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Com- .
ment Document #296-Montana Department of Transportation

Response

If you have any questions concerning these comments, please contact Jean Riley at (406)444-
9456 or email at jriley@mt.gov. Again, thank you for the opportunity te comment on the SEIS.

Sincerely,
Jean A. Riley, P.E.
Transportation Plannipg Engineer

Planning & Policy Analysis Bureau

Copies:Shane Stack = Acting Missoula Division Administrator
Kyle Demars — Kalispell Maintenance Chief
Mark Studt — Consultant Design Bureau
Tom Martin = Environmental Services Bureau
Mike Tierney — Planning & Policy Analysis Bureau
File

Flanning & Pobcy Anabi B
PO (405) d84-142)
F (0] d24-T6F ]
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #305-U.S. Department of the Interior

Response

Comment Response 305-1 and 305-2
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 305-3
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 3054

During informal consultation with the USFWS, the KNF prepared a BA that
described all potential effects on listed species and a conceptual mitigation plan to
minimize or avoid significant adverse effects. Section 3.11.4 of the FEIS was
revised to reflect the anticipated increases in Libby Creek flows downstream of the
Water Treatment Plant in Libby Creek as a result of the water treatment plant
discharges during some phases under Alternative 3. Section 3.6.4 of the FEIS was
revised to disclose the anticipated effects of these increases on bull trout
populations and other aquatic life.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- .
ment Document #305-U.S. Department of the Interior Response
Comment Response 305-5
The agencies agree.
Mr. Paul Bradford, Forest Supervisor 2 Comment Res p onse 305-6
305-5 »  Substituting the Poorman tailings impoundment site for the site on Little Cherry Creek is Section 3.13.4 V\{aS r_eVISed in the SDEIS and agaln_ In_ the FEIS to disclose the
expeeted 1o reduce direet impacts to perennial surface waters and indirect effests to effects of reduction in baseflow and water appropriations on streamflow. Section
downstream bull trau ad critical habitat, 3.6.4 was revised in the SDEIS and again in the FEIS to reflect anticipated impacts
305-6 *  Regarding detailed impacts that are newly documented in the SDEIS. our greatest concem is on aquatic resources based on the revised streamflow anaIySiS-
with indirect effects of mining on groundwater drawdown and the reduction in base flows
that are predicted to occur in East Fork Bull River and East Fork Rock Creek. the extent of Comment Res pO nse 305-7
which will be unknown until many years after mining is completed. . . .
T e T e e e e ) ] See comment response 305-6. Section 3.6.4 of the FEIS was revised to discuss the
305-7 EIE TR oI i FAVEL I Xin i SN0k Uit MSL IONTUSIRILE Mk Soact potential for climate change to have an effect on aquatic resources. The KNF’s

stream in the Lower Clark Fork bull trout core avea. The modeling analyvsis projects
buase flows to be reduced by 11 percent at the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness boundary and
by 97 percent within the wildemness at Year 52, and 1o potentiallv persist for more than 1000
years, When combined with expected climaie change impacits of higher stream temperatures,
earlier spring run-ofT, and the increased frequency of rain-on-snow events, such impacts
would adversely impact the value of the upper East Fork Bull River for spawning and rearing
habitat, incheding the pessibility of serious population reductions or even extirpation of bull
troul from the East Fork Bull River. Currently, 80 percent of observed bull trout redds in the
East Fork Bull river occur upstream of the wildemness boumdary. The potential impacts upon
the Lower Clark Fork core arca and implications for range-wide recovery of bull trout will
need 1o be carefully evaluated inthe Forest Service/Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7
(ESA) analysis,

The analysis for East Fork Rock Creck is similar to East Fork Bull River, with base flows
305-8 projected 1o be reduced by 39 percent at the wildemess boundary and by 100 percent within
the wilderness., Although flows in the lower end of this stream (near its confluence with the
Clark Fork River) go subsurface For part of the vear crealing a s¢asonal barrier to fish
passage, it is an important drainage for bull trout recovery in the Clark Fork River basin.

305_9 s Cur .:omrr_wnl.f. of May 8, 2009 regarding urlcﬂll:m:\.' of the fisheries mifigation pl:m_ .‘.tj.l] apply
and are reiterated below, We further emphasize that, as described in the SDEIS, significant
potential impacts to bull trout and bull trout critical habitat are reasonably expected.
Mitigation for direct impacts from the mine operation are not clearly specified as
commilments regarding what projects will be implemented. We found no mention of
mitigation for the expected groundwater table draw down or reductions in base stream flows
and potential related impacts to bull trout populations and eritical habital. We recommend
that proposed mitigation commitments be clearly specified in the final EIS.

& In many different areas (e.g.. waste rock management. tailings management, mining. waler
305-10 use and management, ¢te.) the SDEIS specifies final design and monitoring that would oceur
during the evaluation and operation phases of mining. Sometimes a potential response 1o
non-attainment of standards or indication of the need for additional mitigation is suggested,
but the technical feasibility and effectiveness of such responses appears uncertain. at best. In
light of specifications and uncertainties contained in Seciion 2,.5.3.5.2 Final Design Process,
complete ESA consultation on effects to bull trout and bull trout critical habitat may not be

2013 BA discussed the effect of the agencies’ preferred alternatives on the Lower
Clark Fork bull trout core area.

Comment Response 305-8
See comment response 305-7.

Comment Response 305-9

During informal consultation with the USFWS, the KNF prepared a BA that
described all potential effects on listed species and a conceptual mitigation plan to
minimize or avoid significant adverse effects. The KNF requested and the USFWS
began formal consultation in February 2013. Section 2.5.7.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS
was revised to disclose the agencies’ mitigation for wetlands and other waters of the
U.S.; Section 2.5.7.3 of the FEIS was revised to disclose the agencies’ mitigation
for bull trout.

Comment Response 305-10
See comment response 305-9.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #305-U.S. Department of the Interior

Response

305-11

305-12

305-13

305-14

305-15

Mr. Paul Bradford, Forest Supervisor

possible until numerous studies mentioned in the SDEIS are completed and the final design
approved,

A statement is made in Section 3.6.4.3.6 Threatened and Endangered Species under Effects
o Critical Habitat that “reduced Mows would affect designated bull trout eritical habitat with
direct effects Lo springs, seeps, groundwater sources, and subsurface water conmectivity. ..
such that normal reproduction, growth, and survival are not inhibited™ [emphasis added].
citing the Kootenai National Forests Biological Assessment for Threatened and Endangered
Agquatic Species on the Montanore Minerals Corp. Montanore Project. The biological
assessiment does not support this statement as written and, in fact, contradicts the statement.
This diserepancy should be corrected,

The following comments from our letter of May 8, 2009, also still apply:

While the DEIS provides a comprehensive analysis of the potential impacts from the
proposed action to the aquatic and fisheries resources, it was difficult to get an overall
understanding of the how much impact would occur under cach altemative and how adverse
i would be mitigated. We suggest a summary table be provided wo display the
anticipated primary impacts to bull trout (sediment, habitat loss, water quantity, water
quality, temperature, passage, ¢le.) and the corresponding offsetting mitigation, for each
altemative and primary bull trow drainage (i.¢., Libby Creek drainage or Bull River
drainage).

The proposed action. regardless of alternative, may have significant adverse effects to bull
trout in both the I.ihh}' Creek and the Bull River dm'mngc:i. We encourage the Forest to
ensure that all potential impacts 1o listed species and aquatic resources are adequately
addressed through minimization and mitigalinn. The DEIS describes adverse i:nprwtu {=.E,
reductions in stream base flows [comresponding to a loss of aquatic habitat and impacts to
altered hydrology], direct loss of aquatic habitat [e.g., Little Cherry Creek], reduction in
Riparian Habitat Conservation Arca function, ete.) without mention of the cormesponding
mitigation. Finally, mitigation plans should be sufficient to address adverse effects to listed
species, as well as the Forest Section 7{a) 1) responsibilitics to conserve ESA listed species.

The fisheries mitigation plans presented in the alternatives section of the DEIS (scction
2.4.6.2, section 2.3.7.2, and section 2.6.6.2) are ambiguous in terms of how much mitigation
work will actually be compleied under the plans. To adequately assess the environmenial
consequences of the proposed action relative to the reporied benefits of the mitigation plan,
the final EIS should present the level of mitigation that is expecied to be implemented (e.g..
mumber of acrestons of sediment reduction work, number or miles of habitat restoration
projects, fix all ientified sediment sources, bring all habitat features up 1o Riparian
Management Objective standards within the action area, et¢.).

The environmental consequences section of the DEIS (Section 3.6.4) suggests that the
proposed action may increase water temperatures, Water temperature is already functioning
near, or al unacceplable risk in Libby Creek Drainage and stream temperatures may
increasingly become a limiting factor for the bull trowt local population. We recommend this

Comment Response 305-11
Section 3.6.4.3.6 was revised in the FEIS.

Comment Response 305-12
See comment response 49-9.

Comment Response 305-13
See comment response 49-10.

Comment Response 305-14
See comment response 49-11.

Comment Response 305-15
See comment response 49-12.
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Com-

ment Document #305-U.S. Department of the Interior Response

Comment Response 305-16
See comment response 49-13.

Comment Response 305-17

Mr. Paul Bradford, Forest Supervisor 4 See comment response 49-15
issue n:n:»:i\ln: nore .:l:cll:'1.1i'": in the arlml_\ls.is .m.“lim'[ for L_-:n:h :llfh:mzili\-c and be adequately Comment Res ponse 305-18
305-16 addressed in the mitigation and monitoring plans for this project. See comment re pon e 49 17

S S -1/

s The environmental consequences section of the DEIS {Section 3.6.4) suggests that the
proposed action may increase the competitive advantage of brook trout in the action area Comment Res ponse 305-19
stream systems. Impacts from non-native species are becoming the preeminent threat to bull
troul survival and recovery in these Montana stream systems. We recommend vou review See comment response 49-19.
Dunnigan et al 2007, which provides daia on the expansion of the brook trout population
relative to bull trowt in the Libby Creek drainage. We recommend the analysis section for
each alternative address this issue in greater detail and be adequately addressed i the
mitigation and monitoring plans for this project. The Avista Utilities Corporation is
implementing an inmovative and comprehensive non-native suppression project in the East
Fork Bull River drainage and a similar approach should be considered for addressing the
impacts from the proposed action, The U8, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) can provide

305-17 more information on this approach al your request

* A primary component of the mitigation plan in the Libby Creck draimage appears to be
habitat surveys and implementation of in-stream habitat improvement projects. Section
3.6.3.1.1 describes several habitat restoration projects that were implemented in Libby Creek
and destroved in subsequent rain-on-snow events, The DELS describes a habitat restoration
project in the East Fork Bull River that also seems to have been unsuccessful. Preliminary
data from the AC (Horn and Tholl 2008) shows that non-native fish appear to be benefitting
more than native salmonids from their habitat restoration projects. Data from MTFWP efforts
in Libby Creek (Dunnigan et al 2007) could suggest similar conclusions from the Libby
Creek restoration projects. The final EIS should consider the adequacy of the proposed
mitigation plan and anticipated outcomes i the context of this information. Perhaps a
mitigation strategy that includes habital projects in concent with non-native suppression
efforts (e.g.. parinering with the existing Avista Utilities Corporation nonnative fish
suppression elfort) should be considerad.

305-18

s We suggest more analysis of the polential impacts of increased vehicle use along Libby
Creek, what activities and impacts will occur under the road maintenance program (e.g..,
snow plowing, sanding, blading, road narrowing/ widening, etc.), and what the minimization
and mitigation plans would include for all road related impacts. Sufficient information
should be available on the proposed road closures/obliterations, road use, ing road
condition, and culvents, 1o provide some level of quantitative sediment analy Analysis
results should be used to determine justify adequate sediment mitigation levels. The final E15
should include a list and description for any BMPs that are cited as minimization measures

305-19 for the proposed action.

s The agquatic and fisheries related mitigation and monitoring plans for all alternatives should
include an adaptive management commitment whereby if’ monitoring shows the initial level
of project mitigation are insufficient in accomplishing the specified objectives, additional
corrective actions would be developed and implemented
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Com-

ment Document #305-U.S. Department of the Interior

Response

Mr. Paul Bradiord, Forest Supervisor 5

Cirizzlv haar

The mitigation plan for grizzly bears is an improvement over the DEIS, We appreciate the
305-20 specificity provided in the SDEIS version. The USFWS will analyvze the mitigation plan in detail
during the preparation of their biological opinion for grizzly bears,

Mozt of our May 8, 2000 comments on the DEIS still apply and are refterated below.

305-21 The mine would oceur within occupied gnzely bear habitat within the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem
(CYE) We are concerned that the proposed alternative may adversely affect griczly i
manner that could rise o the level of “1ake” (DELS, page 8800 We recognize that this
conclusion is based on a draft proposal and could change when the project details are finalized.

305-22 The 1_.’,|_'i:'_z|}' bear pupul;di,m n the (‘il:h'illcl—‘l‘;l:ll? Huos}'s:h_.-m (CYE} s one of six ]'_mpul.'lli.un-;_
essential 1o the conservation of the grizely bear in the Uniled States. lis geographic location 15
kev for providing connectivily between other grizzly bear populations ind Canada. As vou are
aware, the grizzly population in the CYE i= threatened by small population size and increasing
human demands on its habitat (FR 64:26725-26733). An estimated 45 bears occurred within the
CYE recovery zone in 2007 (Kasworm ef al, 2008). The population trend has been variable
during the histery of grizzly bear monitoring in the CYE. Earlier grizzly bear pepulation
estimates (between 1999 and 2006) indicated a high probability of decline (Kasworm e al. 1999
throwgh 2005) due to relatively high levels of human-caused montality. However, this trend has
moderated somewhat in recent years and since 2006, has shown some slight improvement. The
CYE population of bears is vulnerable to shocks however, just because of the low overall
numbers of bears thal exist there, causmg small perfurbations o have large impacis.

The previous comments pertained to the population status and trend of the CYE grizzly bear
305-23 population. The subsequent comments conceming grively bears focus on the content of the
IDEIS and the preliminary mitigation package.

» The opening sentence of the grizzlv bear section (DEIS 3.24.5.3.1) incorporates a body of
305-24 information by reference. We caution that additional scientilic information 1s available
inform vour decision (and in fact the DEIS goes on to reference some of that matenal ).
Focusing on specilic conclusions or important facts from the reference material 1= more
useful than blanket citations that do not focus on specific issues.

305-25 «  With regards to the term “cunwlative effeets,” we recommend the Forest and ihe USFWS
work together to reconcile the differences in the treatment of the term under the National
Environmental Protection Act versus the Endangered Species Act as il perfains to the
analyzis of the effects ol this project.

305-26 »  In general, the grizely bear analysis focuses on the traditional metheds of examining Open
Motonized Route Density (OMRID), Total Motorized Rowe Density ( TAMRIY), Core, Habitat
Effectiveness, and other measures. The USFWS and the Forest have a long history of relving
on these measures. However, the typical project examined using these measures is a timber
sale and sssociated road system.  The timber harvest portion of such a project usually has

Comment Response 305-20
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 305-21
See comment response 49-1.

Comment Response 305-22

The KNF’s 2013 Biological Assessment concluded implementing Alternative 3D-
R, the agencies’ preferred alternative, may affect, is likely to adversely affect the
threatened grizzly bear.

Comment Response 305-23
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 305-24
See comment response 49-2.

Comment Response 305-25
See comment response 49-4.

Comment Response 305-26
See comment response 49-5.
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Com-
ment

Document #305-U.S. Department of the Interior

Response

305-27

305-28

305-29

Wi Paul Bradford, Forest Supervisor [

temporary effects on grizzly bears, with the negative effects to grizzly bears diminishing
within a decade. Foad effects can, of course, be more chronic. The Mentanore project would
last for decades, affecting two to three generations of grizzly bears, and could resultin the
permanent adverse conversion (e.g., from forest to tailings impoundments) of significant
quantities of habitat (vari es with the alternatives analyzed in the 3DEIS) currently used by
grizzly bears. Therefore, werecommend a more comprehensive examination of the
vnderlying habitat effects.

s  Spenifically, rather than reporting only the raw percentages of BIWUs affected by OMED,
TWED, ete., it would be useful to understand how much seasonal habitat iz affected by
baseline conditions; how this would change under the alternatives, and what the implications
are in terms of landscape-level effects among BMUs. We recommend that the amount of
spring range that has been compromised by baseline conditions be quantified, and the
additional amount, 1f any, that would be affected by the proposed action. We also
recommend an analysis of the impacts to other seasonally important habitats and important
areas for movement or inkage. An analysis that examines the specific habitat effects will be
useful in disclosing the baseline conditions andthe direct, indirect, and cumulative effects
associated with the project.

Canada lynx

The Iontanore Mine project may resultin the permanent conversion of suitable Canada lynx
habitat to non-suitable. We recommend the Forest and the USFWS work together during
interagency consultation to address the habitat changes that would occur and how these changes
affect the status and availability of suitable lynx habitat in the affected Lynz Analysis Units. The
mitigation plan for the perm anent conversion of suitable lynx habitat appears to adecquately
address the habitat rati os required by the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction in the
affected area

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this SDEIS. In addtion to vour
customary distribution, please send both an electronic and hard copy of the final EIS and signed
Eecord of Decision to the USFWS office in Helena, T, They look forward to wotldng with the
Forest through the ESA consultation process once afinal alternative has been selected If you
have any questions, please contact Tin Bodurtha (406) 758-6882 or Anne Vandehey (406) 449-
5225, ext. 212,

Sincerely,

Bobert F. Stewart
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Lynn Hagarty

Comment Response 305-27
See comment response 49-6.

Comment Response 305-28
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 305-29

Thank you for your comment. Electronic and hard copy of the Final EIS was sent to
the USFWS’ Helena office. A signed copy of the ROD also will be sent when
issued.
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Com- . .
ment Document #307-Mineral County Board of Commissioners Response

307-1 ‘

307-2

307-3

MMTR 307
:._ﬁlx_m: = &‘4 ' MINERAL COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
‘\}t;_]_:“" j PO Box 550
"\:aa_ﬁ_ | 300 River Street

Superior, MT 59872
Phone (406) 8223577

Fax (406] 822.3552
mecommissioners@ca. mineral.mt.us
January 18, 2012 ter 2
Lynn Hagarty V4 i
Kootenal National Farest \‘.
31374 US Hwy 2 f '||

JAN 27 2012
\ RECEIVED/

Libby, MT 59923 |
RE: Montanore Project SDEIS
Dear Montanore Project Review Team:

We appreciate the opportunity to commant on the recent Supplemental Draft 15 for the Montanore Project in Lincoln
County. Although no part of this project affects our physical environment in Mineral County, it nevertheless has the
potential of affecting our economic environment, With so much of our workforce seeking employment out of the area
{North Dakota, Alaska, etc), Lincoln County seems nearly home by comparison.

Natural resource development, and its consequent industries, has been the mainstay of employment oppartunities our
county since its inception. In recent years, however, these industries, mostly dependent on federal land resources, have
been crippled by excessive environmental constraints and over-regulation. We see this trend continuing in this SDEIS.
For example, rrquirlng MMC 1o collect another year's worth of baseline data before hfg-nning their evalpation phase,
thus perhaps delaying the project for another year seems excessive. Information and data have been being collected for
more than twenty years for this project]l No other project that we know of has ever been more scrutinized, more
studied, and more analyzed. Let's proceed diligently to a decision allowing Initiation of evaluation and construction.

We add our strongest support to the already wide-spread support, including that of our Gowernor, to this project. We
are confident that the environmental protection assurances and proposed impact mitigation in the DEIS is sufficient,
particularly when weighed against the minimal changes from current land use in the overall area, and when weighed
against the needs of the humans in our envirenment. 350-500 jobs in the area cannot help but increase the economic
vitality of Western Mantana.

Sincerely,

Mineral County Commissioners

P e, / r‘g‘"“"‘ i
DuangAimons, Chalrman |
b J \y
r‘v r EA S P ’-l/--"

af Conrow, Member /,’;
: 3
e

Roman Zylawy, Miaiher f

i

Comment Response 307-1
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 307-2

Some of the required monitoring listed in Appendix C would be completed 1 year
before the dewatering and extension of the Libby Adit to avoid the modeled effects
during the Evaluation Phase. Section 2.5.6.2.1 and Section 1.3.1 of Appendix C of
the 2009 DEIS indicated the GDE inventory was to be completed early enough for
1 year of baseline data to be collected before mining began. The pre-Evaluation
Phase monitoring was clarified in Section C.10 of the SDEIS and in a 8/1/12 letter
to MMC. In 2009, MMC completed a GDE inventory focusing on areas at or below
about 5,600 feet on the north side of the Libby Creek watershed. Additional
inventory in the Libby Creek drainage was completed in 2010. The additional
inventory consisted of inventorying GDEs identified in 2009 and the threatened,
endangered, and Region 1 sensitive species lists. MMC partially completed an
inventory of other mine areas, such as the Ramsey Creek, East Fork Rock Creek
and East Fork Bull River drainages, in 2012, 2013 and 2014.

Comment Response 307-3
Thank you for your comment.
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Com-
ment

Document #314-Lincoln County Board of Commissioners

Response

314-1

314-2

314-3

ANTHONY J. BERGET, Commissiones
DESTRICT NO. 1, LIBBY

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS

LINCOLN COUNTY

STATE OF MONTANA
RON DOWNEY, Commassioner
DISTRICT MO 2, TROY

MARIANKE B. ROOSE, Commissioner
DISTRICT NO. 3, EURENA

December 14, 2011 iY 0. LALER

CLERK OF THE AMD COUNTY RECORDER
Lynn Hagarty
Kootenai nal Forest
31374 US
Libby, MT 59923
Email: r1 montanore@fs fed us
Or: degmontanoreElS@Emt gov

FAX: 406-283-7709
RE: Montanore Project SDEIS
Dear Montanore Project Review Team:

Thank you (once again) for the opportunity to comment on your analyses of the
Maontanore Project, a proposed copper and silver underground mine located south of
Libby, Lincoln County, Montana. Although the SDEIS is described as the result of ‘public’
comments on the previous DEIS, it appears to us, in observing the process, that it is
more of a ‘caving-in’ to the entrenched and inflexible power bureaucracy known as the
EPA

In terms of water quality impacts, it seems that you are pushing the hydrology model
developed by MMC, which was considered appropriate, beyond what is considered
reasonable and prudent

= The SDEIS suggests that the model is a reasonably conservative analysis, but in

reality now represents a worst case scenario.

= Because base flows used in the model are significantly lower than calculated
mpacts’ that are not
ta previously collected. Using model base flows that
n that maost likely will never accur during the life of the
project seems unreasonable and impacts and compliance should not be based
on such extremely unlikely conditions.

ding increase

Your monitoring program revisions appear to be extensive, expensive, and go beyond
what is reasonable. Why collect data just for the sake of collecting data? Particularly
given that Noranda and MMC have been collecting information and baseline data for
mare than 20 years and a huge amount of information is available. Requiring MMC,

Comment Response 314-1

Thank you for your comment. The agencies issued a SDEIS to public comment on
the revised mine and transmission line alternatives, and new or updated
information.

Comment Response 314-2

The agencies disagree that the 3D model represents worst case conditions.
Geomatrix (2011) indicated in the “results from the model runs described herein [in
MMC’s 3D model report] capture a feasible range of impacts and dewatering rates.
With the data currently available, these are the best estimates of impacts and
associated uncertainty that can be obtained using the FEFLOW model.” The
agencies agree and included similar language in the discussion of model results.
The model uses average precipitation based on a simulation calibrated against
observed conditions in the adit and elsewhere in the model domain. The agencies
agree that with limited data, the model does have uncertainty, which was discussed
in detail in Section 3.10.4.3.3. The agencies disclosed that the predicted baseflows
and changes to baseflow may not occur every year nor would they necessarily be
measurable in any one year. The monitoring plan presented in Appendix C is
designed to obtain sufficient data to establish when a stream is at baseflow and
determine if reductions in baseflow have occurred.

Comment Response 314-3

See comment response 314-2. The agencies do not believe that the changes in
streamflow described in the SDEIS and FEIS are extremely unlikely conditions and
mostly likely will never occur. The model primarily predicted baseflow at various
locations during various phases of mining. The extent that the model used baseflow
was to compare model-predicted baseflow to measured baseflow at the end of the
model domain during the calibration process. The agencies calculated 7Q10 and
7Q2 flow using a USGS method to predict changes in streamflow. The 7Q10 flow
is the low flow expected to occur for 7 days every 10 years or, on average, three
times over the 30-year evaluation, construction and operation phases. The DEQ
uses the effect on 7Q10 flow to determine significance of flow changes (see
discussion in Section 3.11.1.1.1) and to determine MPDES permitted effluent
limits. The 7Q2 flow is the low flow expected to occur for 7 days every other year
or, on average, fifteen times over the 30-year evaluation, construction and operation
phases. Section 3.8.3.1 discussed the basis for using modeled baseflow in upper
analysis area streams instead of calculated 7Q10 flow. Modeled baseflow in upper
analysis area streams was lower than the calculated 7Q10 flow, and the USGS
method may not yield reliable results for sites with characteristics outside the range
of equation variables.
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Com-
ment

Document #314-Lincoln County Board of Commissioners

Response

314-4

314-5

314-6

314-7

314-8

now, to collect another year of data before starting their evaluation activities is
preposterous, and would unnecessarily delay the project and the subsequent economic
activity (JOBSI1). The SDEIS predicts little or no impact during MMC's evaluation phase,
so why can't any data that is missing be collected concurrently without risking a mine
caused impact?

Further, what purpose is served by requiring the monitoring of the Wanless Lake area
when the SDEIS indicates this drainage to be very different from the project area? Very
little, it seems.

Relative to the grizzly bear issues, it appears you have simply discounted MMC's
research and efforts to provide innovative grizzly integration activities, and land
purchase, with its subsequent reduction of our tax base, continues to the primary
mitigation method. Additionally, we believe your grizzly impact assessments are
excessive, particularly where the impacts are temporary [i.e., transmission line
construction)

As chief elected officials of Lincoln County, we are highly aware of the importance of
this project with respect to its potential for providing additional economic vitality and
stability for our communities — 500 construction jobs, 350-400 permanent jobs for the
life of the mine — and at the same time, we are highly aware of the need for
environmental protection assurances and impact mitigation. This project, the most
highly scrutinized and most thoroughly analyzed in the history of the Kootenai National
Forest, needs to be relieved of some of the more innocuous requirements and move
diligently to decision

There is no question of the widespread support of this project. 'When we weigh the
positive socio-economic impact of this project against the minimal changes wrought in
current land use in the overall geographic area, we cannot but agree with this support
It is important that you not allow any further unnecessary delays. We are in the middle
of a natural resource utopia, yet have watched associated industries virtually disappear
because of excessive restrictions and regulations. 'We need long-term industry as
envisioned in this project; without it we cannot maintain opportunities for our citizens
and their families to continue the traditional cultural pathways so long a part of our
county's history; without it we cannot maintain the needed social institutions and
services expected of local governance; without it we cannot maintain the needed
assistance to the less fortunate among us.

Sincerely,

Mariagne B. Roose, Chairman Anthony L8erget, Member Iiﬂn Downey, Membe)

Comment Response 314-4

The agencies’ conceptual monitoring plans in Appendix C were designed to meet
three objectives: 1) to supplement available information in areas where it was
insufficient; 2) to assess if the alternative selected in the KNF’s ROD is adversely
affecting the environment; 3) to monitor the effectiveness of the agencies’
mitigation measures described in EIS and ROD. Data collection by Noranda and
MCC spanned a 20-year period, but data were not collected continuously. For
example, Noranda made stream flow measurements between 1988 and 1993. MMC
began measuring stream flow in 2007.

Drawdown during the Evaluation Phase was predicted by the 3D model to be
between 100 and 500 feet in some areas. Given the uncertainty, the effect could be
more or less than predicted by the model.

Comment Response 314-5
See comment response 339-64.

Comment Response 314-6

See comment response 339-16 regarding MMC’s grizzly bear research. In
document 49, the USFWS indicated “the USFWS will not require independent
research and monitoring of grizzly bears by MMC or their agents and, in fact, they
discourage any such proposal that duplicates USFWS recovery activities, interferes
with recovery activities, or expends resources that may be better spent on other
endeavors.” The KNF, in collaboration with the USFWS, concluded that MMC’s
grizzly integration activities would not adequately mitigate for adverse effects on
the grizzly bear. Land acquisition is one component of the agencies’ grizzly bear
mitigation plan. The agencies’ assessment of the effects of the project on the
grizzly bear followed methods required by the USFWS.

Comment Response 314-7

Thank you for your comment. The agencies disclosed the economic effects of the
project in Section 3.18.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS.

Comment Response 314-8

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- . —
ment Document #315-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks Response
Comment Response 315-1
Montana Fish, HTR 315 In Table C-17 of the SDEIS and Table C-18 of the FEIS, fish surveys would be
J‘liﬂd!g‘,ﬁ:@.'l’m‘l@ completed in the summer. Only summer fisheries monitoring was proposed in
Section C.11.9; no fall fisheries monitoring was proposed.
Resgion One
i Rd.
Xalspel, MT. 39801 Comment Response 315-2
Jim: #06-751-4566 - . .y . . .
Fax: 406-257-049 The FEIS was revised to include a stream mitigation plan and a bull trout mitigation
e plan. Both plans provided additional details on monitoring and adaptive
management.
ll:::;. Hﬂmiﬂyé‘ @:mi "'Lﬁﬁ?ﬁﬂﬁ?ﬁé:gﬁgo Comment Res ponse 315-3
i 20, Vi degmonlanoretls ! -4 an
Thank you fo tha oppertunly o provde commaets o Moatana Fish, Wiki(e & Parka In Table C-17 of the SDEIS and Table C-18 of the FEIS, fish surveys would be
pertaining to Fishedes that are spacific o the Montanare SDEIS: completed in the summer. Section C.11.9 was revised in the FEIS to indicate that
EIGN 3 Mmarmahine; Lackiig e Fropewst Ackir: any fall fisheries monitoring would not include any electrofishing where bull trout
2563 Piios wd Nt LIy congregated.
ix .2 uatic |n|ngn:a omsion
22 mnz%ﬁguﬁmﬁﬂii;r:gmﬁnmnnm except that any fall fisheries CO mm ent ReS p onse 315_3
manitoding shnlndd _nnl include any elecirofishing where bull trout R . R
gk (i e e g Al D The FEIS was revised to include a revised non-wetland waters of the U.S. and
" Any miigation measures proposed for non-wetland waters (2.5.9.1.1) fisheries mitigation plan, including more detailed plans for the Swamp Creek
should have monitoring plans tailored for the specific mitigation: All . . . . . R .
315-1 projects shouk nclude pre. and poskmonlodng o deermine he mitigation site. MMC coordinated with MDT during the plan refinement.
change mua;n, profile and dimensions of streams that should inchede at
least cross-sectional, longitudinal profiles and photo-poinds of the
315-2 structures and an appropriate length of affected channel
2.9 Bioaccumulation of Metals in Fish Tissue
In & prewious meeting, MMC suggested thal they would expand the
1esting 1o include Salenium,
2.5.8 Off-sile Wetland Mitigation
Swamp Creek has good potential for improved wetland features. As we discussed on-
sile, MMC should use caution in expanding the existing wetlands. Swamp Créék al the
proposed Site has very flal slope and any increase in waler elevation has potential 1o
impact upstream landowners and US Highway 2 (staled for reconstruciion in the near
315-3 fuiure), Because of the underlying geclogy of this area, Momana Depanment of
Transporation (MOT) considers this a difficult project and any wetland considerations
shauld include discussion with MDT.
Sincerely,
é}.& '{_‘ # .LJ]“{‘.L)lg'ﬂ‘
Jakebs R Satterfiesd, Jr., Ph.D '
Regional Supervisor
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Com-

ment Document #316-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks

Response

Montana Fish,
) Wildlife (R, Parks

Region One
4590 N. Meridian Rd.
Kalispell, MT. 59901
Jim: 406-751-4566
Fax: 406-257-0349
REF: )5053-11

December 20, 2011

Kristi Ponozzo, via emall degmontancreE|S@mi.goy

316-1 Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Montanore Mine (MMC) DEIS. | have perused
ihe DEIS, have been in contacd with the former Monlana Fish, Wildiife, & Parks (MFWF) Blologist
for this area (Jermy Brown) as well as a local USFS Biologis! (Jenni Hollifield), and have toured
(via hiking and by vehicks) some of the sie locations. In addition, | heve surveyed this area using
a helicopter, Overall, | have spent some time in the project area. As the cumment Libby Area
316-2 ‘Wildlife Biologist, | am Emiling my comments Lo wildlife

Dating back to 1890, historc surveys for moose in this anea show high use from north of Big
Cherry Greek to the West Fisher drainage, particularly during winter and spring periods. These
surveys show the highest number of moose observations relative to other nearby hunting
districts, thus the highest numbers of moose hunting permits are issued for this hunting district
(HD 105), Disturbance from the increased adivity, as well as greater vehicle use, could result in
316 3 a population decline for moose, which may impact moose hunting in the area

In the project area, elk use the Libby Creek drainage bottom as a migratory route to winter range
on Miller Creek and Horse Mountain. Wintar range is a known, limiting factior for big game
unguiates. MMC's DEIS now propases no lransmission line construction between 1 December
and 30 April. | would suggest delaying the latter date until 15 May, to coincide with the date that
MFVWP has selected Lo open its winter range areas (on Wikdiife Management Areas).

316-4 According to surveys daling back to 1879, mountain goals also occur in good numbers between

Libsby Creek, through Rock Creak and south to the West Fisher, MMC's DEIS now offers help to
survey goals three times per year for the 2 years before construction, then oncefyear during
constmection. In aoditon, blasting would be restricted during kidding times, 15 May-15 June, on
Shaw Mouniain, Since kidding s not restricted 1o just Shaw Mountain, | sugges! extending the
blasting restriction to include all areas of mining activity, nod just arcund Shaw Mountain.
316-5 1 s@a that the DEIS has 14 pages of comments relative o grizzly bear management, so | will keep
my comments shof relative 1o bears. | strongly suggest that MMG require food storage orders on
their propery (andior leased lands), equal 1o the latest USFS Food Storage Orders for the
Kootenai Mational Forest. | see this option as espocially relevant because so much of these
lands are on of border USFS propery. Otherwise, | am defeming other comments to Wayne
Kasworm (USFWS) for grizzly management in the project area

316-6 Regarding wolves, acconding to our Woll Management Specialist, there is a woll ‘Tomesdte’ near
the project area in Litle Charry Greek (it is unknown whether it is a rendevouz site or a densite).
Otherwise, we are aware of no olher homesites in of near the project area, So far as the DEIS
proposal to fimplamant adversive conditioning before wolves concentrate adclivity around &
(possible) densile” (DEIS. p. 75), prior approval will be required by MPWP's Wildlife Supanvisor

Comment Response 316-1

The agencies appreciate your comments.

Comment Response 316-2

Moose habitat quality and moose habitat use in the analysis area was described in
Section 3.24.7 of the DEIS and FEIS. Section 3.25 of the SDEIS only included
updated sub-sections and focused mainly on impacts of the revised transmission
line alternatives. The description of the affected environment for moose was
omitted from the SDEIS because it did not change from the DEIS. Section 3.25.7 of
the FEIS includes a complete description of the affected environment for moose
and discloses potential effects of the mine and transmission line alternatives,
including the effects of increased human activity. The importance of the Libby
Creek, Ramsey Creek, and other analysis area drainages to moose is disclosed in
this section of the FEIS.

Comment Response 316-3

Elk habitat quality and elk habitat use in the analysis area was described in Section
3.24.3 of the DEIS. As discussed in Section 1.1 of the SDEIS, Section 3.25 of the
SDEIS, with the exception of the grizzly bear impacts analysis (section 3.25.5.2),
which is presented in its entirety, disclosed the effects on various resources from
the modified transmission line only. Sections of the DEIS that did not change were
not repeated in the SDEIS. Except for the wildlife approach area near US 2, the
description of the affected environment for elk was omitted from the SDEIS
because it did not change from the DEIS. Section 3.25.3 of the FEIS includes a
complete description of the affected environment for elk, including elk winter
range, and discloses potential effects of the mine and transmission line alternatives.

The transmission line alternatives are discussed in Sections 2.8 through 2.11 of the
FEIS. In the agencies’ transmission line alternatives, transmission line construction
and decommissioning activities on National Forest System lands in the Recovery
Zone and BORZ, and State trust lands would occur between June 16 and October
14. In the agencies alternatives, on other private lands outside of the Cabinet-Yaak
Recovery Zone and BORZ no transmission line construction or decommissioning
would occur in elk, white-tailed deer, goat, or moose winter range between
December 1 and April 30, unless approved by the agencies. The Sedlak Park
Substation would have no restrictions on construction timing.
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Com-

ment Document #316-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks

Response

Montana Fish,
) Wildlife R Paris

Region One:

480 N, Meridian Rd,
Kalispell, MT. 59801
Jim: 406-751-4566
Fax: 406-257-0345
REF: J5053-11
December 20, 2011

Kristi Ponozzo. via email: degmontanoreElS@mt.ooy

Thank you for this opgortunity to comment on the Montanore Mine (MMC) DEIS. | have perused
the DEIS, have been in contact with the former Montana Fish, Wildlife, & Parks (MFWF) Biologist
for thes anea (Jerry Brown) as wall as a local USFS Biologist (Jenni Hollifield), and have toured
(wia hilking and by vehicke) some of the site locations. In addition, | have surveyed this area using
a helicopter. Cwverall, | have Speni Some lime in the project area. As the cument Libby Area
Wiildlife Biologist, | am limiing my cormments 1o wildlife.

Dating back 1o 1990, historic surveys for meose in this area show high use from norh of Big
Chenry Creek ta the West Fisher drainage, particularly during winter and spring perieds. These
surveys show the highest number of moose observations relalive 10 clher nearty hunting
districts, 1hus the highest numbers of moose hunting permis are issued for this hunting district
{HD 105). Disturbance from the increased activily, as well as greater vehicle use, could result in
a population decline for moose, which may impact moose hunting in the area,

In thie project area, elk use the Libby Craek drainage bottorn as a migratory route Lo winler range
on Miler Creek and Horse Mountain, Winter ranga is a known, limiting factor for big game
unguiates. MMC's DEIS now proposes no ransmission line construction between 1 December
and 30 Apal, |'would suggest delaying the latter date until 15 May, 10 coincide with the data that
MPWP has selected to open its winter range areas (on Wildlife Management Areas).

According to surveys dating back 1o 1879, mountain goals alse occur in good numbers batwean
Libby Creek, through Rock Creek and south to the Wast Fisher. MMC's DEIS now offers help 1o
316-4 survey goatls three times per year for the 2 years before consiruction, then oncefyear dunng
construction. In addition, blasting would be restricied during kidding times, 15 May-13 June, on
Shaw Mountain, Since kidding is not restricled to just Shaw Mountain, | suggest extending the
blasting restriction o include all areas of minang aclivity, not just arcund Shaw Mountain.

| se0 (hal the DEIS has 14 pages of comments relative lo grizzly bear management, so | will keap
316-5 my comments shor relative to bears. | strongly suggest that MMGC require food slorage orders an
their property (andior leased lands), equal to the latest USFS Food Storage Orders for the
Kootenal National Forest, | see this oplion as especially relevant because so much of these
lands are on or border USFS properly. Otherwise, | am defering other comments to Wayne
Kasworm (USFWS) for grizzly management in the project area

Regarding wolves, according to our Wolf Management Specialist, there is a woll homesile’ near
the project araa in Litle Chery Greek (it is wnknown whether it is a rendevouz sile or a densite).
316-6 Cherwise, we are aware of no other homesites in or near the project area, So far as the DEIS
proposal to implement adversive conditioning before wolves concentrate activity around a
{possible) dansite” (DEIS, p. 75), prior approval will be required by MPWP's Wildlife Supervisor

Comment Response 316-4

As discussed in the agencies’ wildlife mitigation plan in Section 2.5.9 of the SDEIS
and Section 2.5.7.4 of the FEIS, MMC would not conduct any blasting at the
entrance to any adit portals during May 15 to June 15. Blasting would possibly be
used to excavate transmission line pole foundations where rocky conditions were
encountered, but the agencies’ transmission line alternative routes are generally not
in proximity to mountain goat habitat. In the agencies’ alternatives, transmission
line construction activities on National Forest System and State lands would occur
between June 16 and October 14 and would not overlap with the mountain goat
kidding season. Blasting would not be used for other activities.

Comment Response 316-5

The agencies’ mitigation plan would require MMC to implement or fund the
implementation of several measures to reduce the availability of food attractants
and minimize the risks of mortality for grizzly bears. For example, MMC would
fund the purchase of 135 bear-resistant refuse containers, plus an additional 20 per
year after the first year of Construction Phase, for use at Montanore Project mine
facilities and for distribution to mine employees and the community at large. MMC
would also provide funding for fencing and electrification of garbage transfer
stations in grizzly habitat in and adjacent to the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem. Other
measures included in the agencies’ wildlife mitigation plan to reduce the
availability of food attractants and minimize the risks of mortality for grizzly bears
are described in detail in Section 2.5.7.4 of the FEIS.

Comment Response 316-6

The agencies’ wildlife mitigation plan described in Section 2.5.9.2 of the SDEIS
and Section 2.5.7.4 of the FEIS specifies that MMC would provide funding for
FWP personnel to implement adverse conditioning techniques. The agencies
assume that FWP personnel would require the appropriate FWP approval before
implementing this measure. Based on information from FWP (K. Laudon, pers.
comm. 2010), the agencies proposed adverse condition to minimize potential
effects on wolves. The agencies agree that if a wolf den or rendezvous site was not
identified prior to construction of the tailings impoundment, the mitigation would
not be necessary.
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Com- . -
ment Document #316-Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks Response
Comment Response 316-7
Potential impacts to the fisher, a Forest Service sensitive species, were discussed in
S ¥ o : _ Section 3.24.4 of the DEIS, Section 3.25.4 of the SDEIS and the FEIS. The analysis
{Jim Williams), on & case-by-case basis. |In addition, we anticipate that this could be especially . . . . R .
clful 15 daryoue, hved thk scara pelor Wruriaigs of o1 s e orsondovou e woukd of effects to fisher incorporates information studies conducted by Vinkey (2003)
- _ . - and Vinkey et al. (2006). The marten is not a Forest Service sensitive species or a

3167 e gl sl b e e vl Montana species of concern. Effects on the marten can be interpreted by effects on
SoadAed b MEAG: Rey\Rnkey. habitat described in section 3.22, Vegetation.
| als0 sugges! thal consideration once again De given 1o the Wesl Fisher Transmission Line route

316-8 (Al E-R). Brown's notes suggest that this was once the prefemed (agency-) allermative, bul that Comment Response 316-8
the Alt, D-R is now preferred - for reasons Including concems over bald eagles and wellands.
However, | maintain that both alermatives (D and E) are within bald eagle buffer zones. Please see responses to comments 185-4 and 185-17.
Additionally, All E-R necessilales the building of fewer roads than Alt. D and therefore would be
less impaciiul to olher wildlife also present in the project area. The alemative that limits the
footprint of mining Sinciures and aclivities would be the prefemed allemative, in order 1o provide Comment Response 316-9
for the best possible oulcomes for wildlife within the project area. In my professional opinion, that . T
iz aternative E-R. Please see response to comment 185-17. In addition, the agencies’ wildlife

316-9 As for the Mine Facilities and Permit Areas, Alemative 3 is preferred, as the alemative in the mitigation measures have been further developed and substantially revised since

best imerest of all wikdlife, As Brown wrote in his memo dated 7/31/08, “The MMC proposal to
have plant sites in Libby and Ramsey Creeks is not acceptable, as i will hinder displacement
apparunity for big game ungulates which are at high densily in these drainages®.

I conclusion, | concur with Brown's comment (memo, 2008) that, “Cwerall. mitigation measures
tor big game species ae inadequate 10 protecl Montana’s resources in the project anea”.
Hewever, il an alternalive must be selecled, my preference is 1o use All. E-R West Fisher Creek
for the transmission line, and Alt. 3 for the Mine Facilities and Permit Areas.

Sincerely,

mes R. Satlerfield, Jr., Ph.D
Regional Supervisor

{

2008 and are described in detail in Chapter 2.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-70




Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #320-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Response

320-1

320-2

MMNTR 320

Ve 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRCNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
& 0 2 REGION &

3 B 1EGE Wynkoap Strast

M : DENVER, CO 802021179

Fhone BI0-227-8917
bt fwwew epa.govivegion0 G

Ref: EPR-N Decermber 20, 2001

Mr. Paal Bradford, Superyisor
Eoentenai Mational Forest
31374 LS. Llighway 2 Wesl
Libkhy, Momana 599235-3022

Mr. Richard Cpper, Direcior

Montana Depanment of Environmental Quality
P.C). Bos 20081

Helena, Montana S9620-(40

Rer  Supplememal Draft Environmental
L ent for the Montisore
Prject (CEQ #4201 10332)

Dear My, Bradiord and My, Opper:

Thiz letier is writien in response o lhe LS, Varest Service Kootenai National Vorest (KN and
Moitana Depaniment of Enviconmental Quality {(MDEQ) Supplemental Diralt Envirosmental Tnipact
Statement {STIEIS) for ihe Montanere Praject {Project). The TS, Envieommenial Prolection Agency,
Kegion 8 (EPAY 15 commitled o working with you in the coming mvonths, while the ULS. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) prepares the Biological Cpinion for the Project, o address the concems we have
identificd regarding the impaces of the Project and the amalyvsis of tose impacts, before issiance of the
Tl Envieommental bopact Statement (FELS ) and the Record of Deeistion {00,

Thie KME and MDEG have made significant improvements o e analvses sice the DELS amd we
appreciae the warkgroup discussions that have resolved mumy of our concerns on the DELS. The new
information included in the SDEIS beuer characierizes potential impacts of the project. Por example, the
SDLELS includes results vomn modeling groundwater and surface bydrologic clfees i were not
previvusly disclosed in the DELS. The EPA appreciates the opporiunity we have had 1o panticipaie on
several wchnical work groups with KNF and MTEC io develop sone of this additional infommation
Since relense of the SDERS. we have spoken o number of times with the KNE, MIXEQ, de FWS, and the
U5, Army Corps of Engineers (Corpsy about concerns that have arisen from disclosure of the addigonal,
improved impact analyscs in the SDELS. As recently discussed, given our imlual conecis for the
protection of environmental resonrces in this area, we would like o work topether wo explore options for
reducing signilicant project impacts and iWentily the addinonal information necessary Lo cisure
complele disclosure in the FEIS. The EPA has & mumiber of concrele suggestions thal may avoid or
reduce many of the wnpacts associated with the project. W are ¢on lesdl (0 working together 1o
develop a mitigation plan tha will reduce and ollsel impacts 1 resources, including surlace water,
aguatic resources, groundwater and wetlands.

Comment Response 320-1
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 320-2
Thank you for your comment.
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Com- . .
ment Document #320-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response

MNTR 320

The EPA provides its review of the SDEIS in accordance with our responsibilities and authonty under
Section 10202)(C) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 US.C. Section 4332(2)(C),
320-3 Section 309 of the Clean Adr Act (CAA), 42 US.C. Section 709, and Clean Water Act (CWA) §404.
The level of detail in this letter is intended 1o clearly articulate our concerns, identify options that may
reduce and mitigate impacts relative 1o our concerns, and facilitate future dialogue 1o resolve
outstanding issues as we work through the CWA $404 regulatory requirements with Montanore Mineral
Corporation (MMC) and the Coaps.

Background

320-4 The Project is an underground copper and silver nune proposed underneath the Cabanet Mountains
Wilderness Area in the Kootenai National Forest in northwestern Montana, The SDELS evaluates three
action alternatives and a no action alternative. KNF and MDECQ) have identified Alternative 3, the
Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative as their preferred alternative. The KNF and
MDEC have made a positive step by selecting a less environmentally damaging preferred alternative
than was identified in the DEIS. The Project as proposed by the proponent, MMC, is Alternative 2,

Major Comments and Recommendations

Based on our review of the SDEIS and the new information provided therein, we are concerned about
320-5 predicied alieration of water quantity and ils consequent impacis on aquatic life and wetlands. The
SDELS also projects adverse impacts 1o surface waler quality and groundwater guality about which we
are concerned. Along with an explanation of the nature of EPA’s concerns, we offer recommendations
on how KNF and MDEC maght reduce or avord impadts, The enclosed “Detaled Comments™ provide
additional specifics regarding these issues as well as recommendations (see Attachment),

A, Water Quantity & Aquatic Life

1. Streams - [ncomplete Disclozure of linpacts and Mitigarion

320-6 The 31 groundwater modeling that was added to the SDELS predicts large reductions in groundwater
levels resulting from mine constriction and operation that will lead 1o substantial reductions in stream
baseflow. The EPA is concemed that the drawdown will have significant and polentially irreversible or
irreinevable impacts on agquatic ecosystems that are not fully characterized or mutigated in the SDEIS.
The SDEIS predicts the Project will reduce stream baseflow within the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness
Area, resultang in up to 1300 years of seasonal stream dry-up in streams that contain designated critical
habitat for a threatened species, the bull rout. Changes o streamflow, water quality and sediment
loading owiside of the wilderness area will also adversely affect aguatic hife in Poorman Creek. Lanle
Cherry Creek and Libby Creek.

The SDEIS discloses for the first time that the Project may cause long-term and permanent flow
reductions in East Fork Bull River and East Fork Rock Creek in the Wilderness area, both of which are
high-gquality CWA $404 junsdictional streams afforded the highest level of protection under Montana

7

Comment Response 320-3

Thank you for your identifying options to mitigate effects and to work with the
agencies in resolving outstanding issues.

Comment Response 320-4
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 320-5
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 320-6

The effects on streamflow were revised in SDEIS to reflect MMC’s 3D model and
again in the FEIS to reflect changes in water management of Alternatives 3 and 4.
With the data currently available, the model results provide a potential range of
dewatering and streamflow impacts. The 3D model results are the best currently
available estimates of where changes in streamflow would most likely occur as well
as the relative distribution of those effects within the drainages surrounding the
mine. They are the best estimates of impacts and associated uncertainty that can be
obtained using groundwater models with currently available data. Because of model
uncertainty, the agencies increased the buffers between the mine void and the Rock
Lake Fault and Rock Lake to 300 and 1,000 feet, respectively, in the FEIS. The
FEIS also was revised to include the requirement for MMC to leave one or more
barrier pillar within mine, if needed to minimize post-mining changes in East Fork
Rock Creek and East Fork Bull River streamflow and water quality during
Operations Phase. The 3D groundwater flow model for the mine area would be
refined and rerun after data from the Evaluation Phase were incorporated, and the
3D model for the Poorman area would be refined and rerun with additional site
characterization information during final design of the Poorman impoundment site
(see section C.10.4, Evaluation Phase in Appendix C). Following additional data
collection and modeling, the predicted impacts on surface water resources in the
analysis area, including more precise simulation of the effectiveness of mitigation
measures, may change and the model uncertainty would decrease.

The model-predicted effects during the Evaluation Phase are minor. The model
used in the SDEIS and FEIS did not predict the seasonal dry-up of any stream reach
that supported fisheries. The greatest modeled effects on stream baseflow were
predicted to occur in the upper reaches of streams on the west side of the Cabinet
Mountains during the Closure and Post-Closure Phases of the mine. Additional data
collected during the Evaluation Phase would be used to refine the model predicted
effects, refine mitigation measures and validate the impact assessment.
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water quality regulations per their designation as Owtstanding Resource Waters. However, there is very
320-7 limited analysis in the SDEIS regarding the impacts of these reductions on aquatic life. EPA
recommends including this analysis in the FEIS for several reasons: 1) these two streams and Libby
Creek contain federally designated enitieal habatat for the threatened bull trout; 2) populations of pure
wesislope culthroat trout and intenor redband trout, Montana and Forest Service species of concern,
reside in these streams and others affected by the mine; and 3) the reductions to baseflow, and
consequent reductions to habitat conmectivity, availability, and suitability for spawaing bull trout or their
redds, will likely be most acuie during low-flow periods, generally mid-July through March, when bull
trout spawn and fish passage is already at its lowesi. As the FWS notes in its November 15, 2011 SDEIS
comment letter, “the East Fork of Bull River is the single-mast important bull trout spawning and
stream in the Lower Clark Fork bull trout core area” and “80% of observed bull trout redds in
‘ork of Bull River occur upstream of the wilderness boundary.” Our concerns regarding
potential inypacts to bull trout are consistent with those expressed by the FWS in its letter, which
highlights the possibility of serious reductions or extirpation of bull trout populations from the East Fork
of Bull River. The SDEIS does nod evaluate several potentially effective measures that could address the
adverse or unavoidable impacts associated with the large reductions to stream baseflow. This
information will likely be necded during the CWA 404 permit review stage.

Recommendations for the FEIS:
s CQuantify the amwount of aguatic habitat loss for streams predicted 1o lose flow due to the project.

320-8 ‘This analysis could include a physical habitat simulation model (PHABSIM) that quantifies
weighted usable habital area under the various allermatives al a daily or monthly time step. We
recommend the analysis include a selection of reaches that represent a range of flow depletions
across seasons and discuss impacts to fish passage and fish loss associated with dewatening,

s [denufy opporiunitics (o minimize impacts o streamflow in the mine void area, an area where

320-9 reductions are predicted o be especially severe. Increasing the buffer around the Rock Lake fault
bevond 100 feet may help reduce impacts.
320-10 s Explore the availability of stream restoration of enhancement as a means (o compensate for

unavoidable impacts 1o aquatic life.

2, Rock Lake - Incomplete Characterizarion of Impacts and Disclosure of Mitigation

The SDEIS contains new predictions of impacis o Rock Lake that were not disclosed in the 2009 DEIS
Rock Lake 1s a 58-acre high mountain lake with a mean depth of 30 11, a maximum depth of 70 0L and a
1.1 square nuile watershed located in the wilderness area. Rock Lake is unique in the area because of its
size and groundwater depeadence. The basis for the predicted reductions to lake levels and volume
{Tables 9% and 10X) is unclear, given that both the December 2010 Final Groandwater Model
Developntent, Calibrations and Predictions Bepors (Groundwater Report) and the SDEIS state that the
hydraulic characteristics of the major geologic structures which control the groundwater flow systeni(s)
that support Rock Lake and Spring SP-31, a significant source of water to Rock Lake, have not been
investigated.

320-11

Because lake levels are predicted 1o decrease in Rock Lake within the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness

3

Comment Response 320-7

The potential effects on baseflow in the East Fork Rock Creek and East Fork Bull
River were discussed in Section 3.10.4.2.1 of the DEIS. The effects on streamflow
were revised in SDEIS and FEIS to reflect MMC’s 3D model and revised water
management in Alternative 3 and 4. See comment response 320-8.

Comment Response 320-8

Section 3.6.4 of the FEIS was revised to quantify and better describe the potential
effects of aquatic life, including bull trout and westslope cutthroat trout. Impacts on
habitat availability for adult, juvenile, and spawning bull trout were also evaluated
using relationships developed from these USGS studies, which assessed habitat
availability for the various bull trout life stages using Physical Habitat Simulation
System (PHABSIM) model data. The use of PHABSIM to evaluate habitat
availability for fish is based on the preferences of a species and life stage for water
depth, velocity, substrate, and cover, which can vary at different flows.

Comment Response 320-9
See comment response 320-6.

Comment Response 320-10

The agencies’ wetlands and fisheries mitigation plans in Section 2.5.7 of the FEIS
was revised to compensate for unavoidable adverse effects on aquatic life. A new
section 2.5.7.3 was added to discuss the agencies’ bull trout mitigation plan. The
BA identified Copper Gulch, West Fork Rock Creek, Rock Creek, Flower Creek, or
Poorman Creek as potential bull trout mitigation sites. MMC would develop final
mitigation plans in cooperation with the KNF, USFWS, and FWP. The USFWS
concluded in its Biological Opinion that the project as proposed in the Forest
Service’s preferred Mine Alternative 3 and the agencies’ preferred Transmission
Line Alternative D-R is not likely to jeopardize the bull trout, and is not likely to
destroy or adversely modify bull trout critical habitat (USFWS 2014c).

Comment Response 320-11

The effect analysis for Rock Lake was revised in Section 3.11.4.4.4 of the SDEIS
and again in the FEIS. The agencies assessed two time periods to evaluate effects
on the lake. The watershed of Rock Lake receives a large amount of precipitation,
primarily during the winter and spring, and during a rainy period in late fall. There
is enough water even in a very dry year to refill the lake many times during both the
snowmelt runoff period and the fall rainy period after drawdown periods when
outflows exceed inflows. The water level in Rock Lake would “reset” to full
capacity each spring and each fall even during a very dry period (ERO Resources
Corp. 2012c).
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MNTR 320

Area, the baseline conditions to which littoral zoae plants and animals are adapied will likely be
320-12 affected. “The littoral flora and fauna that occupy the perennially inundated nearshore area may no longer
receive the same duration of inundation, and it is likely that habitat will be at least seasonally lost. The
SDEIS does not identify potential matigation for these impacs.

Recommendations for the FEIS:

320-13 *  Include more information on groundwater modeling assumpiions, uncertainties and data gaps:

address the potential for seasonal dry-up of Rock Lake; and refine the model based upon

additional data collection prior to the FEIS or during the Evaluation Period. We provide specific

comments and recommendations on monitoring in our detailed comments.

320-14 *  Include a discussion of how the water halance was estimated in order o accurately assess

impacts from groundwater drawdown, as well as quantification of the sources of water and

seasonal variations in inflow 1o Rock Lake during operations and post-closure. The 30 modeling

incorporates sources of water other than deep groundwater (Table &, Groundwater Report), but

320_15 does not provide citations for these values or explain how the water balance was estimated.

s Address the likelihood of and potential impacts assocated with dry-up of Spring SP-31.

s Analyze the effects on the lake if there is a groundwater outflow, which would hikely be via rock
fractures associated with the Rock Lake fault, as concluded and quantified by Gurrien (2001).

o Quaniify the projecied lake area lost due o the decrease in the baseline lake level and idently
potential nitigation or compensation,

3. Expansion of Groundwater Dependem Ecosystems Study Area

Because of the magnitude, duration, and exient of the newly predicted reductions in groundwater level,
the Pre-Evaluation and Evaluation phase study of impacts w Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
{GDE) outlined in the SD 3 especially important. Based on Figure 32, the map of the GDE Study
Area, it appears that the GDE Study Area may not have caplured all potentially groundwater-dependent
areas impacted by the Project, including areas furiher south and east such as Rock Creek Meadows, the
headwaters of the East Fork of Bull River and the East Fork of Rock Creek, as well as springs and
wetlands within the study area, It is also unclear 1o EPA if Rock Lake is entirely captured within this
area of study (Figure 32), Evidence suggests that Rock Lake is dependent upon groundwater during
periods of the vear.

Recommendation for Pre-Evaluarion and Evaluarion Phase: Analyze an expanded GDE Study Area thai
caplures additional potentially groundwater-dependent areas impacted by the Project, including areas
further south and east such as Rock Creek Meadows, the headwaters of East Fork of Bull River and East
Fork of Rock Creck, springs and wetlands within the study area, and Rock Lake.

4. Limited Contingency Planning for Warer Management
The SDEIS includes a water balance for average Mlow conditions; however, flow conditions can

reasonably be expected to regularly exceed average conditions. [t is important to address how above-
average flows from the mine and adit will be handled 1o ensure protection of soils, surface water and

4

Comment Response 320-12

Due to the steep, rocky shoreline, Rock Lake has a narrow, rocky littoral zone with
very little littoral zone vegetation, based on the agencies’ September 2007 site visit
and review of aerial photographs. Rock Lake is included in the GDE inventory area
described in Appendix C. Littoral vegetation, if present in shallow areas of Rock
Lake, may experience drier conditions late in the growing season. In addition, any
reductions in lake level due to mining would be temporary, as the lake would refill
every year during snowmelt runoff and fall rains. Because Rock Lake has very little
littoral zone vegetation, the agencies do not anticipate the need for mitigation.

Comment Response 320-13
See response to comment response 320-11.

Comment Response 320-14

The agencies did not use Geomatrix’ water balance for the Rock Lake effects
analysis, but rather developed their own water balance for Rock Lake. Additional
information was added to Section 3.11.4.4.4 of the FEIS that described the
agencies’ Rock Lake water balance. See also ERO Resources Corp. (2012c)
memorandum.

Comment Response 320-15

The following is a qualitative discussion of the quantitative model analysis and
results presented in the FEIS. Additional information was added to Section
3.11.4.4.4 of the FEIS that explained the effect on Rock Lake if SP-31 (renumbered
to SP-41 in the FEIS) were to dry up. During each mine phase and after mining,
reductions in the flow of SP-41 (considered to be groundwater because the spring
originates from the Rock Lake fault) would reduce groundwater inflow to Rock
Lake, as discussed in Section 3.11.4.4.4. In addition, without mitigation, at
maximum groundwater table reduction post-closure, when the potentiometric
surface decreased below the lake surface, the groundwater flow direction would
reverse. As a result, water would flow out of the lake toward the mine void,
resulting in a loss of lake storage. The maximum change in lake volume/lake level
would be due to both reduced groundwater inflow into the lake, and a loss in water
stored in Rock Lake. During the other mine phases, and at steady-state post-mining,
the lake volume/level changes would be due only to reduced groundwater inflow.
With mitigation (partial grouting and bulkheads), there would be less of a reduction
in the flow of SP-41, no loss of water from lake storage, and a smaller reduction in
lake volume.
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Comment Response 320-16
TR 520 Section 3.11.2.3.2 of the FEIS was revised. A previous investigation (Gurrieri
0 ocC ake used a different approach to develop a water balance for the
2001) of Rock Lak d a different h to devel ter bal for th
ake. Using measured surface water inflow and outflow and water chemistr ,
lake. U d surf ter infl d outfl d water ch t
Area, the baseline conditions to which littoral zoae plants and animals are adapied will likely be FPeE H
affected. “The littoral flora and fauna that occupy the perennially inundated nearshore area may no longer Gurrieri develo_ped a_Water balance that had ar_] estimated groundwater outflow
receive the same duration of inundation, and it is likely that habitat will be at least seasonally lost. The component. USIng this water balance, Gurrieri analyzed the effects to Rock Lake of
i s i e mine dewatering. The effects of the Gurrieri analysis were slightly greater, but
Recommendations for the FEIS: within the range of model-predicted effects in the FEIS.
*  [nclude more information on groundwater modeling assumpdions, unceriainties and data gaps:
address the potential for seasonal dry-up of Rock Lake; and refine the model based upon _
additional data collection prior to the FEIS or during the Evaluation Period. We provide specific Com ment Response 320 17
Tmi-n:nu;_lnd w_cnm:-_»;-ndau;:s on m:nluvn'ns bty | The effect on Rock Lake was revised in Section 3.11.4.4.4 of the FEIS. Effects
*  Include a discussion of how the water balance was estimated in order to accurately assess . .
impacts from groundwater drawdown, as well as quantification of the sources of water and V\_/ere shown in terms of Change in lake level and VOIUme, and SU.rfa.C.e area Changes
seasonal variations in inflow 1o Rock Lake during operations and post-closure. The 3D modeling (m the FE|S) that reflect the loss of baseflow to the stream f|0W|ng into Rock Lake'
incorporates sources of water other than deep groundwater (Table &, Groundwater Report), but I d . .
does not provide citations for these values or explain how the water balance was estimated. 0SS Of eep bedrOCk groundwater ﬂOW |nt0 the Iake, and IOSS In StOI’age from the
320-16 s Address the likelihood of and potential impacts associated with dry-up of Spring SP-31. lake. Because Rock Lake has a narrow, rocky littoral zone with very little littoral
- s Analyze the effects on the lake if there is a groundwater outflow, which would hikely be via rock . f .. . -
fractures associated with the Rock Lake fault, as concluded and quantified by Gurrieri (2001). zone vegetation, the agencies do not anticipate the need for mitigation. The
320-17 o Quantify the projected lake area lost due (o the decrease in the baseline lake level and identify maximum effect to Rock Lake would occur dur|ng the Post-Closure phase and the

potential nitigation or compensation,
3. Expansion of Groundwater Dependem Ecosystems Study Area

Because of the magnitude, duration, and exient of the newly predicted reductions in groundwater level,
320-18 the Pre-Evaluation and Evaluation phase study of impacts w Groundwater Dependent Ecosystems
{GDE) outlined in the SD 3 especially important. Based on Figure 32, the map of the GDE Study
Area, it appears that the GDE Study Area may not have caplured all potentially groundwater-dependent
areas impacted by the Project, including areas furiher south and east such as Rock Creek Meadows, the
headwaters of the East Fork of Bull River and the East Fork of Rock Creek, as well as springs and
wetlands within the study area, It is also unclear 1o EPA if Rock Lake is entirely captured within this
area of study (Figure 32), Evidence suggests that Rock Lake is dependent upon groundwater during
periods of the vear.

Recommendation for Pre-Evaluarion and Evaluarion Phase: Analyze an expanded GDE Study Area thai
caplures additional potentially groundwater-dependent areas impacted by the Project, including areas
320-19 further south and east such as Rock Creek Meadows, the headwaters of East Fork of Bull River and East
Fork of Rock Creck, springs and wetlands within the study area, and Rock Lake.

4. Limited Contingency Planning for Warer Management
The SDEIS includes a water balance for average Mlow conditions; however, flow conditions can

reasonably be expected to regularly exceed average conditions. [t is important to address how above-
320-20 average flows from the mine and adit will be handled 1o ensure protection of soils, surface water and

4

predicted effect during operations may not be measurable. Section 3.11.4.4.4 of the
FEIS provides a summary of the predicted effects.

Comment Response 320-18

Due to the uncertainty of the 3D model results, and to provide a buffer to include
areas where possibly measurable effects to groundwater dependent ecosystems
might occur due to mining, the GDE inventory area shown on Figure C-3 was
expanded in the FEIS to include the west shore of Rock Lake. The headwaters of
the East Fork Rock Creek and East Fork Bull River were included in the GDE
inventory area in the SDEIS and FEIS. See comment response 320-19 regarding
Rock Creek Meadows.

Comment Response 320-19

See response to comment response 320-18. Section 3.10.4 was revised in the FEIS
to better describe effects on Rock Creek Meadows. The 3D model predicted a
decrease of 0.01 cfs in East Fork Rock Creek where it enters Rock Creek Meadows.
Observations made during an agency field review in a very dry period (September
2007) indicated that a high water table supported the wetlands. A reduction of 0.01
cfs from an estimated baseflow of 2 cfs in the East Fork Rock Creek at the
Meadows would result in a less than 1 percent flow reduction. The watershed area
for Rock Creek Meadows is about 1,070 acres for the East Fork Rock Creek and
2,970 acres for the other tributaries to Rock Creek Meadows that would not be
affected by mining. Based on watershed size and the fact that watershed
characteristics are similar to the East Fork Rock Creek
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watershed, the surface inflow to Rock Creek Meadows from the other tributaries is
MRTR 320 likely to be about three times greater than that from the East Fork Rock Creek. The
hydrology support for the wetland vegetation in Rock Creek Meadows is not
expected to be affected. Consequently, the GDE inventory and monitoring area did
groundwater. In our Jupe 29, 2009 comments on the DEIS, the EPA stated that a water balance for peak not include Rock Creek Meadows.
flow rates is necessary o support development of an excess water management contingency plan. Based
upon the new information included in the SDEIS pertaining to the water balance, the EPA has identified _
three potential areas associated with the Project that should be addressed with greater detail regarding CO mment Res po nse 320 20 A A
high-flow contingency planning. See comment response 320-21, 320-22, and 320-23. Contingencies for excess water
Recommendation for the FEIS: Discuss in more detail how the following parameters will be managed management were discussed in Section 2.4.2.4.3 of the DEIS and FEIS.
when conditions such as increased inflow due 1o fracture encounter, or high precipitation and associated
infliration. necessitate their management: Comment Res p onse 320-21
320-21 1. Flow to the tailings pond (include a calculaton of water storage volume and an emergency The deSign criteria for the Little Chel’l’y Creek ta”ingS impoundment is described in

overflow design and, if insufficient storage is available for peak flow, discuss the likely impacts
should the pond overflow).

2. Flow to and from the treatment pland at varying production rales (include design caleulations for
the volume of storage in the peroclation pond or design for overflow or storage, and discuss whether
the treatment effectiveness could be affected by high Mow and the associated changes o
concentrations of metals in the inflow), and

3. Monitoring and mitigation for flow nol caplured by the pumpback system (secpage is anticipated
although the sysiem has been designed for 1004 capiure).

B. Weilands

The SDEIS refines the predicted magnitude and extent of groundwater drawdown in the tailings
impoundment area, affecting areas where wetlands are present (Figure 72). The SDEIS does not disclose
the potential indirect impacts of this drawdown to 14.7 acres of CWA jurisdictional wetlands and 031
acres of non-jurisdictional wetlands in the Litle Cherry Creek area, nonth of the Poorman Tailings
Impoundment. It also does not address the potential effects of groundwater depletion to wetland and
spring svsiems on the west side of the Cabinet Mountains, particularly the 60-acre Rock Creek Meadow
wetland complex. Because all of these wetlands likely depend upon groundwater for a portion of the
waler that sustains wetland conditions, these groundwater reductions in combination with periods of low
precipitation may decrease wetland quality and functional values due to changes in the type of
vegelation presenl and the reduction in the size of the wetland.

Mitigation sites of suffictent quality and quantity to offset both direct (12.2 tofal acres) and indirect
impacts to wetlands may not be available in the Libby Creek watershed where the Project is located, The
proposed on-site mitigation sites, the 4-acre “South Linle Cherry Creek” site and the 2-acre “Gravel Pit”
site, are located within the area of predicied groundwater drawdown. Drawdown is likely to prevent the
perpeiual establishment of wetland conditions even if additional surface water 13 provided. Groundwater
levels in the Gravel Pit site are predicted (o reduce by 20 feet and levels in the South Little Cherry Creck
site are predicted 1o reduce up to 3 feet: pumping. and the associated reductions. could last for decades
or more (p. 191),

the 2005 Klohn Crippen Tailings Technical Design Report, starting on p. 70. The
same criteria would be used for the Poorman impoundment site. Section 5.5.1 of
that report indicates “the impoundment freeboard during operations will include the
following: storage of 20 days of tailings discharge; storage of the design flood,
which is the runoff from the two week Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP)
plus snowmelt; and freeboard of 3 feet above peak flood water surface.”

Section 6.6 of the report indicates the design flood was determined in the following
manner. Morrison Knudsen Engineers (1990) estimated the 24-hour probable
maximum precipitation at the Little Cherry Creek impoundment site to be 11.9
inches, with an associated 3.9 inches of snowmelt. The Poorman impoundment site
has the same precipitation as the Little Cherry Creek site. Applying a factor of
safety of 2 to these values provides an estimated value of 32 inches, which is
estimated to be equivalent to at least a two week PMP, plus snowmelt. The required
flood storage is therefore estimated as 32 inches over the total impoundment area or
1,170 acre-feet, which is equivalent to 15 feet of storage for the Starter Dam and 3
feet of storage for the Final Dam. The agencies’ review of the design criteria
proposed for the Little Cherry Creek Site and applicable to the Poorman Site were
appropriate and could be met at each site. Because of these design criteria, an
emergency overflow structure in the impoundment was not included in the
impoundment design of any alternative. Excess water management for Alternative 2
was discussed in Section 2.4.2.4.3 of the DEIS and FEIS. With the exception of the
use of LAD Avreas,

(continued next page)
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Alternatives 3and 4 would use the same management techniques. The agencies’
MRTR 320 analysis concluded anticipated storage and the excess water management
techniques would be adequate to manage peak flows.
s _ The agencies carefully reviewed the water balance developed by MMC for
groundwater. In our June 29, 2009 commenis on the DEIS, the EPA stated that a water balance for peak . .. . .
flow rates is necessary 1o support development of an excess water management contingency plan, Based Alternatlve 2 Slmllarly, the agenCIGS developed the Water balance fOf Alternatlve 3
upon the new information included in the SDEIS pertaining to the water balance, the EPA has identified Section 2.5.4.3 of the DEIS discussed water management of Alternative 3. In
three potential areas associated with the Project that should be addressed with greater detail regarding . , . ’
high-flow contingency planning. response to EPA’s comments on the DEIS, a more detailed water balance was
o i I o . presented in the SDEIS. At EPA’s request, the agencies provided in the SDEIS a
ecommendation for the FEIS: Discuss in more detail how the following parameters will be managed . . . .
‘_\\'IE\-n conditions such as ir!rn‘:n.nd inflow due o fracture encounter, or high precipitation and associaled water balance f0r each Of the flVe phases Of the prOjeCt: EVaIUatlon, ConStrUCtlon,
ol et el Tnsgraes: three different Operation periods representing varying production rates, Closure and
1. Flow to the tailings pond {include a calculation of water storage volume and an emergency Post-Closure. The SDEIS and FEIS indicated USing thickened tailings may affect
overflow design and, if insufficient storage is available for peak flow, discuss the likely impacts HA H H H H
should the pond overflow), the ability to use the impoundment as a reservoir to maintain a water balance. In
.?l. I-'Imllr o :lm_l1'mn1 |ht‘l(|t‘.'|1|'l1l‘ﬂ[ I;sl_'nm al \'::Jr:,inﬁ p(_n-:lurutinn r.al_Ts {include elrsia:n.;‘.:]_vulmiqmlx1'1;( final deS|gn’ MMC would re-evaluate the water balance and the talllngs deposltlon
the volume of storage in the percolation pond or design for overflow or storage, and discuss whether : :
320-22 the treatment effectiveness could be affected by high Mow and the associated changes o plan' Several OpthﬂS for water Storage would be available.
concentrations of metals in the inflow), and
320-23 3. Monitoring and mitigation for flow not captured by the pumphack system (secpage is anticipated Comment Res pO nse 320-22

although the sysiem has been designed for 1004 capiure).
B. Weilands

The SDEIS refines the predicted magnitude and extent of groundwater drawdown in the tailings
impoundment area, affecting areas where wetlands are present (Figure 72). The SDEIS does not disclose
the potential indirect impacts of this drawdown to 14.7 acres of CWA jurisdictional wetlands and 031
acres of non-jurisdictional wetlands in the Litle Cherry Creek area, nonth of the Poorman Tailings
Impoundment. It also does not address the potential effects of groundwater depletion to wetland and
spring svsiems on the west side of the Cabinet Mountains, particularly the 60-acre Rock Creek Meadow
wetland complex. Because all of these wetlands likely depend upon groundwater for a portion of the
waler that sustains wetland conditions, these groundwater reductions in combination with periods of low
precipitation may decrease wetland quality and functional values due to changes in the type of
vegelation presenl and the reduction in the size of the wetland.

Mitigation sites of suffictent quality and quantity to offset both direct (12.2 tofal acres) and indirect
impacts to wetlands may not be available in the Libby Creek watershed where the Project is located, The
proposed on-site mitigation sites, the 4-acre “South Linle Cherry Creek” site and the 2-acre “Gravel Pit”
site, are located within the area of predicied groundwater drawdown. Drawdown is likely to prevent the
perpeiual establishment of wetland conditions even if additional surface water 13 provided. Groundwater
levels in the Gravel Pit site are predicted (o reduce by 20 feet and levels in the South Little Cherry Creck
site are predicted 1o reduce up to 3 feet: pumping. and the associated reductions. could last for decades
or more (p. 191),

See comment response 320-21. Section 2.4.2.4.3 of the FEIS was revised to
indicate the percolation pond has an estimated capacity of 25 acre-feet (8.1 million
gallons). If the pond reaches capacity, an overflow pipe routes water to a direct
discharge to Libby Creek (outfall 003). Since MMC began dewatering of the Libby
Adit, it has only discharged water to outfall 001. The pond was designed by NMC
in the late 1980s and design calculations are not available. Section 2.5.4.3.3 of the
FEIS was revised to require MMC to estimate the maximum discharge rate during
the estimated wettest year in 20-year period using best available precipitation data
and modify the Water Treatment Plant and percolation pond such that they would
have adequate capacity to treat discharges during a 20-year wet year. Effluent limits
set in the MPDES permit would have to be met regardless of the flow rate or
influent water quality.

Comment Response 320-23

The agencies’ monitoring plans were described, by phase, in Section C.10 of the
SDEIS and FEIS. These plans included monitoring performance of the pumpback
well system, monitoring of groundwater quality downgradient of the pumpback
well system, and actions levels and adaptive management associated with the
monitoring.
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Comment Response 320-24
TR 520 The SDEIS and FEIS disclosed the potential indirect effects of each mine
alternative in the Indirect Effects subsections in Section 3.23.4. The agencies
revised the Indirect Effects subsections in Section 3.23.4 in the 0 quanti e
d the Indirect Effects subsect Section 3.23.4 inthe FEIS t tify th
groundwater. In our June 29, 2009 commenis on the DEIS, the EPA stated that a water balance for peak H
flow rates is necessary o support development of an excess water management contingency plan. Based pOtentIaI effects of the_pumpba(:k well SyStem' The Corps COI:]CIUdEd that the A
upon the new information included in Ihr."i[.'l]i]“:' pertaining to the water b;L!.‘llbu'. the EPA has identified pumpback well Operatlon was not a Secondary effect of the dlSCharge of fill material
o pppe ottt et and was not within their scope of analysis. The same sections were revised in the
" M R - : FEIS to discuss the effect on the 60-acre Rock Creek Meadow wetland (see
eoommendation for the FEfS: Discuss in more detal how the following parameters wall be managed
when conditions such as increased inflow due 1o fracture encounter, or high precipitation and associated Comment response 320_19)
infliration. necessitate their management:
Comment Response 320-25
1. Flow to the tailings pond (include a calculaton of water storage volume and an emergency .. - . " "
overflow design and, if insufficient storage is available for peak flow, discuss the likely impacts The KNF anthlpatES the Swamp Creek mltlgatlon site would pr0V|de a-dequate
shculd the pond averflaw), o . _ o credit for mitigation of unavoidable effects on jurisdictional wetlands. The Corps
2. Flow to and from the treatment pland at varying production rales (include design caleulations for . N . , .. . N N , .. .
the volume of siorage in the percolation pond or design for overflow or storage, and discuss whether will decide if MMC’s proposed mitigation ComplleS with the Corp S mitigation
the treatment effectiveness could be affected by high Mow and the associated changes o requirements for jUriSdiCtional wetlands. The decision will be documented in the
concentrations of metals in the infllow), and , .. , ) . . .
3. Monitoring and mitigation for flow nol caplured by the pumpback system (secpage is anticipated CorpS deCISIOn dOCUment on MMC S 404 pel’mlt appllcatlon.
although the sysiem has been designed for 1004 capiure).
—— The KNF retained the three Little Cherry Creek sites and the Gravel Pit site as
— mitigation for isolated wetlands. The KNF recognizes that the proposed sites are
The SDEIS refines the predicted magnitude and extent of groundwater drawdown in the tailings ithi i ili
320-24 impoundment area, affecting areas where wetlands are present (Figure 72). The SDEIS does not disclose \.Nlthln the drawdown area of the pumpb.aCk wells as predlCted by the 3D talllngs.
thi potential indirect impacts of this drawdown 10 14.7 acres of CWA, jurisdictional wetlands and 0.31 ImpOUnd ment groundwater model. Section 3.10.4.2 of the FEIS indicated operation
acres of IIlIII-JIII'I}dlf'lll.ﬂlill-\‘l’l.‘['i‘!]ld! lII. the Liule (_'hcn_'.,'(':.ccl? area. m*_llh of the ]:’nu[m:ul. Tailings ofa pumpback well SyStem may not affect water levels and five of the Springs south
Impoundment. It also does not address the potential effects of groundwater depletion to wetland and N .
spring sysiems on the west side of the Cabinet Mountains, particularly the 60-acre Rock Creek Meadow of Little Cherry Creek because of an apparent subsurface bedrock rldge that
wetland complex. Because all of these wetlands likely depend upon groundwater for a portion of the H
water that sustains wetland conditions, these groundwater reductions in combination with periods of low Separates grqundwater flow t_)etWeen the watershed of Little _Cherry Creek from
precipitation may decrease wetland quality and functional values due to changes in the type of those of Dralnages 5 and 10 in the Poorman Impoundment Site (Chen Northern
vegelation presenl and the reduction in the size of the wetland. 1989) As the SDEIS and FEIS discussed (FEIS section 25265), the model would
300-25 Mitigation sites of sufficient quality and quantity to offset both direct (12.2 total acres) and indirect be rerun after MMC collects additional data in the Poorman |mp0undment Site. The
- impacts to wetlands may not be available in the Libby Creek watershed where the Project is located, The - H - [P
proposed on-site mitigation sites, the 4-acre “South Linle Cherry Creek” site and the 2-acre “Gravel Pit” KNF also retained the three Little Cherry Creek sites and the Gravel Pit site as
site, are located within the area of predicted groundwater drawdown. Drawdown is likely o prevent the mitigation for isolated wetlands because many of the isolated wetlands are
perpeiual establishment of wetland conditions even if additional surface water 13 provided. Groundwater - -
levels in the Gravel Pit site are predicted to reduce by 20 feet and levels in the South Little Cherry Creek supported by surface water and not grOUndW&ter. DeVElOplng the three Little Cherry
site are predicted to reduce up to 3 feet; pumping. and the associated reductions. could last for decades Creek sites and the Gravel Pit site as wetland mitigation sites concurrent with
or more (p. 191), . . - .
impoundment construction would allow soils from wetlands to be filled to be used
at the mitigation sites, further enhancing their mitigation success. After the 3D
5 model has been rerun, MMC would reevaluate the feasibility of the three Little
Cherry Creek sites and the Gravel Pit site as mitigation for isolated wetlands.
Should one or more of the sites be determined to infeasible, MMC could develop
similar sites north of Little Cherry Creek where groundwater drawdown would not
occur.
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Response

MNTR 320

Recommendations for the FEIS:

*  ldenufy and characterize the potential indirect impacts of groundwater drawdown to the 14.7
320-26 acres of junsdictional wetlands and the 0.31 acres of non-jurisdictional weilands north of the
Poorman Tailings Impoundment and the potential effects of groundwater depletion to wetland
and spring systems on the west side of the Cabinet Moumains, including the Bock Creek
Meadow wetland complex.

320-27 s Describe the potential 1o avoid or minimize the newly identified, potential indirect impacts and
the direct impacts to wetlands through the use of paste tailings with surface deposition or dry
“stack™ tailings with backfill into the mine void. The lower moisture content and reduced
impoundment footprint associated with these tailings management options may reduce impacts
o wetlands and the amount of groundwaler pumping necessary.

We are pleased that the aquatic monitoring plan in Appendix K is more detailed and improved over the
Appendix C water resources/aquatics monitonng plan included in the 20089 DEIS, but we do identify
320-28 two recommendations for the plan below.

The SDEIS discloses new flow reduction impacts of the Project that appear (o be inconsistent with the
State of Montana's Water Quality Act nondegradation provisions. According to ARM 17.30.705(1), the
320'29 State’s nondegradation provisions apply “te any activity of man resulting in a new or increased source
which may cause degradation.” The SDEIS does not discuss whether the baseflow reductions in the
Cabinet Mountaing Wilderness from mining activitics would meet these applicability criteria,

We continue (o have the concern expressed in our DEIS comment letter that the 1992 BHES Order in-
stream limit for total inorganic nitrogen (TIN) of 1| mg/ may not be protective of beneficial uses, since
the linut is less stringent than MDEQ's draft aumenc nutrent crteron of 0.3 mg/L., which identifies a
level 1o protect against aquatic effects of nifrogen in streams. The SDEIS suggests that it is unknown
whether TIN concentrations greater than 0.233 mg/L. and less than | ma/L, would increase algal growih
1o the extent that it would be considered “nuisance™ algae.

Recommendations for the FEIS and RO

*  [dentify alert levels for particular monitoring parameters, which would trigger follow-up
momitoring, investigation, contingency, corrective andfor remedial actions w0 commect or avoid
worsening of a developing environmental problem.

s [nclude in the FEIS and ROD a similar commatment regarding aquatic monitoning to that in the
Rock Creek Mine FEIS and ROD (see p. 13 of Appendix K in Rock Creek Mine FEIS ).

s [Include a discussion regarding the applicability of the State’s nondegradation policy (o the
reductions in waler quantity in the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness,

*  Analyze whether the predicted changes in baseflow, 7Q10 flows, TQ2 flows, and lake levels may
cause degradation.

s ldentify which levels of protection would be afforded to waters of the state that lie within the
Cabinet Mountains Wilderness.

4]

Comment Response 320-26
See comment response s 320-19 and 320-24.

Comment Response 320-27

The agencies’ analysis of alternatives to avoid or minimize effects on wetlands was
disclosed in the SDEIS and FEIS. The analysis included paste tailings and dry stack
tailings. Paste tailings deposition into the Poorman tailings facility would likely
reduce potential seepage from the impoundment. The reduction in seepage would
reduce the volume of water reporting to the seepage collection system, which would
consist of an underdrain, pond and pumps. Seepage would be collected and pumped
from this system back to the mill for re-use. Seepage from the tailings
impoundment that would bypass the underdrains of the seepage collection system is
predicted to be 25 gpm during mining with the use of either paste tailings or
thickened slurry tailings. Similar to the Montanore impoundment with thickened
slurry tailings, the seepage rate to groundwater estimated for the Rock Creek
Project impoundment with paste tailings is in the 20 to 30 gpm range. Paste tailings
would therefore not reduce the amount of seepage reaching groundwater. Reducing
the moisture content of the tailings would have no effect on groundwater pumping
necessary because the rate of tailings seepage reaching groundwater would be
independent of the tailings moisture content.

Comment Response 320-28
Thank you for your comment. The aquatic monitoring plan was in Appendix C.

Comment Response 320-29

The effect on streamflow disclosed in the SDEIS was based on MMC’s 3D
groundwater model, which had similar predictions as the 2D groundwater model
used for the DEIS analysis. Section 3.13.1.1.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS disclosed that
for parameters not covered by the BHES authorization to degrade (including flow),
the applicable nonsignificance criteria established by Montana’s 1994
nondegradation rules, and any subsequent amendments, apply, unless MMC obtains
an authorization to degrade under current statute. The purpose of the EIS is not to
determine whether water quality changes meet the applicable nonsignificance
criteria; DEQ would make such a determination.
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ment Document #320-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response
Comment Response 320-30
MR Section 3.6.4.2.3 of the SDEIS and FEIS addressed this concern, which EPA raised
during the DEIS comment period. In 2014, the DEQ developed total nitrogen and
_ _ total phosphorus standards that protect beneficial uses, and prevent nuisance levels
m-.-m.,,,l,;-,‘,..;c,r.@,m_r the FEIS: T T sy of bottom-attached algae. The total nitrogen standard is 0.275 mg/L. In 2015, MMC
. entify and charactenze the potential indirect impacts of groundwater drawdown (o the 14.7 i A

acres of jurisdictional wetlands and the 0.31 acres of non-jurisdictional wetlands north of the requested that the general variance for both total nitrogen and total phosphorus be

Poorman Tailings Impoundment and the potential effects of groundwater depletion to wetland H H H ihdli HA H H

and spring systems on the west side of the Cabinet Moumains, including the Bock Creek mcorporated m_to_the MPDES permlt and indicated that the facmty deSIQn f|OW IS

Meadow wetland complex. less than 1.0 million gallons per day (mgd). In the draft renewal MPDES permit, the

*  Describe the potential 1o avoid or minimize the newly identified, potential indirect impacts and e H H H

the direct impacts to wetlands through the use of paste tailings with surface deposition or dry DEQ p_re“mmarlly g_ranted the Va“_ance requeSt for total mtrOQEn of 15 mg/L, and

“stack™ ‘Il;uilinf_tl with backfill inmdm.-_ .qulw \.'nid_.l'_lhc‘ lower moisture content and znhln‘d prel|m|nar|ly determined that a variance for total phosphorus was not necessary

impoundment footprint associated with these tailings management oplions may reduce impacts R - - - - -

Vo wel andi aud The ot of Aol alee [RIgRg DAcRAcs because the facility did not show reasonaple potential to V|0Iat_e thls nutrient
standard. MMC would have to comply with the BHES Order limit of 1 mg/L for
total inorganic nitrogen. The final MPDES permit will contain DEQ’s final

We are pleased that the aquatic monitoring plan in Appendix K is more detailed and improved over the determination regarding the Variance_
Appendix C water resources/aquatics monitonng plan included in the 20089 DEIS, but we do identify
two recommendations for the plan below. Comment Res ponse 320-31
The SDEIS discloses new flow reduction impacts of the Project that appear (o be inconsistent with the “ ” “ 1 ” 1 1
State of Montana's Water Quality Act nondegradation provisions. According to ARM 17.30.705(1), the Alert levels” or ACtlon levels” that WOUId require MMC aCtI,On duetoa
State’s nondegradation provisions apply “to any activity of man resulting in 4 new or increased source measurable change in surface water quality, groundwater quality, groundwater flow
;\.'Ihu'hll:nu} \.".IIJlS'L' \J\.'y!.'ldil.lli.lle.. _[]Ic ,‘:IJJ'._].‘- duj.‘s _'?'?[_d“.“m U-h:.'ll:u.'l‘l!1:.'ll1u>clj!mf-':n:.dul:llhts!n-m the or wetland or riparian areas were described in Section C.10.7 of the SDEIS and
abinet Mountains Wilderness from mining activitics would meet these applicability critenia. 3 ) )
revised in Section C.10.8.3 of the FEIS.
320-30 We continue (o have the concern expressed in our DEIS comment letter that the 1992 BHES Order in-

stream limit for total inorganic nitrogen (TIN) of 1| mg/ may not be protective of beneficial uses, since
the linut is less stringent than MDEQ's draft aumenc nutrent crteron of 0.3 mg/L., which identifies a
level 1o protect against aqualic effects of nitrogen in streams. The SDEIS suggests that il is unknown
whether TIN concentrations greater than 0.233 mg/L. and less than | ma/L, would increase algal growih
1o the extent that it would be considered “nuisance™ algae.

Recommendations for the FEIS and RO
*  [dentify alert levels for particular monitoring parameters, which would trigger follow-up
320-31 monitoring, investigation, contingency, corrective and/or remedial actions o correct or avoid
worsening of a developing environmental problem.
s [nclude in the FEIS and ROD a similar commatment regarding aquatic monitoning to that in the
320-32 Rock Creek Mine FEIS and ROD (see p. 13 of Appendix K in Rock Creek Mine FEIS),
320-33 s  Include a discussion regarding the applicability of the State’s nondegradation policy o the
reductions in waler quantity in the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness,
*  Analyze whether the predicted changes in baseflow, 7Q10 flows, 702 fMows, and lake levels may
320-34 cause degradation.
320-35 s Idemtify which levels of protection would be afforded to waters of the state that lie within the
Cabinet Mountains Wilderness.

4]

Comment Response 320-32

See comment response 320-31. The monitoring, action levels, and corrective
actions proposed for Montanore are similar to those proposed for the Rock Creek
Project.

Comment Response 320-33
See response to comment response 320-29.

Comment Response 320-34
See comment response 320-29.

Comment Response 320-35

The requested information for outstanding resource waters such as those in the
CMW for surface water hydrology and water quality was provided in Sections
3.11.1 and 3.13.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS.
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Comment Response 320-36
D Sections C.11.6 and C.11.7 of the SDEIS and FEIS discussed that MMC would
follow DEQ sampling methods for macroinvertebrates and benthic chlorophyll-a.
320-36 & [n order wo enable accurate assessment of beneficial uses. MMC should follow MDEQ's reach- Com ment Response 320'37

wide sampling method for macroinvertebrates and benthic chiorophyll-a >;u11plvs.| This
approach ensures the State can evaluate the sites using their existing macroinveriebrate mode]
and eorrectly compare the data to their thresholds. In addition, we also recommend analysis for
increasing chlorophyll-a concentraions that may suggest impacts prior (o exceadance of the
threshold,

I, Groundwater Quality

The SDEIS predicts thal groundwater quality beneath the tailings impoundment will exceed MIDEQ
320-37 standards and the BHES Order limits for antimony and manganese, and _1hut concentrations of mtrate,
metals, and total dissodvied solids will increase (p. 5-32). 10is nod clear if any nuligalion measures are
proposed to address these changes in quality.

Recemmendations for the FEIS:
= [denify the mitigation that has heen developed o prevent the predicied exceedances of

320-38 groundwater quality standards,
s Give further consideration (o pasie or dry “stack” tailings, which have lower water content than
320-39 thickened tailings, and would reduce seepage of water into the underlying groundwater (Final

Tailings Digposal Alternatives Analysis Report, p. 77), minimizing potential exceedances of
groundwater standards and changes to existing quality.

320-40 *  Describe what impact discharges 1o groundwater from the tailings pond will have on surface
water quality under low-, average- and high-flow monthly conditions.

E. Tailings Impoundment Design and Operations

As noted above, the limited mitigation opportunities for the Project highlight the importance of
minimizing and avoiding impacts through design and operation changes.

1. Paste Tailings

The Final Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analvsis Report indicates that, compared o the talings
320-41 management plan in the DSEIS, the use of paste tailings could provide additional environmental benefits
bevond the reduction of dired impacts to wetlands, including reduction of the tailings seepage volume,
Surface disposal of paste tailings, which is in use elsewhere in the industry, involves removal of more
waler from the talings than whait 15 currently proposed prior o storage i a tailings impoundment. It
aflliers potentially significant benefits o surface waler quantity and groundwater quality and warrants
consideration ia the FEIS. Less seepape from paste talings could represent a significant benefit piven
the predicled exceedances of groundwater quality doee 1o seepage from the Lailings impoundment.
Additionally, less secpage may reduce the amount of groundwater pumping and subsequent drawdown
arcund the Poorman tailings disposal site, alleviating predicted streamilow reductions in Poorman, Liltle
Cherry and Labby Creeks and wellands impacts within the area {(p, 5-24).

! i fideg m poviwginfg 0P ME

Section 3.13.4.2.2 of the SDEIS disclosed that based on the mass balance
calculations, predicted concentrations of antimony and manganese in groundwater
after mixing beneath the tailings impoundment, without attenuation, may exceed the
human health standard for antimony and the BHES Order limit for manganese. The
predicted manganese concentration in groundwater may be lower than predicted
due to oxygenation of the water stored in the impoundment causing precipitation of
manganese oxide. Section 3.13.4 of the FEIS was revised to provide additional
information about attenuation. Mitigation measures are not needed because all
seepage reaching groundwater would be collected by the pumpback system and not
discharged to surface water in Alternatives 3 and 4. In Alternative 2, MMC
committed to implementing seepage control measures, such as pumpback recovery
wells, if required to comply with applicable standards. Seepage pumpback wells
could be installed along the downstream toe of the tailings dam. As discussed in
Section 3.13.4.2.2 of the FEIS, the discharge of seepage to groundwater beneath the
impoundment would be authorized by a DEQ Operating Permit and a seepage
recovery zone would encompass the impoundment footprint and extend to the
pumpback wells. Section 2.5.3.5.4 of the FEIS discussed that MMC requested a
groundwater mixing zone beneath and downgradient of the Poorman impoundment
for changes in water quality. The requested mixing zone extended from all areas
beneath the impoundment to compliance monitoring wells downgradient of the
pumpback wells. A mixing zone a limited area of a surface water body or a portion
of an aquifer, where initial dilution of a discharge takes place and where water
quality changes may occur and where certain water quality standards may be
exceeded (ARM 17.30.502(6)). The goal of a pumpback system would be to
establish and maintain complete hydraulic capture of all groundwater moving
downgradient from the impoundment, as confirmed by measuring water levels at
strategically located monitoring wells. The actual performance of the capture
system would be determined by monitoring water quality downgradient of the
capture zone.

Comment Response 320-38
See comment response 320-37.

(Continued next page)
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MNTR 320

2. Dy Swack Tailings

The use of dry stack tailings management, in which tailings are dewatered 1o a lower moisture content
320_42 than l}"pll.'.'l.| paste tailings and then returned Lo :hc_mim‘ wvond, could prm'i;lu mn_a- envircnmental benelits
than use of paste talings. This technology would further reduce the footprint of the impoundment,
secpage into groundwater and the necd 1o pump and recapture groundwater. Because this option would
elinninate of reduce the size of the surface tailings impoundment, it would necessitate change to water
management. Dy stack tailings management is in use elsewhere in the mining indusiry.

A belt conveyer could introduce dry stack tailings into the mine. Underground space could be excavated
320-43 near these convevors for storage of the dry taillings until they could be distnbuted into the mined-out
rooms with trucks and front-end losders. The belt conveyor could be designed 1o be reversible, enabling
it 1o transport dry tailings back underground. This technology would avoid the high costs of pumping
amd pipelines. It would require an additional filiration plant and equipment on the surface to dewater the
mll taikings 1o a lower moisture content than iypical paste talings. This additional surface plant and
equipment cost could be offset by eliminating paste tailings pumping costs,

320-44 Recemmendation for the FEIS: More fully evaluaie and disclose the potential environmental benefits
amd feasibility of paste tailings surface deposition and dry “stack” talings with backfilling and consider
ihese measures as polential components of the preferred alternative.

Caonclasion and Rating

EPAs official comments on this EIS include the comments provided above, as well as the enclosed
320-45 Detailed Comments document. We have provided commients on water quantity, water management,
aguatic lite, wetlands, water guality, groundwater quality, air quality. tailings impoundment desiga and
operations, monitoring and adaptive management, mitigation and additional information for disclosure.

Based on the information presented in the SDEIS, the EPA is concerned that Allernative 3, the Agency
Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative, is projected to cause significant direct and indirect
320-46 impacts on aguatic resources regulated by CWA §404. Specifically, this preferred alternative may cause
of contribule (o significant degradation of waters of the U.S., including sigmificant adverse effects on
aguatic ecosystems diversity, produdivity and stability (40 CFR 230.1{cK3)). The extent of these
impacis has not been fully evaluated at this time. It 13 possible that additional studies could be completed
o provide information for full evaluation during the Section 404 permit compliance process,

Consistent with Section 309 of the Clean Adr Act, it is the EPA’s responsibility 1o provide an
independent review and evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of this Project. The EPA's
320-47 rating is for the preferred action alternative only, Based on the procedures the EPA uses 1o evaluate the
adequacy of the information and the potemtial environmental impacts of the proposed action, the EPA iz
rating this DEIS as “EO-2" (Environmental Objections-Insulficient Information ). The “EO rating
means the EPA identified environmental impacts to aquatic life, streamflow, groundwater, wetlands, and
water quality that should be avoided or minimized in order to adeguately protect the environment. The

8

Comment Response 320-39

Seepage from the tailings impoundment that would bypass the underdrain system is
predicted to be 25 gpm during mining without the use of paste or dry “stack”
tailings. See comment response 320-27 and 320-37.

Comment Response 320-40

See comment response 320-37. Tailings seepage would not discharge to surface
water and would not affect surface water quality under any flow condition.

Comment Response 320-41
See comment response 320-27 and 320-37.

Comment Response 320-42
See comment response 320-27 and 320-37.

Comment Response 320-43
See comment response 320-27 and 320-37.

Comment Response 320-44
See comment response 320-27 and 320-37.

Comment Response 320-45
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 320-46

The agencies prepared a Draft 404(b)(1) Analysis presented in Appendix L of the
SDEIS that discussed compliance of Alternative 3, the KNF’s preferred alternative,
with the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. A Final Lead Agencies’
404(b)(1) Analysis was presented in Appendix L of the FEIS. During the 404
permitting process, the Corps of Engineers and the EPA will make the necessary
factual determinations relative to compliance with the Guidelines.

Comment Response 320-47
Thank you for your comment.
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“I" rating signifies that the SDEIS does nod contain sufficient information for the EPA o fully assess
environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the eovironment. A full
description of the EP'A’s EIS rating system i3 enclosed. As we have communicated above, the EPA is
commitled o working with you in the coming months, while the FWS prepares the Riclogical Opinion
for the Progect, to better understand the Mow-relaed issues and idenufy potential measures (o avoid,
mmnimize of reduce impacts, before issuance of the FEIS and RO,

‘The EPA appreciates the oppomunity to provide comments, If we may provide funilrer explanation of our
comments, please contact Suzanme Bohan ap (303) 312-6925.

Sincerely,
i oals CLC #f

Carol L. Camphbell

Assistant Regional Adnvinistrator

Oifice of Eoosysiems Protection
and Remediation

Enclosures

[es Lyan Hagarty, Koolenai Nalional Forest
Kristi Ponozze, Montana Department of Envirenmental Quality
Martha Chieply, US. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha Districl
Jim Winters, 17,5, Army Comps of Engincers, Omaha District
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320-48

320-49

320-50
320-51
320-52
320-53

320-54

320-55

320-56

320-57

Comment Response 320-48
Thank you for your comment and recommendations.

Comment Response 320-49

Section 2.5.2.6.5 and C.10.3.2.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS discussed using the
updated model to refine the GDE inventory area and buffer thicknesses. Sections
2.5.2.6.5 and C.10.4.5 of the FEIS discussed that before the Construction Phase
MMC would update both 3D groundwater models for the mine area and the
Poorman Impoundment Site, incorporating the hydrologic and geologic information
collected during the Evaluation Phase.

Comment Response 320-50

Measurement of the flow rate (stage) using a continuous electronic recording of SP-
31 and SP-32 (renumbered to SP-41 and SP-42 in FEIS) was required in the
agencies’ monitoring plan in the SDEIS and FEIS. The agencies would consider
including SP-16 in the monitoring plan after completion of the GDE inventory
described in Section C.10.3.2.

Comment Response 320-51

The agencies’ requirement to characterize the Rock Lake Fault was discussed in
Section C.10.4.4.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS.

Comment Response 320-52

The area above Rock Lake is in the CMW and the agencies do not believe
installation of a piezometer in the wilderness was warranted because of effect on
the grizzly bear. The surface water and groundwater monitoring in the vicinity of
Rock Lake discussed in Section C.10 of the SDEIS and FEIS would be adequate to
meet the monitoring plans’ objectives. Because of the limitations on installing
piezometers at the surface above the proposed mine void, the agencies required that
numerous piezometers be installed from within the mine void and continuously
monitored for groundwater pressure as the mine progressed.

Comment Response 320-53

The agencies’ monitoring plan (C.10 of the SDEIS and FEIS) included using a
comparison of isotopes results of samples from various locations collected in the
late-summer/early-fall baseflow period to those from the Libby Adit or mine void to
assist in determining water source. Sample sites and sampling frequencies for
isotope sampling would be based on the GDE inventory.

Comment Response 320-54

Thank you for your comment and recommendations. The data collected in 2011 and
2012 were incorporated into the FEIS analysis.  (continued next page)
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The agencies’ requirement to characterize wetlands in the impoundment sites is
TR 320 described in Section C.10.3.2.1. The data collected in 2011, 2012 and 2013from the
impoundment area were incorporated into the FEIS analysis.
Comment Response 320-56
Ohler Recosmmendations: ) . .
320-58 *  Page 252: Address in the FEIS and ROD the intent 1o conduct monitoring of springs on Rock Section 3.10.3.2.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS discussed that, based on available data,
- Lake fault two times per year instead of one time per year. Monitoring iwice per vear (once H H H
as soon as the site is accessible in the carly summer and once in late summer/early fall) the Poo_rman Slt_e doeS not appear to have a‘ bUrled Channel’ a_s does the thtle Cherry
allows for evaluation of seasonal differences. Creek site. Section 2.5.2.6.3 of the FEIS discussed that the final design process for
= Page 298: Provide the tolal uncertainties in estimated percentage change for 7000 and T2 H H H - H H
320-59 o in Tubls 102 1 chacsctacize the rauga of possible flows. the Poorman Impoundm.ent Site would mc_lude_geotechnlcal fleld. studies durln.g
320-60 *  Section 3.10: Use the ierm “regional potentiomeiric surface” or “safurated zone™ insiead of final design to characterize the Poorman site with respect to possible preferential
“water table™ 10 more accurately represent this hydrogeologic situation. B -
320-61 s Page 232: Provide the hydrostratigraphic unit for the hydraulic conductivity values. pathways and the SpeCIfIC nature of the bedrock between the Poorman and Little
320-62 *  Page 232: Explain infiliration of 14% if there is an upward gradient, Cherry Creek watersheds.

Aguatic Life
Dewatering

The SDEIS states: “Without mitigation. the effects on habitat in upper East Fork Rock Creek would be
substaniial and last for hundreds of years {p. 139)." However, the SDEIS states “Implementation of this
mitigation [grouting] during the Operations Phase would result in minimal improvement in the predicted
baseflow changes.” Moreover, the SDEIS descnibes mitigation effectiveness as decreasing and then
becoming highly uncertain over 50 to 100 years (p. 233), a fraction of the 1,172 1o 1,322 year period
over which stream baseflow will be impacted (footnote o Table 89),

Recommendation for the FEIS: Clarify that even with mitigation, temporary and permanent baseflow
reductions are large and long-lasting enough that substamtial adverse impacts to aquatic life will occur.

Flow Fluctuation

The SDEIS states that Libby Creek fows below the adit site will increase and decrease depending upon
the mining phase (i.e., 79% increase in the construction phase, 13% decline in the operations phase, 75%
increase in the closure phase and 34% increase in the posi-closure phase ). While the SIXEIS states that
the additional flows will provide more thermal refuge areas as well as deeper pool areas. the document
does not address the polential adverse impacts on aquatic hife of these ypes of flow fuctuations, These
types of successive flow changes can affect the structure and composition of aquatic communities in
numerous ways, including increasing macroinverichrate dnft and altering the relative abundance of
sensitive and tolerant species. Increases in Libby Creek flows can affect channe] and bank stability and
increase channel and bank erosion. Mitigation for these effects could include discharge/flow
management (o mimic 3 more nateral flow regime or stream restoration and enhancement. The FWS
also mentioned these concerns in its November 15, 20011 letter.

Recommendation for the FEIS: Include a discussion of potential effects of Libby Creek’s fluctuating
flows on aquatic life.

L&

Comment Response 320-57

A water table map (potentiometric surface) was presented on Figure 72 in the DEIS
and on Figure 70 in the SDEIS and FEIS. Groundwater levels in the Poorman
Impoundment Site would be collected during the final design process, described in
Section 2.5.2.6.3 of the SDEIS and FEIS and in Section C.10.

Comment Response 320-58

Section C.10.3.2.3 of the SDEIS and FEIS discussed that springs selected for GDE
monitoring would be measured twice per year (first in late summer/early fall, then
again as soon as the site is accessible in the early summer on).

Comment Response 320-59

Section 3.8.3.1 of the FEIS was revised to provide the standard error of prediction
for the estimated 7Q4o and 7Q, flow values. The 7Qy and 7Q, flows used in the
analysis were the average 7Q;q and 7Q, flows.

Comment Response 320-60

The term “water table” was replaced with “potentiometric surface” in the SDEIA
and FEIS.

Comment Response 320-61

The impoundment area stratigraphy was not subdivided into specific hydro-
stratigraphic units. As stated in the SDEIS and FEIS, the hydraulic conductivities
are assigned to undifferentiated glaciofluvial deposits and glaciolacustrine deposits,
similar to what was used in the impoundment area 3D model.

Comment Response 320-62
See next page.
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Com- . .
ment Document #320-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response
Comment Response 320-62
MATR 320 The vertical gradient in both impoundment areas varies from downward in the
middle and upper portions of the area and upward in the lower portion of the area.
The reported infiltration rate is based on the results of the two 3D models (mine-
Olver Recommendations: H H H H H H
s Page 252: Address in the FEIS and ROD the intent to conduct monitoring of springs on Rock area and Impound_rr_'ent area)_ for areas of r?latlvely low r:ellef with relatlvely thick
Lake fault two times per year instead of one lime per year. Monitoring twice per year (once sequences of surficial material. The agencies agree that in the areas of upward
as soon as the site is accessible in the carly summer and once in late summer/early fall) H H H H H
Sl b vt o sy al e vertical gradient (such as in the spring areas), there would not likely be a net
»  Page 298: Provide the total uncertainties in estimated percentage change for 7Q10 and 7Q2 infiltration rate. However, because the springs are due to infiltration farther up the
flows in Table 102 to characterize the range of possible flows, H H
*  Section 3.10: Use the term “regional polentiometric surface” or “saturated zone™ instead of _Slo_pe that results ”:] grogndwater flow beneath_a Conflnlng Ia'yerf there may be
“water table” to more accurately represent this hydrogeologic sitation. infiltration of precipitation into shallow material above the confining layer that may
s Page 232 Provide the hydrostratigraphic wnit for the hydraulic conductivity values. H H
320-62 % gge 2 et A o TG B e e ik gt produce perched zones of saturation. If the perched zones exist, they may or may

Aguatic Life
Dewatering

The SDEIS states: “Without mitigation. the effects on habitat in upper East Fork Rock Creek would be
320'63 substaniial and last for hundreds of years {p. 139)." However, the SDEIS states “Implementation of this
mitigation [grouting] during the Operations Phase would result in minimal improvement in the predicted
baseflow changes.” Moreover, the SDEIS descnibes mitigation effectiveness as decreasing and then
becoming highly uncertain over 50 to 100 years (p. 233), a fraction of the 1,172 1o 1,322 year period
over which stream baseflow will be impacted (footnote o Table 89),

Recommendation for the FEIS: Clarify that even with mitigation, temporary and permanent baseflow
320-64 reductions are large and long-lasting enough that substamtial adverse impacts to aquatic life will occur.

Flow Fluctuation

The SDEIS states that Libby Creek fows below the adit site will increase and decrease depending upon
320-65 the mining phase (i.e., 79% increase in the construction phase, 13% decline in the operations phase, 75%
increase in the closure phase and 34% increase in the posi-closure phase ). While the SIXEIS states that
the additional flows will provide more thermal refuge areas as well as deeper pool areas. the document
does not address the polential adverse impacts on aquatic hife of these ypes of flow fuctuations, These
types of successive flow changes can affect the structure and composition of aquatic communities in
numerous ways, including increasing macroinverichrate dnft and altering the relative abundance of
sensitive and tolerant species. Increases in Libby Creek flows can affect channe] and bank stability and
increase channel and bank erosion. Mitigation for these effects could include discharge/flow
management (o mimic 3 more nateral flow regime or stream restoration and enhancement. The FWS
also mentioned these concerns in its November 15, 20011 letter.

320-66 Recommendation for the FELS: Include a discussion of potential effects of Libby Creek’s fluctuating
flows on aquatic life.

L&

not be contributing water to the springs located in the lower portion of the slope.

Comment Response 320-63

Additional information was added to Section 3.6.4.2.2 of the FEIS to more
thoroughly describe the effects on aquatic life other than fisheries to changes in
streamflows. Macroinvertebrate populations are present throughout the reaches
potentially affected by mine dewatering, and would be affected by the reduction or
elimination of flow that would occur during low flow periods. Headwater streams
also perform important ecological functions in terms of transport of organic matter,
invertebrates, nutrients, and woody debris to downstream waters (Kline and
NewFields 2012). Reductions in flow could adversely impact the ability of these
headwater reaches to perform such functions.

Comment Response 320-64
See comment response 320-63.

Comment Response 320-65

Water management in Alternatives 3 and 4 was revised in the FEIS to indicate that
MMC would either cease diversions from Libby Creek or would augment the total
amount of Libby Creek diversions any time flow at LB-2000 above the Libby
Creek/Bear Creek confluence was less than 40 cfs. With the revised water balance
presented in the FEIS, the amount of flow fluctuations would be less than described
in the SDEIS. The agencies do not believe mitigation was necessary for the flow
fluctuations disclosed in the FEIS.

Comment Response 320-66
See comment response 320-65.
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ment Document #320-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Response

MMTR 320

Sediment

Impacis from sediment could exacerbate tmpacts W aguatic e especially when considered in
320-67 combination with the newly disclosed changes to (low in Libby Creek. As stated in the SIS, many of
the streams in the Libhy Creek walershed will experience increases in sediment, which will likely
adversely affect agquatic biota, including macroinvertebrates, bull trout and cther fish species (pp. 135,
152}, Increases in sediment can lead o substantial adverse physical habitat effects, including fne
sediment deposition in spawning and incubation areas and filling of intersttial habitats fov
macrsinvertebrates. Because Libby Creek and Linke Cherry Creck are approaching or exceeding the
% threshold for fine sediments in spawning and incubation arcas (p. 135), it 15 likt‘l\'{ ihat any
additional scdimentation will have deleterious effects on physical habitat for the threatened bull troue
and other salmonids. The SDELS indicates that increased sediment loading would be greatest during the
construction phase when rees, vepetation, or sols will be removed for mine facilities. roads and the
ransmission line, Roads will likely be o relatively large, ongoing source of sadiment post-construction,
The FWS also mentioned these concerns in its November 15, 2011 letter.

Recommendation for the FEIS: Include a discussion on location of roads, the timimg of construction amd
320-68 ihe associated potential effects on spawning and incubation periods of the resident or migratory fish
species.

Threaltened and Endangered Speciex

The EPA concurs with the FWS Nosvember 15, 2011 comments, and defers 1o FWS regarding the
320'69 impacis of the Project on Endangered Species Act lisied species and on additional opporiunibies (o
avord, minimize, and compensate for these impacts.

Wedlands

Indivect linpacts

Haged an the new information provided in the SDEES, EPA has identified wetlands in the Little Cherry

320-70 Creek arca likely 1o be affected by reductions in eroundwater levels (see Table 1 below).
Recommendation for the FEIS: Evaluate the effeds of groundwater level reductions azsocialed with

320-71 pumpback wells on the wetlands in the Little Cherry Creck arca, as well as other waters of the U8,

TERE T S s R

LOC-394 5,27 il

LCC-36 247 I

LEC-38 0.5 I

LCC-35A 163 I

LeC-358 1E2 I

LOC-35C 0.08 I

3

Comment Response 320-67

Under Alternatives 3 and 4, MMC would implement additional BMPs and road
closure mitigation, with some of the road closures completed before the Evaluation
and Construction phases, and others completed at the end of the Operations Phase.
Section 3.13.4.3.5 disclosed that with road closure mitigation and BMP
implementation, sediment delivery to streams from roads would be minimized.
Within the mine permit area boundary, all stormwater runoff from roads would be
captured by ditches and sediment ponds and any discharges from the ponds routed
toward MPDES permitted outfalls. Outside the mine permit area boundary, the
movement of sediment from Alternative 3 roads to RHCAs would be minimized
through the use of BMPs. Various studies have shown that BMPs implemented to
reduce sediment movement from roads, cutslopes and fillslopes to drainages are
effective in reducing sediment by 70 to 100 percent. Appropriate BMPs would be
determined on a site-specific basis and would be monitored to determine their
effectiveness. The discussion of sediment in Sections 3.6.4 was modified to make it
clear that aquatic life are likely to benefit from the project due to road closure
mitigation and BMP implementation.

Comment Response 320-68
See comment response 320-67.

Comment Response 320-69

Thank you for your comment. The mitigation plan in Alternatives 3 and 4 (Section
2.5.7) was revised in the FEIS to avoid, minimize, and compensate for effects on
aquatic resources.

Comment Response 320-70 and 320-71

The potential indirect effects on wetlands south of Little Cherry Creek were revised
in the FEIS to describe the potential effects of the pumpback wells. A possible
subsurface bedrock ridge and hydrologic divide may occur south of Little Cherry
Creek. This bedrock ridge may create a hydrologic divide between the
impoundment sites and wetlands on the other side of the bedrock ridge. If a
subsurface bedrock ridge and hydrologic divide at this location were confirmed, the
pumpback wells would not affect the wetlands between the bedrock ridge and Little
Cherry Creek. Additional subsurface data would be collected during the final design
process of the Poorman Impoundment to assess the bedrock ridge and the 3D model
would be rerun to evaluate the site conditions with the new data. Any areas within
the modeled drawdown area not surveyed for wetlands would be surveyed.
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ment Document #320-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response

MMTR 320

LOC-29 265 i
Loc-30 [ i
LC-33 022 n
LoC-21 009 1
LOC-26 0.3 W
Loc-27 0,08 W
LEC-22R 007 W
LOC-28A 0.06 [
Sub-tatal, jurisdictional 14.70 acres —
13 0.05 -
07 0.5

108 0.1 -
Sub.total, non-jurisdictional 0.31 acres =
Total wetland acres 15.01 acre -

Wetland Mitigation and Exvecoiive Order § 7990 Prtection of Wetlunds

The SDEIS states “In compliance with [Executive Order] 11990, the KNF finds that there is no
320-72 practicable alternative o new construction located in wetlands. and that Allernative 3 includes all
practicable measures to mimnuze baom to wetlands (p. 414" The EPA does not agree that all measures
have been incorporated inlo Alternative 3 that would reduce the direet and indireet impacts Lo wellands.
‘There are significani benefits associated with use of paste tailings with surface deposition or dry “stack™
tailings backiill and/or surface deposition. In addition, indirect impacts o wetland systems adjacent 1o
the Poormian Waste Disposal site, in the East Rock Creek watershed and in the East Fork Bull River
watershed were excluded from consideration for compliance with this executive order,

320-73 Recommendation for the FEIS: Address all potential indirect impacts 1o wetlands and explain how the
ENF will comply with Executive Order 11990,

Surlace Waler Qualily

Table 106, Section 3.13.4.2.1 {p. 323) presents the predicted water quality concentrations for Alwernative
320-74 2. but there is ot a comparable table for the prefermed altermative, Alternative 3. Without a able
documenting the predicted water quality clianges. it is difficult 10 evaluate whether of not the predicted
impacis (o Libby Creek would be significant for the preferred aliernative

Recommendarion for the FEIS: Include atable that presents the predicted water quality concentrations
320-75 for Alternative 3 so the predicted water quality impacts assocated with the prefered alternative are
clear,

Wader Treatmend

The SIIEES acknowledges the possible addition of a wastewaler regment unit for nitropen and that,
4

Comment Response 320-72

Section 3.23.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS indicated that the KNF determined that there
is no practicable alternative to new construction located in wetlands, and that the
proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands.
Although the finding did not change, Sections 2.5.7.2 and 3.24.4 of the FEIS
describes additional mitigation to minimize harm to wetlands. Section 3.24.4 was
also revised to address all potential indirect effects on wetlands. Comment response
320-27 discussed that reducing the moisture content of the tailings, such as with the
use of paste tailings or dry stack tailings would have no effect on groundwater
pumping necessary because the rate of tailings seepage reaching groundwater
would be independent of the tailings moisture content. Any indirect effects on
wetlands from pumpback wells would be an unavoidable effect. In the agencies’
monitoring plans (Appendix C.4), MMC would monitor springs and wetlands
potentially affected by the pumpback well system, and develop appropriate
mitigation should adverse effects be attributed to the pumpback wells.

Mine backfill was evaluated in the Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis report
and was considered primarily to determine the potential for reduction of the surface
tailings disposal area. Paste backfill was determined as the only technically feasible
method of underground tailings disposal (see subsequent discussion on tailings
disposal methods). Paste backfill would reduce the impact to 1.5 acres of wetlands
by reducing the volume of tailings disposed of on the surface. An economic
assessment of paste backfill determined it would result in greater capital and
operating costs than normally would be associated with room-and-pillar mining
projects, and backfilling was eliminated from detailed analysis.

Appendix C of the SDEIS and FEIS discussed the monitoring that would be
conducted in the mine and tailings impoundment area to assess potential indirect
effects on wetlands.

Comment Response 320-73
See comment response 320-72.

Comment Response 320-74

A table was added to Section 3.13.4.3 of the FEIS providing water quality changes
for Alternative 3 estimated from a mass balance analysis. These results were
provided in Appendix G of the FEIS, and were summarized in the new table in the
FEIS.

Comment Response 320-75
See response to comment 320-74.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-88




Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
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ment Document #320-U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Response
Comment Response 320-76
AR 320 Section 3.6.1.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that in 2014 the DEQ
developed numeric standards for total phosphorus and total nitrogen for wadeable
_ - : streams, which includes all streams in the analysis area. The seasonal total
:I::]1:':[::1.[1:!;Try:-t;“;::-:::]fh:c.i:l,l,:::::.fl”mcr ceriain condifions, water treatment may be necessary foo phosphorus standard iS 0.025 mg/L and Sea§onal total nitrogen Standard iS 0.275
o . ) mg/L between July 1 to September 30. Section 3.6.4.2.3 of the SDEIS and FEIS
320-76 Recommendation for the FEIS: Address whether the proposed walter treatment processes (a ological disclosed that the TIN ||m|t fOI‘ ambient Surface waters set in the BHES Order Could

nitrification-denitrification treatment system. ultrafiliration and perhaps chelation or reverse osmosis)
can meet the more stringent nitrogen limits (i.e., 0.3 mg/L TN), if periphyton and chlorophyll-a
momitoring provide evidence that effluent Iimits for nitrogen need to be tightened. If the proposed water
freatment process cannod meet the tighter nitrogen limits, we recommend the FEIS propose aliernative
treatment opiions that will meet ihe lower nitrogen limits.

Clean Water Act Section 303(d)-Listed Streams and TMDL Consistency

Project activities have potential 1o ageravate habitat alternations and sedimentation/siltation CW A
320_77 §303(d) impairments in Libby Creek (p. 306), further adversely affecting the aguatic life and cold water
fishery uses that are already impaired in the downstream Libby Creek segment. The SDEIS identifies
some best management practices (BMPs) that could offset sediment impacts of the project, but does not
relate these 1o the sediment-related CW A §303(d) imparrments 1n Libby Creek.

Recommendation for the FEIS and ROD: [dentify mitigation measures to ensure the Project will avoad
further degradation of Libby Creck and be consistent with total maximum daily loads (TMIML.s ) and
waler quality improvement activities (o restore full support for beneficial uses in Libby Creek.
Monitoring and adaptive management may be necessary 1o prevent further degradation and demonstrate
consistency with TMDLs once developed.

Alr Quality
Criteria and Huzardons Afr Pollutants (HAPs)

The EPA is pleased that the Supplemental Appendix C, Agencies’ Conceptual Monitoring Plans, 7.2

Adr Quiality contains provisions for air monitoring at three air montoring stations for PM2.5, PMI0, and
related HAPs, The SDEIS also contains information on compliance with the New Source Performance
Standard (NSPS) 40 CF.R Part 60, Subpant LL; more complete HAPs modeled results with comparisons
10 HAP reference thresholds; and, a modeled demonstration of compliance with the new 1-hour N0 and
S0, National Ambient Adr Quality Standards.

The SDEIS compares HAP air impacts from the mine to HAP thresholds. The total combined cancer
risk from arsenie, cadmium, and chromium associated with the loadoul facility is 1 i 1,000,000 using a
20-year exposure period. The wial lifetime exposure risk of 1.3 (Table 51) 1s very near the acceplable
risk of one in a million.

Recommendation for the FEIS: Include a discussion to better explain the modeled results, lifetime nisk
azsociated with this sk assessment, and how HAP related PMI10 air monitoring may provide data to
better understand this msk.

be modified in the MPDES permit issued by DEQ at any time if nuisance algal
growth caused by MMC’s discharge was observed. MMC would be required to
demonstrate the ability to meet these standards during final design of the water
treatment plant. In 2015, MMC requested that the general variance for both total
nitrogen and total phosphorus be incorporated into the MPDES permit and
indicated that the facility design flow is less than 1.0 million gallons per day (mgd).
In the draft renewal MPDES permit, the DEQ preliminarily granted the variance
request for total nitrogen of 15 mg/L, and preliminarily determined that a variance
for total phosphorus was not necessary because the facility did not show reasonable
potential to violate this nutrient standard. The lowest applicable limit, such as the
BHES Order limit of 1 mg/L for TIN, would apply.

Comment Response 320-77

Libby Creek beginning at the US 2 bridge, which is outside of the analysis area, is
impaired for sediment and siltation. The DEQ and EPA established a sediment
TMDL of 4,234 tons/year average annual load for Libby Creek from the US 2
bridge to the confluence with the Kootenai River. As part of this TMDL, the
Montanore facility was assigned a sediment wasteload allocation of 24 tons/year.
This wasteload allocation, applied as a wasteload allocation for total suspended
solids applicable to all permitted outfalls at the facility, including any future
permitted outfalls, will be implemented in the final renewal MPDES permit. The
estimated sediment delivery from roads under existing conditions and sediment
delivery reductions for the alternatives were disclosed in Section 3.13.4.2.1 of the
SDEIS and Sections 3.13.3.1.4, 3.13.4.2.1, 3.13.4.3.5, 3.13.4.4.2, and 3.13.4.6.2 of
the FEIS. Road closures and BMPs would be implemented to reduce sediment
delivery from roads to project area streams, many of which are in the Libby Creek
watershed upstream of US 2. Discussion was added to Section 3.13.4.3.5 of the
FEIS that related the sediment reductions to the sediment impairment for Libby
Creek. Changes in sediment delivery from the Montanore project would be small
compared to the estimated existing sediment load of 1,621 tons/year and the
estimated future sediment load of 1,102 tons/year in the upper Libby Creek
watershed.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-89




Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment
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Response

320-78

320-79

320-80

320-81

MNTR 320

dependent upon monitoning resulis and under cerlain conditions, water treatment may be necessary for
all water discharged from the mine site,

Recemmendation for the FEIS: Address whether the proposed waler treatment processes (a mological
nitrification-denitrification treatment system. ultrafiliration and perhaps chelation or reverse osmosis)
can meet the more stringent nitrogen limits (.¢., 0.3 mg/L. TN), if periphyton and chlorophyll-a
momitoring provide evidence that effluent imits for nitrogen need to be tightened. If the proposed water
freatment process cannod meet the tighter nitrogen limits, we recommend the FEIS propose aliernative
treatment opiions that will meet ihe lower nitrogen limits.

Clean Water Act Section 303(d)-Listed Streams and TMDL Consistency

Project activities have potential 1o ageravate habitat alternations and sedimentation/siltation CW A
§303(d) impairments in Libby Creek (p. 306), further adversely affecting the aguatic life and cold water
fishery uses that are already impaired in the downstream Libby Creek segment. The SDEIS identifies

some best management practices (BMPs) that could offset sediment impacts of the project, but does not
relate these 1o the sediment-related CW A §303(d) imparrments 1n Libby Creek.

Recommendation for the FEIS and ROD: [dentify mitigation measures to ensure the Project will avoad
further degradation of Libby Creck and be consistent with total maximum daily loads (TMDLs ) and
waler quality improvement activities (o restore full support for beneficial uses in Libby Creek.
Monitoring and adaptive management may be necessary 1o prevent further degradation and demonstrate
consistency with TMDLs once developed.

Criteria and Hazardons Air Pollutants (HAPs)

The EPA is pleased that the Supplemental Appendix O, Agencies’ Conceptual Monitoring Plans, .2
Adr Quiality contains provisions for air monitonng at three air nroidtoring stations for PM2.5, PMI0, and
related HAPs. The SDEIS also contains information on compliance with the New Source Performance
Standard (NSPS) 40 C.F.R Pant 60, Subpan LL:; more complete HAPs modeled results with comparisons
1o HAP reference thresholds; and, a modeled demonstration nfunmpll:mnc wilh the new 1-hour N0 and
S0, National Ambient Adr Quality Standards.

The SDEIS compares HAP air impacts from the mine to HAP thresholds. The total combined cancer
nisk from arsenic, cadmium, and chromium associated with the loadout fufillly 15 1 in 1,000, (080 using a
20-year exposure period. The wial lifetime exposure risk of 1.3 (Table 51) 1s very near the acceplable
risk of one in a million.

Recommendation for the FEIS: Include a discussion to better explain the modeled results, lifetime risk
azsociated with this sk assessment, and how HAP related PMI10 air monitoring may provide data to
better understand this msk.

Comment Response 320-78

See comment response 320-77. Sediment delivery from roads to Libby Creek in all
mine alternatives would be reduced substantially due to road mitigation and
implementation of BMPs. Changes in sediment delivery to streams would be small
in comparison to the estimated existing sediment load of 1,621 tons/year and the
estimated future sediment load of 1,102 tons/year in the upper Libby Creek
watershed.

Comment Response 320-79
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 320-80
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 320-81

Section 3.4.4.2.4 was revised in the FEIS to explain the modeled results, lifetime
risk, and required monitoring for arsenic, cadmium, chromium, and lead.
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Comment Response 320-82
MATR 320 Thank you for your comment and support of the agencies’ use of the Troy Mine and
the proposed Rock Creek Mine as a geological analogs.
Comment Response 320-83
At Cotnonts sl Heo il Thank you for your comment and support of the agencies’ mitigation and
Maonitoring and Adaptive Managemeni monitori ng.
1. Pre-Evalwation & Evaluation Plhase Dara Co mment Res p onse 320_84
320-82 _[k'c.'_-uun-m':lil_'uhlr information on the potential [‘1||'.I'I1L'1Il|$ release specifically for the Montanore Project Thank you for your interest in being part of the technical review process for the
is limited. the interagency workgroup on geochemisiry agreed 1o ihe use of geological analogs of ihe - . oy . . R . R
Troy Mine and the Rock Creek Mine with validation through site-specafic monitonng during the flnal deSlgn Of the talllngs |mp0und ment. The dlSCUSSlon Of the f|na| dESlgn pI’OCGSS
e¥alustion phasc:of the Frojedt. was moved to the Evaluation Phase (Section 2.5.2.6.3) in the FEIS. The section was
The SDEIS and the EPA acknowledge that data to support the hydrologic modeling are limited and also revised in the FEIS to indicate the technical review of the final tailings faClIlty
320-83 acknowledge the need to collect additional data. The EPA supports additional hydrologic data collection

effons.

The EPA requests to be part of the technical review process for final design review for the Poorman

320_84 disposal site {p. 48).

Recommendations for the FEIS and BOD:
& [nclude more detal on how site-specific monitoring data from the waste rock test pad and waste
320_85 rock column test will be used to decide if the waste rock stockpile at the Poorman lailings site
will be lined to ensure that water quality standards will be met
*  Include more detail on how hydrologic information gathered during the Pre-Evaluation and
320-86 Evaluation Phases will be used to refine predicted impacts.
320-87 *  Discuss how the geochemical and hydrologic information assembled at the end of the Evaluation
Phase will be reevaluated and shared with the public and the EPA to provide the opporiunity to
assess potential impacts and recommend revisions (o mitigation if necessary.

Additional Information for Disclosure

We note that the Final 31 Groundwater Model dated Apnl, 2011; the 2011 Final Surface Water Quality
320-88 Report; and the Response to EPA Comments, Attachment A — Response to Montanore DEIS Comments
Regarding Visibility dated June 30, 2009 were not provided as appendices to the SDEIS.

Recommendation for the FEIS: Make these reports available as appendices or provide links to on-line
availability,

Production Rate Implications

320-89 The Final Tailings Dhsposal Alternatives Analysis recognizes that the predicted 20,000 wons per day, 16
yiear full production rate 15 optimistic but does not explain the implications of an optimistic production

rate for environmental impacts, including waste and water management (p. 239},

4]

design would be made by a technical advisory group established by the lead
agencies. Possible members of the TAG include the KNF, the DEQ, the EPA, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Confederated Salish Kootenai Tribe, and Lincoln
County.

Comment Response 320-85

In cooperation with the EPA, the agencies developed a geochemical sampling and
analysis plan that was presented in the Appendix C.9 of the SDEIS and FEIS.
Section C.9.7 of the SDEIS and FEIS indicated that following completion of the
Evaluation Phase, the need to handle material selectively would be reevaluated and
criteria for material placement would be established. Where possible, trigger values
that would enable mining personnel to identify rock for selective handling or to
determine the need for mitigation would be identified.

Comment Response 320-86
See comment responses 320-6, 320-70 and 320-71

Comment Response 320-87

The agencies agree that review of data and information collected during the Libby
Adit Evaluation Phase would be important. As Section 2.5.2.1 of the SDEIS and
FEIS discussed, the evaluation program is needed to develop additional information
about the geologic and hydrologic characteristics of the deposit and the nearby
Rock Lake fault. Final design would begin after completion of the evaluation
program. As discussed in Section 3.8.2 of the FEIS, the Construction Phase would
(continued next page)
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MMTR 320

Recommendation for the FEIS: Describe why the predicted rate may be optimistic and discuss its
implications.

begin after MMC analyzed the data from the Evaluation Phase, collected the
necessary data for final design, submitted final design plans to the agencies, and
received agency approval to implement the Construction Phase. All information
associated with the Montanore Project is public record and available for public
review at the agencies in accordance with the provisions of the Freedom of
Information Act and Montana’s Constitutional and statutory “right to know”
provisions.

Comment Response 320-88

These documents were provided to the EPA before SDEIS issuance and to any
person requesting them after SDEIS issuance.

Comment Response 320-89

Section 3.1.1 of the FEIS was revised to discuss lower production rates. Because
the recoverable resource and production rate are estimates, the agencies used a 20-
year duration for operations in their analyses. The duration of any particular phase
may vary and be longer or shorter from that analyzed. A change in production rate
would reduce mill water requirements, water appropriations, and wastewater
discharges and associated effects on surface water and aquatic resources. A change
in project duration would not affect the severity or geographical scope of other
effects.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-92




Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- .
ment Document #323-Army Corps of Engineers Response
Comment Response 323-1
Thank you for your comment.
Comment Response 323-2
Thank you for your comment.
Comment Response 323-3
Thank you for your comment. The agencies presented a draft 404(b)(1) analysis in
the SDEIS to assist the EPA and the Corps in making the factual determinations
regarding compliance with the Guidelines. The analysis was revised and included
in the FEIS.
323-1
323-2
323-3
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

%(;r:{ Document #323-Army Corps of Engineers Response
Comment Response 323-4
il Thank you for your comment.
Comment Response 323-5
Thank you for your comment.
323-4 The Corps issues permits after evaluating fill and/or dredge material discharges for consistency

with the Guidelines and its implementing regulations. The Guidelines focus on agquatic
ecosystem impacts on a range of Public Interest Factors, In contrast to NEPA, the CW A requires
that the permitted work represent the least environmental damaging practicable alternative
{LEDPA). The EPA ensures thal water quality standards are met and makes independent
Jjudgments conceming threats o water quality.

Note that MMC submitted a permit application for the proposed work to this office
323-5 carlier this vear and has requested a Department of Army Permit from the Corps for development
of the proposed Montanore Mine Project. This application is being reviewed under our standard
(individual) permit process and a Public Notice was issued by the Corps on December 16, 2011,
The comment period for that Public Netice closes on February 14, 2002,

Thiz letter provides comments on the SDEIS with a focus on Section 404 and the
associated 404(b ) 1) Guidelines, including the portion of the guidelines found at 40 CFR 230010,
parts a. through 4. We will also identil’y areas of concemn regarding adverse and inaddressed
secondary impacts, indirect impacts, and cumulative impacts.

323-6

Initially, the agencies analyzed 22 sites for surface tailings disposal under three levels of
323-7 ﬁ\'n_-fning to narrow the range of TSF o!a'lium :m.'ll}'zcd in lhf..\'l",l’_-\. review. Criteria included
logistical and environmental considerations, and sites were climinated because they were
unavailable, did not provide adequate capacity, or had more adverse environmental effects. The
agencies retained two sites for further analysis,

323-8 In 2009, the Dvaft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) included an altematives
analysis that identified Altemmative 4, the Mitigated Little Cherry Creck area, as the preferred
disposal site for the mine tailings. After further consideration and while targeting additional
avoidance and minimization of wetland impacis and other waters of the U.S., the altematives
analvsis was subsequently revised. In the current (2011) SDEIS, Alternative 3, the Agency
Mitigated Poorman Impoundment (the Poorman Creek area) was identified as a disposal site
having less adverse aquatic impacts than Altemmative 4. Under Allemative 4, about 8,000 feet of
Little Cherry Creek, a large and imporiant perenmial tributary of Libby Creek. would be directly
affected by fill; by contrast, Altemative 3 would have no ¢ffect on such a perennial stream.
Alternative 4 would fill approximately 36 acres of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the
U5, Ahemative 3 would fill approximately 9 acres. In terms of total acres impacted (aquatic
plus non-aquatic), Altemative 4 would affect 2,254 acres and Altemative 3 would affect 2,011
acres. The 2011 SDEIS identifics 2 as the LEDPA. The preferred power
transmission line altemative in the SDEIS is D-R, Miller Creek, and has also been identified as
the LEDPA when compared to other power transmission line alternatives for the project

323—9 The Poorman TSF is an carthen dam covering 608 acres and the final resting place for the
mill tailings waste. The dam would be 10,300 feet long and 360 feet high. The TSF berm,

Comment Response 323-6
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 323-7

Thank you for your comment. The agencies agree with the Corp’s assessment of
the agencies’ tailings disposal alternatives analysis.

Comment Response 323-8

The KNF identified Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative and the alternative
that best balances the requirements under the 2015 Kootenai Forest Plan with the
project’s environmental impacts. The Corps will identify an alternative as a

LEDPA in its decision document.

Comment Response 323-9
Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- .
ment Document #323-Army Corps of Engineers Response
Comment Response 323-10
bl In 2013, the Corps issued an updated preliminary jurisdictional determination of
wetlands and non-wetland waters within the Poorman Impoundment Site (Corps
2013b). As a result of the updated channel mapping and the 2013 Corps
determination, short reaches of four tributaries in the Poorman Impoundment Site
starter dam and saddle dam would consist of 2.7, 1.7, and 0.7 million cubic vards of fill. No were determlned by the Corps to IaCk a deflned Channel and to be non-
tailings would be deposited into waters of the U5, because clean fill would be discharged jurisdictional_ The FEIS analysis of wetland impacts (Section 3234) was revised to
before depositing mine tailings. When work is completed, the tailings dam and impounded ; o foriedinti H H
tailings would remain. The seepage collection pond would have a 50 million gallon capacity and reflect the Corps pre“mlnary JurISdICtlonaI determination.
the TSF is designed with an under-drain system. Comment Respo nse 323-11
At the TSE, the aquatic resources impacted would include 11.949 feet of jurisdictional The ana|ysis of the effects of the pumpback wells was revised in the FEIS (SECtiOﬂ
323-10 stream channel and 12.2 acres of wetlands. Approximately 8.8 acres of jurisdictional wetlands 3.23'4'2.2) to reflect additional analysis. The agencies' Tailings DiSpOS&l

would be filled. about 8.6 acres within the TSF footprint and about (.2 acre along Bear Creek
Road. The remaining 3.4 acres are not regulated under the CW AL The streams within the TSF
are not fish-bearing, but nearby streams are fish-bearing. The wetlands are a mix of palustrine
emergent, scrub-shrub, and forested types. Within the Poorman TSF the wetlands occur along
drainages that flow to Libby Creek and as isolated wetlands within the area. A few non-wetland
waters of the U8 flow to Libby Creek. Six springs associated with wetlands and waters of the
.8, oceur in the TSF, and one spring is located south of the Libby Plant Site. Wetlands occur at
road crossings on both Ramsey and Poorman crecks. Using the widely-accepted Montana
Department of Transpontation (MDT) Wetland Assessment Method, wetlands are classified as
Category L IL 11 or IV. Category | wetlands are exceptionally high quality wetlands and are
rare to uncommon. Category I wetlands are more common than Category [ wetlands, and
provide habitat for sensitive plants and animals. Category 111 wetlands are more common than
Category IT or [ wetlands, less diverse, and are often smaller than Category IT or I wetlands.
Category IV wetlands are small, isolated. and lack vegetative diversity. These wetlands provide
minor wildlife habitat. Both Category 11 and 111 wetlands occur within the area that would be
filled by the TSF.

The secondary effects on wetlands, springs. and seeps would occur during dewatering
323-11 and drawdown. Wetlands are found adjacent to a channel he]m\ the dam and three intermittent
channels without wetlands are found below the dam. No springs or seeps are below the TSF.
The pump-back wells would reduce groundwater levels and eliminate the hydrologic support for
the agquatic resources, and flow in the intermittent channels would be eliminated. The secondary
impacts would be related to reduced stream flows, declining water levels from the TSF pump-
back wells, and reduced ground and surface water flows, Down-gradient channels identified as
walers of the ULS. 1, 3, 5, and 14 would be impacted due 1o decreased flows. The impacts would
be persistent, detrimental, and permanent. The SDEIS identifies that if the volume of tailings
was reduced by up to 40 percent at the TSF, the adverse effects on wetlands and other waters
would also be reduced.

According to the SDEIS, the proposed discharges would not significantly adversely affect
lifee stages of aquatic life and other wildlife dependent on aguatic ecosystems. The waters of the
U8, in the TSF do not provide habitat for fish. The wetlands in the TSF are seasonally saturated
and do not provide year-round aquatic habitat, but thev do provide seasonal habitat for
amphibians and year-round habitat for terrestrial wildlife. A groundwater dependent ecosystem

323-12
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Alternatives Analysis determined that it was not possible to reduce the volume of
tailings that required surface disposal by 40 percent. Based on a preliminary,
assessment-level economic analysis, which could vary by more than 30 percent, the
agencies’ analysis found that backfilling would result in significantly greater capital
and operating costs than would normally be associated with room-pillar mining
projects.

Comment Response 323-12

MMC has completed a full GDE inventory of the Poorman Impoundment Site and a
partial GDE inventory of the mine area. The use of “trigger” plants was revised in
the SDEIS and FEIS. The GDE inventory would include a vegetation survey to
describe and document existing vegetation characteristics and establish a
prevalence index used by the Corps to determine wetland vegetation (Corps
2008d). The prevalence index would be used to assess changes in vegetation
composition as described in the GDE inventory and monitoring plan.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- .
ment Document #323-Army Corps of Engineers Response
Comment Response 323-13
Ay Various sections of DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS address the short- and long-term direct
and indirect effects of all project components of all alternatives. Sections 3.11.4 and
3.23.4 of the FEIS were revised to disclose additional analysis of direct and indirect
effects on wetlands and aquatic resources at Rock Creek Meadows, along the banks
inventory has not heen completed at this time, but one would need to be performed to determine of Libby Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, and East Fork Bull River, and within the
the .-:umnddur_\ ir:p:zc:z L:E:n aquatic systems. The in.\'mm;’r_v wnul_d :_1ucr] |<I1 i11c1::1c]:| vu.gcl.'uli.un predicted drawdown area of the pumpback wells. All appropriate avoidance and
SUrvey Io desernibe and document cxl:\!mg \'l.‘b‘l:l.'“l\!llt‘ Araclensiics and ¢stabhsh "Inggcr H H H H H ’ H H H
species. Trigger species would then be used o assess vegetation composition and determine MINIMIZE Measures were Inc_orporatEd into the a'g_enmes alternatl\_/e’ as discussed in
appropriate mitigation. Subpart H of the lead agencies’ 404(b)(1) analysis (FEIS Appendix L). Any
o , , o additional avoidance or minimization measures that the Corps feels necessary for
The SDEIS addresses environmental consequences and commitments, including integrated . L. ) .
323-13 compensatory mitigation, but additional clarification of avoidance and compensatory mitigation is any 404'perm|tted faCIIIty COUId be added to the Corps 404 permlt-
needed. MMC's project is a large and complex undertaking in highly sensitive environments.
Predicting how the mine with a TSF above ground would affect the environment during its active Comment Respo nse 323-14
lifie and following closure is difficult, given the nature of the project. Given the variety of
environments within the region, the FS needs to further assess the long-term direct and indirect Thank yOU for yOUI’ comment.
risks 1o water-based systems and how the expected adverse impacts on the aquatic environment
can be further avoided, reduced, and offset to meet federal regulatory requirements. Comment Respo nse 323-15
Thank you for your comment.
Under the Section 404(b)( 1) Guidelines, secondary effects are the effects to the aquatic
323-14 resources that are associated with the project. but do not result from the direct placement of Comment Respo nse 323-16
dredged or fill material. Cumulative impacts are the collective changes to aguatic resources that ) ) .
are due 1o the effect of a number of discharges of fill material and can result in a major See comment response 323-13. The level of design for all project facilities was
impairment to the aquatic resources and interfere with the productivity of the resources, appropriate for an environmental analysis under NEPA and MEPA.. Section 2.5.2.6
The two major components of the project addressed throughout our comments include 1) of the FEIS discussed the final deS|gn process_ Tor the preferred ml_ne_ alternative
323-15 the Poorman TSF component, and 2) the mine’s indirect, secondary, and cumulative adverse (Alternative 3). The KNF would conduct additional NEPA analysis if the data
impacts I!l):“l_q.l.l;illt fu?s.wlcan:f in the area. Our m\'m.u 1o date _hu-s |tlenlliwd_.\ltcmulu‘c 3 ) collected during final design require substantial changes in the selected alternatives
Poorman TSF as the likely LEDPA. However. the Corps continues to question the construction . . e g
and long-term operation of the facility and the anticipated long-term posi-mining impacts, that are relevant to environmental concerns or constitute Slgnlflcant new
E:artin:l:l]:lrl)‘ in IEigiln :{-.l'1|:d¢]".iuiclcl;m.u"\Inhcr .:m-immlm.-nml mn;acqu.:ncca :..d -.na.':nwnt”i.r circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on
“onsistent with the Guidelines, the analysis targets the potential to cause and’or contribute to H :
significant degradation of waters in light of the secondary, indirect, and cumulative effects that the prOpOSEd action, as rGQUIFEd by 40 CFR 1502'9(C)(1)'
are identified in the SDEIS. The significant degradation evaluation is important in determining . . . . .
whether the project does or does not comply with the Guidelines. It is possible that an alternative If MMC SmeI-ttEd final deSIQI’-IS that were not mate”a“y different _from th_e
such as .".ltn:m.'ﬂ:u'n: 3 l’t_ummlm TSF may be the LEDPA, and the project may be g.r:u_ﬂcd Section Conceptual de3|gns of Alternative 3, the DEQ would approve the final de5|gns. If
S{IL Wit italagy: Casitinatio Eovuir e Biate of M aotadi, sod tuay slio oty Wethithe . the analysis of the data collected during the Evaluation Phase caused MMC to
Endangered Species Act, but still canse, contribute 1o, or result in significant degradation of waters. L2 R N N A
Unresolved water quality and quantity concermns may affect our significant degradation SmeIt flnal deSlgnS that are materla-”y dlfferent from the Conceptual deSlgnS Of
determination. Alternative 3, the DEQ would require MMC to submit an application to modify its
According to the 2011 SDEIS, there would be short-term and long-term adverse impacts Operatmg p_erm_lt' The DEQ would conduct the approp”ate level of MEPA review
323-16 on water quantity. The project would adversely affect wetland hvdrology, stream flows, and on the appllcatlon.

drainage patterns, resulting in adverse changes to the aquatic ecosystem including aquatic habitat
loss and the loss of interdependent and interrelated plant and animal biota. The SDEIS and its
ancillary documents identify water balance impacts and identify some compensatory mitigation
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- .
ment Document #323-Army Corps of Engineers Response
Comment Response 323-17
MRTR 2 The agencies do not agree that the tailings impoundment would need to be
constructed to permanently prevent leakage into the ground and surface water. The
impoundment in all alternatives would be designed with a seepage collection
system. The collection system would consist of a Seepage Collection Dam and
1o offset the adverse effects, but additional information, review and avoidance is needed because pond, underdrains beneath the dams and impoundment, and blanket drains beneath
S the dams. The amount of seepage not intercepted by the seepage collection system
tailings storage facility. The effects are identified as persistent and permanent. The concem is . . . . . .
amplified because the design for the Poorman TSF remains concepiually based, and the is estimated tO be 25 gpm A pumpback well System, if req_UIrEd In Alt_erna:tlve 2
conceptual design is further based on limited geotechnical information. and as a requirement in Alternatives 3 and 4, would be de5|gned to maintain capture
Pt b o s e sy ke o 0 T S T F WeoUi o 4 6 of groundwater downgradient of the impoundment, intercepting the 25 gpm of
323-17 constructed 1o permanently prevent leakage into the ground and surface water; it would need seepage that reached groundwater.
to be immune from catastrophic failure; and it would need to prevent wind-blown dust from ) A . . A
mobilizing. There is low risk in the short-term that the dam would leak or fail initially, but the Section 3.9.3 of the DEIS (Section 3.14.3 of the FEIS) disclosed a qualitative risk
||kc||!|md1h::l a I::nlun: or |E4Lk.|\|1ll|d c\'n:nl_n.'t|1_\"u\‘ur increases over time. Structures - assessment of the Little Cherry Creek and Poorman impoundment using a modified
deteriorate over time, and the liners and drains necessary to control or focus leakage under the TSF . . . .
and maintain the stability of the 360-foot dam could eventually degrade and possibly fail due to Failure Mode and Effects AnaIySIS (FMEA) process. An assessment of likelihood
""‘.Tm” and nomal environmenial forces while under the weight of millions of tons of mine and conseguences of failure for construction, operationS, and closure was made for
tailings. Control structures placed under the TSF and the dam would be expensive or impossible H H H H
ot Bie et SoulEet how s ml elictnle coadibinas i chvaice. cverthe 1 100 e ea_ch of the design and opergtlonal components. A level of risk was assigned to each
period identified as the duration of adverse hydrologic impacts in order for the TSF to remain failure mode. The level of risk ranged from Level 5 (Completely Unacceptable) to
i111;5lc1 Llllld exist without l'ufl]]cr ;ld\'un:lu effect. To :derlus.\ Illlc.':u concerms, we ruur!mncm] that Level <1 (|OW€S’[ level of risk). Of the failure modes evaluated for the Little Cherry
design features be included in the project that would minimize or eliminate those risks, and that . . .
maintenance and monitoring plans be developed and implemented that would allow the Creek |mpOUndment, three were JUdged to have a risk level of 2, and the other
identification, assessment, and rectification of future adverse effects, modes had a risk level of 1 or less. Of the failure modes evaluated for the Poorman
; g g G g m o g impoundment, six were judged to have a risk level of 2, and the other modes had a
The wetlands, small perched aquatic resources, streams, artesian water, flowing springs, .
231 drainages, and riparian corridors within the project area are essential elements for functions and risk level of 1 or less.
323-18 habitats down-gradient in this watershed. What occurs in the project area affects the Koolenai s ) A ) . A
River watershed and its associated habitat and biota. Pollution can invade the surface and The DEQ’s draft air quallty permit (DEQ 2011) has SpECIfIC requirements for
groundyntes throngh TEE leskes and ppeline Ieeaka; aod draxsps wider wesnld- swsatinlly seep tailings dust management. Section 2.5.4.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to incorporate
into the surface and groundwater system and impact the aquatic resources, The milling process .
does not remove all copper metal and would leave behind some metals in the tailings. including these requwements.
arsenic, chromium, copper, iron, lead, manganese and zinc. Copper, in particular, may cause B A . . .
harm to aquatic life at even slightly elevated concentrations. Fish, including rainbow trout and All appropriate design features and maintenance and monitoring plans have been
K, sridcomdbins s st e el ol vkl Polimwonkioeowone: | oo Porated Into the agencles” altematives (Altemative 3 and 4) to minimize
time and leaching and seepage are possible long after mining has ceased. After mine closure, the environmental Impact. Addmonal featu_res would be deve_IOpEd_durmg fln?ﬂ dESIQn‘
surface and ground water that is no longer captured during mining operations would discharge to For example, MMC would finalize the |mpoundment deS|gn using QEO|OgIC and
ke wacstshed.. kiuck tusetainty atsll it whont sdditenel xyoid saos and oppamsmocy hydrologic data collected as part of geotechnical field studies, with a focus on
mitigation measures. It is unclear if the impacted wetland and stream complexes could .Y . R . R
eventually achieve a self-sustaining, high valued environment appropriate for the landscape that minimizing effects on wetlands. Any additional design features or monitoring that
does not require long-term maintenance following closure. Again. to address these concerns we the COI’pS feels necessary for its permit decision could be added to the COI‘pS’ 404
recommend that degign features be included in the project that would minimize or eliminate rmit
those risks, and that maimtenance and monitoring plans be developed and implemented that pe '
would allow the identification, assessment, and rectification of future adverse effects. These Comment ReSpO nse 323-18
g See next page
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project M-97




Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #323-Army Corps of Engineers

Response

323-19

323-20

Comment Response 323-18

The agencies do not agree that seepage from the tailings impoundment would even-
tually seep into surface water and affect aquatic resources. See comment response
323-17. Regarding pipeline leaks, the KNF’s BA concluded there would be no risk
of release of tailings along the vast majority of the pipeline because it would be
buried, be double-walled, and have a leak detection system. The only sections
where tailings could potentially be released to streams would be at the Ramsey
Creek and Poorman Creek crossings. The most likely scenario of a complete failure
of the system would be vandalism or equipment accidentally damaging the pipe.
The pipe would be covered over the bridges to reduce this possibility and would
include a containment system. The final designs for the tailings pipeline, leak
detection system, and stream crossing protection and containment would be
submitted to the agencies for approval. In Section 3.1.1 and other sections of the
SDEIS and FEIS, the agencies disclosed that MMC would maintain and operate the
Water Treatment Plant and the seepage collection system until water quality
standards were met in all receiving waters from the specific discharge. MMC’s
2014 waters of the U.S. mitigation plan identified adaptive management measures
for each mitigation project. Any additional mitigation, design features, or
monitoring that the Corps feels necessary for any 404-permitted facility could be
added to the Corps’ 404 permit.

Comment Response 323-19

The types of wetlands that the National Research Council recommended for
avoidance were difficult or impossible to restore, such as fens or bogs (National
Research Council 2001, p. 4). Fens or bogs have not been identified in the
Montanore wetlands analysis area. The Corps’ 2013 Montana Stream Mitigation
Procedure (MTSMP) indicates that the procedure can be used to evaluate impacts
and mitigation to ephemeral, intermittent, and perennial streams. Based on Corps
recommendations, MMC evaluated mitigation for streams impacted by Alternative
3 based on functions and services, rather than the MTSMP. Compensatory
mitigation for streams included a combination of in-stream and riparian restoration
or improvement, and other watershed-related improvements. See comment
response 323-17 regarding the long-term threat of the tailings impoundment.

Comment Response 323-20

Segments of any stream in the CMW, such as the East Fork Rock Creek or East
Fork Bull River, are considered outstanding resource waters. Main stem Rock
Creek, which originates at the confluence of the west and east forks, is outside of
the CMW and is not an outstanding resource water. Section 3.6.4 of the FEIS was

(continued next page)
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Com-
ment

Document #323-Army Corps of Engineers

Response

323-21
323-22
323-23
323-24

revised to disclose the potential changes in habitat availability for three life forms
of bull trout (spawning, juvenile, adult). Section 3.6.4 of the FEIS also was revised
to incorporate the conceptual mitigation developed as part of the KNF’s Biological
Assessment for aquatic resources.

Comment Response 323-21

Compensatory wetland and stream mitigation would be constructed prior to project
impacts or concurrent with the first phases of mining construction to avoid or
minimize temporal losses to stream and wetland functions and services. If the
mitigation was constructed concurrently with project impacts, there would be a 2-
to 5-year period with diminished wetland functions and services. A higher
mitigation ratio subject to Corps approval would be used if wetlands were
constructed concurrently with project impacts to account for the temporal losses of
wetland functions and services.

Comment Response 323-22

Section 3.23.4.10.2 of the FEIS included a discussion on the replacement of
functional and area replacement for all affected streams and wetlands, including
those indirectly affected.

Comment Response 323-23

Section 3.23.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS disclosed the loss of non-wetland waters of
the U.S. Section 3.23.4 of the FEIS was revised to incorporate the preliminary
mitigation designs developed as part of MMC’s 2014 waters of the U.S. mitigation
plan for Alternative 3.

Comment Response 323-24

See comment response 323-23. Section 3.23.4 of the FEIS was revised to disclose
the potential effect on Rock Creek Meadows, a large wetland downstream of Rock
Lake. Due to the lack of soil and dominance of species that have a wide moisture
tolerance, wetlands that meet the criteria of the Corps are likely absent from the
banks of the Libby Creek, East Fork Bull River, and East Fork Rock Creek. Section
3.22.4 of the FEIS was revised to disclose the potential effect of reduced
streamflow on riparian areas along Libby Creek, East Fork Bull River, and East
Fork Rock Creek.
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Com- .
ment Document #323-Army Corps of Engineers Response
Comment Response 323-25
R See comment response 323-22.
Comment Response 323-26
See comment responses 323-21 through 323-25. Due to the steep, rocky shoreline,
watersheds, including the portion of the watersheds below the affected headwater arcas of Rock Lake has a narrow, rocky littoral zone with very little littoral zone vegetation.
the Kﬁ:wr‘ﬂ "{i\'ﬂIW-‘Tm"ﬂ]i ﬂ-‘i‘l' the ‘~’-'="1*r"'>lr“ River “r'?w":;‘*hﬂ- s In addition, any reductions in lake level due to mining would be temporary, as the
o [escnbe functional and areal replacement of adversely allod cadwaler slreams. - . .
323-25 s Deseribe in specific terms how the expected reduction in streamflow and lake levels lake would refll_l eve_ry year durmg snOV\_/meIt runoff and fall rains. |_3(_ecause Rock
323-26 resulting from indireet and secondary effects will be offset or compensated. Lake has very little littoral zone vegetation, the agencies do not anticipate the need

Finally, the Corps recognizcs a need for adapiive management provisions that st be
included with the development of the mine plan, go that any unforesecn changes in project
323-27 configuration and associated effccts on aquatic resources would continue to be successfully
accommodated in aceordance with the requirements of the Clean Water Act,

The Corps appreciates this opportunity io comment on the SDEIS and to work with your

323-28 on this project in the near future. If you have questions or require further clarification regarding
the content of this letter or our review of the proposed Montanore Mine Project, please contact
mysclat (406) 441-1375 or Mr. James Winters at (701) 220-6152.

Sincerely,

G %Z%

Todd M. Tillinger, P.E.
Montana Program Manager

Copies Furnushed:

Ms. Lynn Hagarty

Footenal Mational Forest
31374 US. Highway 2 West
Libby, Montana 59923-3022

Ms. Kristi Ponozzo

Montana DEQ MEPA Coordinator
PO Box 200901

Helena, Moniana 5962 0-0801

Mr. James L. Winters

Omaha District, 1.5, Army Corps of Engineers
304 East Broadway Avenuc, Room 334
Bismarck, North Dakota 38501

-1

ageney during this ongoing NEPA review, We continue to look forward to additional coordination

for mitigation.

Comment Response 323-27
See comment response 323-18.

Comment Response 323-28
Thank you for your comment
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Com- . .
ment Document #363-State Representative Mike Cuff Response
Comment Response 363-1
Thank you for your comment.
Comment Response 363-2
Our first speaker is Representative Mike Cuff. And the Issuance of the SDEIS was announced in the Federal Register and made available
person that we have after him, just so you're ready, is to the public for a 45-day comment period from October 7, 2011 to November 21,
T —— 2011. The agencies granted requests to extend the 45-day comment period,
extending the comment period an additional 30 days until December 21, 2011.
REPRESENTATIVE MIKE CUFF: My name is Mike Cuff, State
Representative House Distriect 2. And the spelling does
363-1

throw a few people off on the name, once in a while. But
I like to tell people it's Rough Tough Cuff.

I've seen the project go on for a long time. This
particular project since 2004, the proposal began. Seven
years later we're still wondering. We are still
dragging. Dollars are being spent on the studies.

My son helped blast the existing tunnel up there some
twanty-plus years ago. I'm trying to think just which
year it was, but I think around '%0 or '91 he was
employed there. Hundreds of jobs, hopes and dreams of
what happens in the area, whether people have good tax-
paying jobs, whether the county has a tax base, a lot of
things hang in the balancae.

I'm not a technical specialist. I'm neot going to try to
comment on those things today. I will be submitting
written commenta.

But what I'd like to say is, let's get on with the
process. Don't change the rules, don't move the
goalposts, no more delays, no more extensions. Let's get

the thing done; thank you.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

%;m_ Document #375-Lincoln County Commissioner Tony Berget Response
Comment Response 375-1
The agencies issued a Draft EIS in 2009 and, in response to public comment, a
Supplemental Draft EIS in 2011.
MRE. TONY BERGET: Tony Berget, Lincoln County Commissioner. And on Comment Res ponse 375-2
375-1 behalf of Lincoln County Commissioners, we would encourage the DEQ, as well as Thank you for your comment.
the Forest Service, to stick with the time firame and not add additional time.
The original EIS come out in -- April of 2004 was the start of the supplemental.
And I think that Bobbie Lacklen and Lynn Hagarty and the whole team has done a
wonderful job of putting this together. And [ would say, you know, it is very
technical, especially the Supplemental EIS. But that's what evervhody wanted was
supplement. And they wanted technical information, and it's there. And it's in
there in depth,
375_2 And I would also like to add that Montana and Lincoln County have a long history

of mining and providing the raw materials to help this country survive and prosper.
The customs and culiure of the area; we have learned and made misiakes, but we
have learned in advance and we — and if raw materdals are not mined here
cnvirenmentally responsible, then they are mined in countries without safepuards, 1
spent a year in Brazil, and | can tell you | saw a river that man throagh that
community and it was black and bubbling. It was Coca-Cola River is what they
called it. S0 if vou don't mine things here, they're going to be mined somewhere
else. At least here we have some controls. We can learn from the mistakes we've
made in the past and do things a litile betier.

And when [ looked out in the parking lot here, 1 didn't see a single horse. So
everybody drove here, and all of that material is mined. I'll give you there may be
somie leather seats out there for some of people the people like, you know, Paul
Bradford who has a little bit of money who can afford leather seats. For the rest of
s, all the material in that car was mined. 5o it's got to come from somewhere. 5o

it's kind of foolish to think that we can provide and use these items throughout the
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #375-Lincoln County Commissioner Tony Berget Response
Comment Response 375-2
Issuance of the SDEIS was announced in the Federal Register and made available to
the public for a 45-day comment period from October 7, 2011 to November 21,
. o it ot i e Backvard. motwhere |1 2011. The agencies granted requests to extend the 45-day comment period,
Spind el s o b g extending the comment period an additional 30 days until December 21, 2011.
But this community -- you know, there was some talk about Native Americans, At
what point are we not Native Americans as well? At what point do we not have a
part of what happens in our community?
You know, I can go back lineaze quite a few vears, and everybody in — for I don't
know how many years, has been born in America. At some point, this is a part of
our country as well.
And 1 love this community, And you know, I'm not willing to see this place
decimated. And ves, there have been mistakes, but some things you learn every
year, and you get a little better.
We will also be submitting some written comments, And again, I'd like to thank
375-3

evervhbody and encourage you to not extend the comment period. 1 think we've had

quite a bit of time, almaost two years; so thank yow
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- L .
ment Document #134-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 134-1
SRR Thank you for your comment.
From: Eric Klepfer [mailto:eric@kleplemmining.com] Co mm ent Res p onse 134-2
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2009 3:00 PM i
s eriop i g e Thank you for your submittal.
Cc: Richard Trenholme; ‘Jessica Conrad'
Subject: Conveyor Alignmeant
134_]_ We have initiated some conceptual level engineering on the different alternatives and found
that the road corridor from the Uibby Adit to the Ubby Plant site probably needs to be modified
slightly,
134-2 | have included & memo and drawing showing the different options. | have alio included an

autocad file for your use.,
Any questions, please give me a call.

Eric

klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Proghit Mansgemnt, Esgaasnng, and Envingnmantsl beices

L3058 Shavwood Cowrt
Harden Lake, I B35S
20T TR
208777 M80 Fas
208-771-1472 Call
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #134-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

134-3

134-4

134-5

KMS

4 KLEPFER MINING SERVICE LLC
bl PROJECT MANAGEMENT, ENGINEERING.
g ""g AND ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
\

Ip'*'g'.

MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 26, 2009
TO: Bobby Lacklen (USFS), Herb Rolies (DEQ)
FROM:  E.Klepfer

cc: Emily Corsi (DEQ), MMC (file)

SUBJECT: Conceptual Conveyor Alignment Re-Design

This memo is sent on behalf of Montanore Minerals Corporation (MMC) with respect
to the conveyor system, After reviewing conceptual designs for Altermative 3 and 4, we
believe the acreage should be adjusted slightly. There are design criteria for conveyors
that will influence this alignment.

The current alignment has several alignment directions based on the current road prism
which are slightly problematic for conveyor systems. A straighter alignment would be
more efficient and eliminate seweral transfer points and drive motors in the system
between the plant and the adit. To achieve this, a slight variation from the alignment In
the DEIS will be required. Also, to facilitate public access to the USFS Gate on #2316,
the conveyor must go overhead or underneath the road near the Libby Adit entrance
gate; and finally, additional acreage is required for the Upper Libby Adit.

In Alternative 3 and 4, nine acres were allocated for access road from the Libby Plant
Site to Libby Adit Site and Upper Libby Adit Site (MFS roads #6210 and #2316) o
accommedate the corveyor aleng this route.  This area excludes the 33' of existing
disturbance along the current roads. The distance from the Libby Plant site to the
Upper Libby adit i 10,3807, with the addition of the eight road acres generally equates
to an average additional road disturbance width of 38 feet. This would allow
approximately 70 to 71 feet of disturbance for the road, conveyor, and cut/fill
disturbance. As you can see from the drawing, this is not sufficient to meet conceptual
design specifications.  Just the road prism for the mine traffic, public access, and

13058 Sherwoed Court, Hayden Lake, Idshe 83835 PH: 2087718993, FAM: 208.772.3480

Comment Response 134-3
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 134-4

The agencies’ incorporated the alignment changes based on this comment and

subsequent refinement into Alternatives 3 and 4 in the FEIS.

Comment Response 134-5
See comment response 134-4,
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- - .
ment Document #134-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 134-6
AP T A See comment response 134-4,
Conceptual Conveyor Pe-Design
May 26, 2009 Comment Response 134-7
2 . . . . . .
e The alignment option was revised in the FEIS based on more detailed topographic
conveyor will conceptually require approximately 60 feet running width. This does not mapping.
include the cutffill segments for the road corridor. Comment Res ponse 134-8
West of the #6210 intersection, the conveyor would be separated from the existing See comment response 134_7
134-6 road in order to achieve a straighter alignment. The current #2316 road would still be
widened to allow for mine and public traffic as outlined in the DEIS. Comment Response 134-9
The disturbance area was left as 1 acre. The access road disturbance area of 100 feet
North of the #6210 Intersection, there are two options. A split comveyor corridor wide should provide adequate room for the site’s needs. Final disturbance and
would place the transfer point near the current #6210 intersection. The current #6210 it b dari be finalized duri final desi
134-7 road would still be widened for mine traffic. The other option would mave the transfer permit aréa bounaaries can be Tinalize uring final design.
point to the northeast and the conveyor would follow an alignment nesat to the mine _
road. A larger road cut would be made to allow for the straight conwveyor and Comment Response 134-10
additional fill work would be needed for the transfer point. Both options require nearly See comment responses 134'4, 134-7 and 134-10.
the same additional disturbance (10,5 acres).
134-8 Either option works, as a transfer point would be required. Separation would allow the
conveyor to following the contour a bit more {overland) and could reduce the overall
cutlfill aspect of this section but it is expected to be minimal. The attached drawing
shows the alignment alternatives and approximately disturbance boundaries along the
route based on an average of 60 feet of running width on the road platform,
134-9 Finally, in Alternatives 3 & 4, one acre was allocated for disturbance at the Upper Libby
Adit. The Upper Libby Adit will serve as a secondary escape way, emergency egress,
and primary ventilation area. Considering the area needed in the event of a mine
emergency, one additional acre will be needed for this site to properly accommodate a
small'efficient staging area for an emergency situation.
Disturbance Summary:
134-10
Alternative 3 & 4 Acres
DEIS Acreage Libby Plant to Adit Corridor B.O
Upper Libby Adit 1.0
Total Acres 9.0
Additional Road Corridor Acres (Either Option) 105
Additional Upper Libby Adit ]
Revised Total Acres 20.5
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Com-
ment

Document #134-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

B. Lacklen/H. Roles

Conceptual Conveyor Fe-Design
May 26, 2009

Page 3

Should you have any questions on these comments or the attached figure, you can
contact me at (208) 772-6993 or by cell (208) 771-1472
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Com-

ment Document #134-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- - .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-1
MNTR 157
Thank you for your comment.
lu @Eﬂﬂﬂfﬂﬂ Comment Response 157-2
[l JuN 152008 Reponses to the comments on the hydrology model, GDE inventory, and grizzly
AV b bear mitigation are presented in the subsequent detailed responses.
=g ) Comment Response 157-3
Thank you for your comment.
June 11, 2009
Comment Response 157-4
Paul Biradfard, Forest Supervisor The agencies did not receive a draft Water Resources Monitoring Plan that included
T e e MMC’s suggestions for revising the GDE inventory and monitoring. The GDE
el A inventory and monitoring in Alternatives 3 and 4 was substantially revised for the
SDEIS and minor modifications were made for the FEIS.
‘Warren McCullough
(! Depa of Environmental Quali
1520 € St Ave, e Comment Response 157-5
PO, Box 200501 .
Helens, MT 5920.0901 The results of MMC’s 3D groundwater model were presented in the SDEIS and
Re: MMC Comments on Montanore Project Dralt Environmental Impace Statement FE I S-
Diear Mr, Bradiord and Mr. McCullough,
This lutter has been wristen on behall of Mentnare Minarals Corp and contains commants an the recently
157-1 published Drafc Enwironmentl kmpace Stacamant for che Montanore Projece. MMC would like to cake chis dme
ta thank the agencies for allowing us o work closely with your specialists over the past several years while
developing this project.
Key lsyues:
157-2 ¥orking collaboratvely with your swalf has enabled MMC w reiew this vast document with refadwely few
lszwes. However, there are a few (ssues remaining thac MMC has a strong desire o continue 1o discuss, as well
a5 2 few minor edicorial comments thar we'd like 1o provide for your review. Owr major areas of comment
concern the use of the agencies’ 1.0 Hydralagic Madek: the seale of the Groundwarer Dependent Ecasysiem
(GDE) surveys; and the approach used by the agencies o decermine alfects and mitigation for the grizzly bear,
W'e will be submitting specific comments on grizzly bear issues soparately and expect those will be available ina
157-3 week or twa,
Our comments list thase items that MMC thinks should be discussed or analyzed in further detail As a pare af
157'4 those comments, MMC will be incduding a draft Water Resources Monitoring Plan that includes our suggestions
1o revise the GOE surveys mentioned in the DEIS.
W have submited the 3-Dimensicnal Hydrolagic Mede! developed by AMECIGeomarrix which incorporares
several key areas of hydrolagic study thar MMC feels should be ncerporated ke effects analysis for this
157'5 document, and will adapk to suit the needs of the project over time. ¥Ve apprecate the comments received on
the model and will continue to work with your stalf on the model.
T 13038 Sheswood €1, Hayden Lake, 1D £3032 )
L2063 26993 (709 7723450 {far)
ermil: chleplerfimalrmner com

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-109



Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-6

157-7

MMC Commaniz, Manlances DEIS,
Jure 11, 2009
Fage 1002

HMHMC Preferred Alternative:

After thorough review of the DEIS document, MMC has reviewsed the different alternatives and believe
Alrernative 4 (Modified L Cherry Impoundment) is a workable scenario that we ean support.  As for the
wransmission line, we believe owr proposed action, which has been modified w address specilic issues can
address many of the public comments already received concerning private land impacus,  Further, we
understand thar Plum Creek has submizeed commencs snd has proposed a slight madificadion w0 the currenty
prepoted alternatives. We believe their comments are similar to an idea we brought larward in the PDEIS
process and suggested it be considered. Undortunately, DEQ decided it would not imchude iz a3 an alternacive
unless MMC formally modified eur application o replace our proposed action. Obwviously, thar would have
seriously defayed the EIS process and declined making this preposed change. ¥e hope that the agencies will
consider the suggestion by Plum Creek a3 a slighe modificadion to the Morth Miller Creck alignmenc.

Wa are prepared o continue to work on these istuss. Becauze of the extension of the publiz comment
pariod, it s hoped thar we can initte discussions on these iszees soon 1o help recover come of the dme los
in the process.

If you have any concerns or questions, please conct me.

Sllla\ﬂ:orelr.

\

: [‘,__ﬁuc L {._fi,".’..;lDLA _{Y\
Erifj Klegfer '

Enclosures; Comments

o Richard Trenholme (ERO)
Montanore Mineral: Corporation (MMC)

Comment Response 157-6

Thank you for your comment. In the SDEIS and FEIS, the KNF identified
Alternative 3, Agency-Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative as its
preferred mine alternative. In the SDEIS and FEIS, the KNF and the DEQ
identified Alternative D-R, Modified Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative
as their preferred transmission line alternative. The agencies modified transmission
line alternatives C, D, and E in the SDEIS to address Plum Creek Timber
Company’s comments.

Comment Response 157-7
Thank you for your comment.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-8
MMC’s and the agencies’ estimate of mine and adit inflows were revised in SDEIS
to reflect MMC’s 3D model. The model predicted steady state inflows of 350 to
Summary 400 gpm.
157_8 E:::irr and Quantity of Surface and Ground Water Resources, Ground Water Lavels - Mine Comment Response 157_9
2;;%:;5;-;;;:*“ corrac the lis sencence: Ny wstimaes of seeady stas inflow was in th The discussion that zinc concentrations would exceed the groundwater standard
e AR RsT o was eliminated in the SDEIS and FEIS. A discussion of the pumpback wells at the
e . N tailings impoundment site was added in the SDEIS Summary. The predicted
157-9 s oo i i e it b kst concentrations in groundwater beneath the LAD Areas and in surface water
':;:f::j;‘fg‘m:::‘:  spovm o krposied sty and i Y wewd reas M LAD vawe 8 adjacent to the LAD Areas are based on flow rates considerably less than proposed
e ks sk e by MMC. The text mentioned that MMC would treat wastewater, if necessary, to
meet applicable standards. The use of the LAD Areas in Alternatives 3 and 4 was
5-39, last full para : The madeling completed for the EIS indi n| in flow in bodh Eastc - . -
157-10 :ﬁ Rock Crack I:d E:uﬂ:.;urk Baill River dznring ilne operations wmm::‘ﬂ!m:r:m separate from the e“mlnatEd In the SDEIS and FEIS-
natural vasiability of low flows. Thit i an important point in the summary that should be presented.
Wt Qualiny Comment Response 157-10
157-11 P A R TR A TN 5 el e T W B g 6 it The effects on streamflow were revised in SDEIS to reflect MMC’s 3D model. The
inorganic nitrogen". effects were further modified for the FEIS to reflect revised water management
plans in Alternatives 3 and 4.
1.6 Purpose and Meed
i Ak i Pk Comment Response 157-11
il ool The references to total organic nitrogen were changed to total inorganic nitrogen in
o the SDEIS.
The DEIS does not reflect that the Alr Quality Secton of DEQ has compleced their enviranmental review
157-12 and issued 3 draft permit for the prajecr. lsscance of the final permic is pending the completion and

decition of the MEPA/MEPA process. The text should be updated to reflect the apency has completed
their review and isswed a draft permic and i3 pending the completan of the NEPAMEPA process before
Issuing the permic.

Comment Response 157-12

The discussion of the status of the air quality permit was revised in the SDEIS and
in the FEIS. In 2006, the DEQ issued a Preliminary Determination on MMC’s air
quality permit application, which remained as preliminary pending a Final EIS. The
DEQ issued a Supplemental Preliminary Determination in 2011 on MMC’s updated
air quality permit application that primarily addressed the new National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for oxides of nitrogen (NOy) and sulfur dioxide
(SO,). DEQ issued a revised Preliminary Determination on the permit application
on August 28, 2015 that incorporated off-site emissions from the Rock Creek and
Troy Mines (to evaluate cumulative effects) and addressed diesel generators that
would be used for power in Alternative 2 during the Evaluation Phase under an
existing portable permit.
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?noerr?t- Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-13
The methods of analysis associated with Issue 3 were revised in the FEIS.
Comment Response 157-14
ot T The KNF installed a pressure transducer and temperature sensor programmed to
T e take measurements every 6 hours in lower Libby Lake in October 2010 and
) downloaded the data in 2011 and 2012. The KNF’s monitoring of lower Libby
AR Lake is on-going. MMC would be responsible for monitoring after the ROD was
157-13 Pg. 27 Pmy;phS While fish and § .1:. lasi : ill b itared, th i issued.
& —_ i N ile Tih Invero l“ﬂlil :ﬁilmﬂ ::!’::\:JI::;:W;( L] Inunl'l_‘n;! 0 aguatic . . . . .
iR S ok e o SR e The agencies included acrylamide in the parameters to be monitored based on
1.2 Devalopment of Albarnatives MMC’s analysis. In MMC’s January 2007 Supporting Water Resources
oz ; Information for MPDES Permit Application (Geomatrix 2007), MMC indicated
Table 4 Comparisen of Mitigation for Mine Alternatives . . . !
o For e e e S oes o oot W et At Bl e “acrylamide could be detectable in the tailing slurry water which would accumulate
157-14 socislbbplyecios ity oS Papimdmtesipts o dptis o M Ko in the tailing impoundment.” Water from the tailings impoundment would be
s oy 0 LN Sl g cnpagy 500 S0 WRE Ntk rionaii e discharged during Operations, Closure, and Post-Closure Phases. In the same
157-15 Pg. 41 — Table 4, Row 4, Column 2. It should be clarified that an intermediate holding pond or tank may report, MMC IndlCEi.t?d “j[he water monitoring program would include acr.ylamlde
be needed when relocating Lictle Charry Crask fsh, concentrations in tailing impoundment water and groundwater downgradient of the
trat tailing impoundment water and g dwater downgradient of th
157-16 Pp. 41 — Table 4, Row 5, Column 3. Habitat inventories will need to be completed in all of the listed impound ment site.”
#treams 1o determine the most effective bocations and types of mitigation projects.
157-17 Pg. 43 — Table 4, Rew 7, Columa 3. Clarify that manthly hydrologic manitaring of wetland mitigatian Com ment Response 157_15

sites would be required during snow-free periods between April and Seprember.

The FEIS was revised to indicate an intermediate hold pond or tank may be needed
for Alternatives 2 and 4.

Comment Response 157-16

The fisheries mitigation plan in Alternatives 3 and 4 was revised in the SDEIS and
again in the FEIS in response to agency and public comment. A bull trout
mitigation plan was submitted as part of the KNF’s Biological Assessment and was
included in the FEIS

Comment Response 157-17

Collecting water level information at the potential wetland mitigation sites should
be possible in April and September with some snow by using well casings with the
top of the casing above the ground surface.
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Com- - .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-18
See comment response 157-15.
Comment Response 157-19
Section 2.4 - Alternative 2, MMC's Proposed Mine The project water balance was revised in the SDEIS to reflect mine and adit inflows
e e predicted by MMC’s 3D groundwater model.
4. 1.5 Teilings Impeundment
15718 Comment Response 157-20
Pp. 50 ~ Paragraph 4. It shoukd ba clarifisd thac an inarmadiacs hokding pand ar cink may be nasdhd The FEIS was revised to clarify that MMC would use the Water Treatment Plant at
whamtalocarkig dide Cherry Crask ety the Libby Adit Site or install a new water treatment facility at the Ramsey Plant
4.1 Operatians Phase Site if necessary to meet MPDES permitted effluent limits. The MPDES would set
2424 Water Use and Management effluent limits; the BHES Order describes limits in surface water and groundwater
24,241 Project Werer Reguiremems for parameters identified in the Order.
Page 59, first partial pa . In the kst two sentences, the scenario of aCcurring year-rou
157_19 duri?:li'll'::r:'; E:%f;lfnn?{::{: I.ihl.rcel; h-cct:u:d as :‘dc:t::-d, this :wlg Ibleu:%:pq?ﬂhlpgprﬂgw u-,:;;: CO mm ent Res po nse 157_21
wowld occur on T relatiy riel time periods. such, it ks recommended it Takbl an
spacly » watar balince wsing average mindiace flow rates o 450 3nd 800 gom e The DEQ’s groundwater permit is applicable to discharges to groundwater not
directly connected hydrologically to surface water. Because groundwater at the
F:ﬂ e N g TS S TR R R S A st LAD Areas is hydrologically connected to surface water, discharges at the LAD
157-20 becuse th bt srncs ot g et G okl s v wemen: . Areas would be subject to MPDES permitted effluent limits. The FEIS was revised
the BHES Order rather than MPDES). F " ! to indicate that tailings seepage that did not reach surface water would be
157-21 {F‘zgl 60, Suggest :r;;:;u section n;entlm ::I;:‘;:‘I;'c;s]grumﬂhv::[e; dis@:rge permi[[in,gr nql;_irmnE; COﬂSidered a diSCharge to grounfjwater. D_iSCharges to groundWater by projects
or §ed or perg o Nd Warer . Al ChHat thers (5 an exen| M 1o Uhil permst 7
for loiat proficts PHCA TS ADICHOD.. Ackdiomll vt EHES Dorio rovlion 10 o LAD rioras and covered by a Hard Rock Operating Permit are exempted from Montana’s
tailings impoundment and, therefore, those water quality scandards would be spplicable, groundwater dlscharge permlttl ng requ | rements_
157-22 24.2.4.2 Wasts Water Discharees = Lond Application Disposal Comment Response 157-22
Page 61, third paragraph. In the last sentence, the untreited water pumped ta one of more of the S
supplemental LAD areas would be created, If necessary. ee comment response 157‘20
157-23 Pg ﬂe‘. 4+ pﬂdt‘:J “2&7 gpm annually ever & or 534 gpm', Should that be 167 gorm annually or 534 gpm Com ment Response 157_23
157-24 et - The FEIS was revised to indicate the monthly discharge rate of 534 gpm over 6
Page 62, 4ch Paragraph This paragraph should also mentdon the pumpback well syscam. mOﬂthS.
1.4.2.4.7 Weste Weler Discharges — Stormwater RonelT from Bompey Plont Site
157-25 Page 62 5° Paragraph. In ::‘;th sentence, sup:gc o ground water probably would noc require a Comment Response 157-24
TAPOAS pacmkc Unlues thans e a;dlrece connection. o sirfsce ytds. The FEIS was revised to mention the pumpback well system.
L4.2.4.4 Storen Water Contral
157-26 Pe $d'_ 5 p;m Al a':]bm Te!llwluedl from the t:q:e!urfa?:el mp_:_;ipﬂ_and iee ;m‘;:jd be depasiced Comment Response 157-25
iy siersdme e el e e The discussion of stormwater runoff was moved to Section 2.4.2.4.5 in the FEIS.
The discussion was revised in the FEIS to indicate that seepage to groundwater may
i e ) be considered a discharge to surface water and subject to MPDES permitting
. B requirements if it has a direct connection to surface water.
Comment Response 157-26
(See next page)
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- - .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
The sentence is from MMC'’s Plan of Operations (p. 88). Section 2.5.4.5.1
discussed in Alternatives 3 and 4 that sidecasting of snow mixed with soil would be
avoided. Sidecasting of road material would be prohibited on road segments within
or abutting RHCAs in priority watersheds. MMC would install or fund the
installation of signage where sidecasting would be avoided.
L4272 Linthe Cherry Creek Tailings [mpoundment Ared
157-27 Pg. 6% — Paragraph 3. This texx differs from Figure |7, The following currently restricted or barriered Comment Response 157-27
reads within the proposed tallingt impowndment operating permit area may need to be recpened for
i Intam f di ] Jands: 1408, 5181 12H H H : . -
e s st Shetenton < nemal W] w0 e mkas 19SS T The dlsc_ussmn on roa_d use in the Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Site in
Alternative 2 was revised in the FEIS.
1.4.5 Operational and Post-operotional Menitoring Pragrams Comment Response 157-28
157-28 Pg. 81, Ist Para. The ,c;.l:::normnimﬁn;wd, referred to i the text is not shawn in the wble The description (_)f monitoring wells in Section 2-4:5-3 of the SDEIS an_d F_EIS
adequately described MMC’s proposal. The agencies’ conceptual monitoring plans
2.4.6 Mitigation Plans were presented in Appendix C of the SDEIS and FEIS.
2:4.4.2 Fichedes Mitigation
157-29 Fg. B7 — Farsgraph 4. It should be clarified that an inwermediate holding pond or wnk may be needed Comment Response 157-29
when relocating Little Cherry Creek fish. See comment response 157_15
157-30 Pp. B8 — 1* bullee. For reaches that have not already been evaluated for mitigation potential, Libby Creek
refabilication will be based on stream survey results. Comment Response 157-30
157-31 P BN Rurih, | e Bk T plact o mcckiiing ik vkuiey mifls ob i The fisheries mitigation plan in Alternative 2 is based on MMC’s Plan of

srcoess would be rt.qulred This sotement is wnclear. Clirﬁ;l that susccess will be based on
Ht:hlll'hmg stable habitat not necessarily fith wee or increased fish populations Figh mitigation efferts do
mal dlways show benefits to fish, but they do create the potential. See MFYVP reports on the Libby Creelt
Upper Cleveland Project for an example.

Operations/Application for Hard Rock Operating Permit.

Comment Response 157-31

To reflect MMC'’s Plan of Operations, the sentence was revised to indicate 5
consecutive years of data showing a positive response by fish would be required.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-32

157-33

157-34

157-35

157-36

157-37

1.5 Alternative 3 - Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative

2.5.1 Issues Addressed
Pg 92, 7™ Para. Reference to Figure 23 should be Fig. 23

Page 92 = 3 paragraph. Thit section thould be modified 1o use warer quality dam collecred during the
dewatering and exploration phase 1o assess some of the uncerminges in predicoed groundwater qualicy.
Based on this Informacion, the lexd agencies could decide, ac a lacer dace, if ard what oype of water
treatment Is necessary andlor appropriace.  This provides more flexibilicy based on the daa collected
instead of prescribing waber tréatment at this early stage of the project.

2524 Agency Mitipation

Page 95 = 1™ Paragraph. This section indicates MMC would have mainmin all Evahadon Phase
mitigation during the full e of the project. There are aspecs of the midgadon requirements thar are
incended selely for the Evaluation Phase that may nec be applicable andler is superseded by the full
project mitigatian. As an sxample, mitdgation associated with the use of the Libby Creck road i not
appropriate once MMC starts using the Bear Creek Road  This should be defined specifically in the
mitigation section.

2,5,3.1 Yegetation Cleadng end Soil Selvepe and Handling Plan
Pg. 95 5* Para. “The plan would include means 1o ensura that the necessary amount of sultable soll was
satvaged In dizturbed areas. See comment below,

1.5.3.1.3 and 2.5,3.1.4 Soil Steckpiles] Sofl Aghlacement and Handling

Page 97 and %8. Thiz alternative requires MMC to develop a plan when there ks a predicted shordall of
growth medivm bazed an the preliminary soil placement thickneszas and it muse seeur the fallowing year.
Becouse soil ralvage will ocour aver a period of years (Le. nilings impoundment) the acoual sodl quantity
may ot be fully understood. This provision should be madified o accur laner in the project life afoer soll
quantities and cest plot daca are better understood. At this peint in the projec. MMC should be held
the release standards such as revegemtion success versus specliic reclimation dewails such as soll depth.
MMC would work with the agencies to develop sod tese plots that would measure revegetation success
uting various methods such a8 compedt, fertilizer, mycorrhizae moculation, etc.

L5237 Subsidence

Page 108, First Baller = Pre-Mine Survey. MMC is por sure thar this proposed mondoring will be an
effective means o monitor mine subsidence due 1o several factors, We believe there is beter a means
o assess geotechnical condidons, including subsidence mondtoring frem the mine workings racher than
trying to conduct monitaring within the wilderness boundary. MMC ineendt to have 2 comprehensive
ground eontrol plan and geetechnical monitesing program that could provide better inlormation pertinent
o the DEIS ksue. We would recommend that the language be modified 1o focus alternative monitoring
on underground menitering devices and methods alver agency review and approval,

I susface mmitnril\g s Ml"ui:l’tﬂ, a contral site{s] should be im:nr!:omud o assess the natural movement
that will exist within the Cabinet Range,

Comment Response 157-32

The agencies eliminated the use of LAD Areas for water treatment in Alternatives 3
and 4 in the SDEIS and FEIS because of the uncertainties associated with water
quality.

Comment Response 157-33

The FEIS was revised to indicate that most mitigation measures would remain in
place after the Evaluation Phase and specifically noted that mitigation measures
associated with the Libby Creek Road would not continue after the Bear Creek
Road was reconstructed.

Comment Response 157-34
See comment response 157-35.

Comment Response 157-35

The agencies believe an annual soil reconciliation report would be appropriate to
ensure adequate soils were available for reclamation.

Comment Response 157-36

The agencies’ proposed subsidence mitigation and monitoring was revised in the
FEIS to eliminate the requirement for surface elevation monitoring. The agencies’
proposed underground monitoring would be more effective than surface
monitoring.

Comment Response 157-37
See comment response 157-36.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-38

157-39

157-40

157-41

157-42

157-43

157-44

154 Operations Phase

2541 Mining

Page 105, The requirement to install bulkheads to contred or mindmize impacts to the East Fork Rock
Creek and East Fork Bull River need to be better defined. Based on the DEIS, the current model predices
un-maasureable impacts from the natural vartatien of stream flows for bath rymems. Therse neads to ba
much more clarification as vo the midgaton requirements such as acton levels, trigger values and tming.
MHC believes the DEIS analysis using the current -0 model which specifically indicates impacts would be
weell within flow variations of the natural scream system..

AMEC Geomatrie, Ine. hat completed a 3-D madel and MMC haz provided thiz model va the agencies for
review and inclusion in the EIS. MMC would suggest this model be used as the basls for moving forward
with a comprehensive hydrologic model.  The new model incorporates geologlc features to better
represent the hydrelogic conditien at the projece. This medel predicts even lower impacts than the -0
model. Resules of this model will likely influence these gypes of mitigation measures. Based on the final 3.
D madel, appropriste action levels or other consideration could be uted o bettar define the appropriate
mitigation measures to redwee potential impacts to surface waters.

2542 Tailingr Manggement

L2542 Main Dam

F:ge 1069, The dﬂign doulopm! for the Poorman slee 13 wneepna! ernlr_ It i wnclear as o the need for
a Rock Toe Berm and other specific design specifications. I alternative 3 & selected, MMC would initiste
the appropriate site evalsation to support a design for agency review and approval. It is recommended
language be incorporabed into this section that identifies the design could change based on the site
imvestigation and engineering evaluation. This design would be submitted to the apencies lor review and
approval. This would previde Mexib®ity in dam designs thae 9l meet the Intene of the Pearman sice,

2.5.422 Todings D jon, Tatlngs Pipad
Page 110, Para 4 & 5. The taxe should be reviewed for pipe placement depth and removal. The buried
minimum depths are such that most of the pipeline would have to be remmoved, which is Blely not the
intent with the “less than 3 feet” provisions.

1.3.4.3 Watec Use ond Monggement
Section 2.5.4.3.] Project Water Requirements

Page 113, Table 16: See previcus comment (Section 14.3.4.0 Project Water Requirements) lor Table 8
on page 59 regarding minefadic inflow rates,

Seaion L7402 Wastewater Digharpe
Fage 113, See previous comment for Section 1.4.2.4.2 on page 60 regarding pround water dizcharge
permitting requirements for seepage or percolation (o ground water,

Saqion 25434 Woter Use gnd Mangpament — LAID Aren Modificotions
Page |15 1™ Paragraph., Il 198 gpm or leas & discharged ve che LAD areas, chis amount of water, on
aRragR, would ba subject te weapotranipirstion wiith lttle o na bnflerasen [Ddfullﬂd wAlGE,

Comment Response 157-38

The agencies’ mitigation was updated in Sections 2.5.2.6.5 and 2.5.4.1 of the FEIS.
By the fifth year of operations, MMC would use updated hydrology modeling to
assess the need for barrier pillars and/or bulkheads to minimize post-mining
changes in East Fork Rock Creek and East Fork Bull River streamflow and water
quality. If needed, MMC would submit a revised mine plan with one or more
barrier pillars with constructed bulkheads at access openings to the agencies for
approval. One or more barriers would be maintained underground, if necessary
based on the hydrologic monitoring, after the plan’s approval. The underground
barriers are described in section 2.5.2.6.5 of the FEIS.

Comment Response 157-39

The SDEIS and FEIS used MMC’s 3D groundwater models to describe potential
effects on surface water and groundwater resources. The agencies’ mitigation plans
and their water and aquatic resources plans (Appendix C) were developed, in part,
on the 3D model results. The agencies characterized the 3D model predictions as
the best currently available estimates of impacts and associated uncertainty that can
be obtained using the currently available data in the groundwater models.

Comment Response 157-40

Section 2.5.2.6.3 was revised to indicate the design developed for the Poorman site
is conceptual only and is based on limited geotechnical investigations. The need for
the specific design features (e.g., Rock Toe Berm) described for a Poorman
Impoundment was uncertain. The tailings facility design would be based on
additional site information obtained during the design process, which likely would
include a preliminary design phase and a final design phase. Section 2.5.2.6.3 of the
FEIS discussed the final design process for the tailings impoundment.

Comment Response 157-41
Section 2.5.4.2.2 was revised in the FEIS to clarify pipeline burial depth.

Comment Response 157-42
See comment response 157-19.

Comment Response 157-43
See comment response 157-21.

Comment Response 157-44
The agencies eliminated the use of LAD Areas for water treatment in Alternatives 3
and 4 because of the uncertainties associated with water quality.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-45

157-46

157-47

157-48

157-49

157-50

Page 115, Ist Paragraph. In the last sentence, storm water from the LAD arcas char colfects in a fined
recention pond could be pumped to the tilings impoundment or to the Libby Adic wazer trearment plant
o pravent discharge ta Poorman Creek, thus aveiding a new MPDES permitted aurfall

2544 Solid Waste Maoagement

Page 115, 2 Paragraph, The last sentence states that sanitary wastes would b recycled to the mill or
discharged as wastewater to the LAD areas. Text should be changed to show that the sanitary wastes
would be treated and disposed of using a conventional public subsurface wastewater treatment system ac
thi Libby Plant tite (in accordance with state and local requirements). k would not be prudent to put
soprle wartewarer onto the LAD areas due to pavential overloading of nitrogen compounds. By
combining mine and sanitary waste wacer, MMC appears o be held o a higher smndard than other
industrial facilitics with simifar sanitary waste disposal systems.  This comment also applies o Section
3.124.3 on page 508,

1.5.4.5 Tronsportation dnd Access

24452 Beor Creek Aeod and Libby Creek Rogd

Page 116. Under this alcernacive, the Upper Libby Adit would have to be accessed via MFS Road 2316,
While the current plang involve development of the Upper Libby Adit from underground, access to the
adix from the surface will be required. In erder for this adit to provide a secondary escape fram the mine,
the road will have to remain epen re ming wrafiic (gated and locked) and snow plowing will have 1o oceur
during the winter time. Figure 10 shaws this to be a foot trall and ns Indicatlon of mine traffic. While
there will be minimal trips on this road, snow removal will be the bigpest activity that wauld szeur an thiz
road behind the gate.

MMT has made numercus comments regarding the upgrade of the Bear Creek Bridge. As previously
mantioned, the combined ue of logging trucks and public traffic has functioned adequately historically and
at prasent. MMC underroands we will be adding ta the wafflc lead but ather alternatives o controd eraffic
at the bridge (turn outs, traffic Bghts, signs eec.) could be utilzed. MMC feels i is unnecessary to increase
stream Impaces from censtruction on Bear Creek when there are many other viable opdons available and
due to the original bridge design to handle loads from heavy equipmenc Mo assessment of the “wrigger”
values for traffic increases was presented. MMC recommends the aleernadve traffic control measures be
Implemented and trafiic monitoring be accomplished to determine actual publicimine traffic interaction
and how they differ from previous tdmber harvestng oraffic. .

Page |16, 4 Paragraph. The text discusses a supply smging area in Libby to be used during operations.
VWhile this can be done, MMC ﬁ:‘llr udqnw: thar j:rlmar}l dellveries o chis site, mfc.clﬂl, ‘wiﬁ;
congtruction, will already be at the lull laad limit allowed by road Jead limies, Consolidation of shipments
will only be possible for local supplies and materials that may only ba pertially leaded. In this case, MMC
would likely have warehouse personnel operate a defivery truck that would regularly pick up nan-time
critical supplies and parts from the staging office in Libby.

1.5.5 Reclamation Phase

Gengral Comment, MMC believes char vesc plorg will provide signdficant information to develop
revegetation standards, While MMC underscand the "prescripiive™ nature of the comments throughout
this segment, MMC believe the use of test plots to explore the appropriate level of organic amendments,
plant denity, fertilizer, weed control, and seed mixtures are warranted and appropriace.  There will be
sufficient tirme to assess the long-term success of various techniques that will help to optimize reclhmation
ohjectives. Thiz is also tree for the soil placernent depsh requirements and the lack of potential soil
sourtes in the proposed disturbed area to meet the "standard" established for the project.

Comment Response 157-45
See comment response 157-44.

Comment Response 157-46

The agencies revised sewage treatment and management in the SDEIS for
Alternatives 3 and 4 to have a septic system consisting of septic tanks for primary
treatment, followed by discharge to the tailings impoundment for final disposal.
The effluent from the septic tanks would be disinfected before pumping it to the
impoundment, and disinfection would be by chlorination, ozonation, or ultraviolet
light.

Comment Response 157-47
The SDEIS was revised to clarify mine use of NFS Road 2316.

Comment Response 157-48

Thank you for your comment. The agencies believe widening of the Bear Creek
bridge is appropriate for anticipated traffic levels with Alternatives 3 and 4.

Comment Response 157-49

Permit #00150 and the KNF’s original ROD required MMC to submit
transportation plans for the construction and operation Phases that reduces mine-
related vehicle traffic and minimizes parking availability at the plant site. Use of a
staging area to consolidate shipment of materials is one component of this
mitigation measure. It is unlikely that all deliveries would be at the legal load limit.

Comment Response 157-50
Thank you for your comment.
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Com-
ment

Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-51

157-52

157-53

157-54

157-55

MMC would submit 3 Reclumation Test Program that would be initiated after construction and would
foguz on & number of lugues identified in the DEIS. Using the eontrol sites as well az test plots will help to
develop a better site-specific reclumation plan that can be brplementad during the life of the project.

2551 _Revegetation
L5.5.2.8 Moviou: Weed Mi M

Page 123 3™ Parngraph, Moxious weads sre » stewide e i Montana and it 3 no different at the
Montanare Preject Area. As identilied in the DEIS, weeds are present on publie and private linds in and
around the project area. ks there any evidance that pra-treatment of nextious weads prior to disturbance
will be an effective deterrent to weed infestation? Under this alternative, MMC is already responsibile for
ranaging weeds in the project area. Because of the widespread weed issue on all the surrcunding lands,
HMMC will have o maintain an active weed program on the disturbed lands just to battle weed infestation
fram the surrounding publie lands where little or no treatment it occurring. Much of the area proposed
o ba diswurbad is eicher very steep or vegetation i extremaly thick, making it very difficule 1o effectivaly
apply any weed treatment prior to land disturbing actvites.

1.5.8 Operational and Post Operational Monitoring Pragrams
1.5.6.1 Ground Water Depandent Ecoryrtem Inventory
2.5.8.1.3 Wegand ond Riparian ¥epetation Inventory

Page |25 1* Paragraph. The pext references Figure 33, MMC has submitted a 3.0 model that shows a
subsmntive difference in greundwater response, MMC believes the inventory area is oo large, especially
when considering the 3-D medel predictions. MMC recommuends this section be revited based on the 3-
D mdal.

236,14 Streom Bose Fow Invendory

Page 125 1" Paragraph. Due to the natural variabifity of flow for streams throughout the inventory area,
it would be prudent to meaiure bade Now for specific and targeted streams based on model predictions,
racher than "any stream in the GOE", The proposed weekly frequency of monitering (mid-August vo mid-
Seprembar) i axceisive bated on the results of both the 2-D and 3-D model predicton: and i
urwarranted. In addition, these thres very large areas of Upper Libhy Crosk, Rock Lake Area, and Exs
Fork Bull River are only accessible by foot. Much of the area is very steap mountaimous termain which
rmay or may not be accessible during the projected monitoring dme perieds, MMC anticipates this could
be a daunting effort that i likely not even physically possible. Cerminly, this level of monitoring i not
AEteEary to meet the objectives of the GDE manitoring program.

MMC undarsands the intent bur clearly 3 bacrer definiton of the objectves, sive selection, and other
reasonable sciendfic assessment needs o be completed. A reducton in data collecton ks needed wo make
the monitoring manageable and possible. MMC would recommend that the 3-0 model resules help o
farget manitoring sices and objectives. This informadon along with the ground warer dependent
ecosystem inventory would provide mare information to refine the monitoring ares ta & much 2 smaller
subger of streams. |t ls expected that monitering sives would be selected based on location, Now rated,
representativeness, and other criterion to make this a more manageabde effort while sill providing
meaningful schentific daw, We have included a draft copy of the meonitoring program based on the
preliminary 3.0 model results for guidance.

Comment Response 157-51
The agencies will review any reclamation test program submitted by MMC.

Comment Response 157-52

The agencies recognize that noxious weeds are found throughout the Montanore
Project area. The mitigation proposed in Alternatives 3 and 4 is designed to
minimize the spread of noxious weeds by project-related disturbances.

Comment Response 157-53

The 3D Model did not predict a substantial difference in effects from the 2D model
used in the DEIS. The GDE inventory area was revised in the SDEIS and in the
FEIS to reflect the results of MMC’s 3D model.

Comment Response 157-54
The GDE inventory and monitoring plan was revised in the SDEIS and in the FEIS
to reflect the results of MMC’s 3D model.

Comment Response 157-55
See comment responses 157-53 and 157-54.
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Com-
ment

Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-56

157-57

157-58

157-59

157-60

157-61

157-62

23805 Lokes Invariory

Fage 125 1™ Faragraph. Mondoring Lower Libby Lake is not necessany; it is perched ar an elevation of
nearly 7000 feet, more than a 1,000 feet above the proposed mine workings (see section “Impacts w
Lakes and Springs" on page 504).

2561 Ground Water Dependent Ecosyrtem Monitoring

ALA2 Menitering Chiecives

Page 125 and Page 126, and Table 19. Due oo significant variability in surface water, shallow ground
water levels, and soll motioure on & scasonal basis, thare is ne reason w inswall piezomecers and
tensiometers In the GDE Invencory areas to look for ground water level changes and soll matioure stress.
This daea will nor pravide any conclugive ar preemative action by the agencies. Proposed ground warsr
rnivoring will be conducted in the adits and underground workings, and in areas arownd the other mine-
refaved facilites which will provide a comparison between predicted dizcharge rates and actual walues,
Surface flows near Reck Lake ard other similar locations will alio provide waluable information to
compare against the hydredogic medal predictions, I updatedicalibrated model predictions indicate a
u';niﬁcarlt prwdicud ch.u\p on an annual basis, additensl mr_l.qEnrins cauld by added to assess the
groundwater ssues,

254,21 Springz Monitgring

Page 126 3™ Paragraph. As mentioned sbove, manitoring springs will ako be a difficule task unless the
number of springs is reduced v representative sites.  Further, the vext indicates mining induced impacts
are frequantly subde and hard 1o disingulsh from naural vartabilicy, The 2-D model for the DEIS does in
fact maka that observation, Predicted stream impacts sre projected to be srmall and within the natural
wariahility level of the local stream systems, Therafors, it seems unrealistic to 3sIUme we can moniter
impacts and refate them to mine activities, Further, it seems the GDE monitoring program s not
consistent with the predicted level of impaces and was developed without the consideratian of assessing
the data collected and discerning mine impacts from natural variability,

MMC balieves the 3-D model provider 3 valid and appropriate method to predict and monitor
groundwarer activiches associaed with dewatering the mine workings. Da collecoed over time will
improve the model predicdons allowing it to be used as an important menmoring tood by the company
and the agenches..

1.5.6.3 Surface and Ground Water [Appandix C)

Page 127. HMMC haz the following comments on the monitoring plan presented in Appendis C and
referenced within this section.

Appendix C

EageC-7 Lake Manitering

Under this phan, MMC must zample the lakes quarterly at the outler, inlet, and the deepest part of the
lake. Access oo all the [akes is by foor ‘Without a boat, depth sampling will be a technical challenge and
well a5 meeting laboranory water sampling conditions (helding tmes, temperature ete).

Because of the complewdtes of obrain these depth samphas and lack of modeled andlor pradizoed npacts
from mine operations to bke quality, MMC respectiully feels this requirement it onerous and
unnecessary. bt will be difficult at best to reach cach of the hkes on the frequency luid sut to abtin
surfece samples from the lake. It is likely that other monitoring provisions could be incorporated to
address these isiues that would be less arduous. |f sampling at depth is required, it should reduced and
be eliminared afver several pears of duts gre collecved to establish a general baseline condition, Walter 3

Comment Response 157-56
See comment response 157-14.

Comment Response 157-57

Table 19, which was moved to Table C-8 in the SDEIS and FEIS, identifies the
specific monitoring options for surface resources in the GDE inventory area. After
the initial survey, the options in the table would help establish the methods that
would be used to monitor GDEs.

Comment Response 157-58

See comment responses 157-53 and 157-54. In some groundwater modeling
scenarios, effects on springs and streamflow would not be small and would likely
be measureable with adequate sample size. Effects on GDE in the CMW are a
critical issue best addressed by the inventory and monitoring described in Appendix
C of the FEIS.

Comment Response 157-59

See comment responses 157-53 and 157-54. The agencies agree that data collected
over time would improve model predictions.

Comment Response 157-60
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 157-61
The lake sampling requirements were revised in the SDEIS to included sampling of
Rock Lake monthly between July and October.

Comment Response 157-62
See comment response 157-61.
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Com-
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Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-63

157-64

157-65

157-66

157-67

years, the daca ks consksreng with matural varladens the mnm'mrin; Prm'ﬁlms. should be reduced for all
sites (inket, outlet, depth) to ence per year. I after 5 years the data continues to be consistent,
monitoring could be reduced (o onee every 1 years.

The plan alse requires quarterly data subsmitted 1o the agencies within 30 days of collection. Because of
the lewel of warer q.n]iq- duts collected for this projl:ct. 2 conziatent rq)ordns pmccdum shiould be
devaloped to minimize confusion and duplication of reporting for all manitering activities,

C=11 Ouantity Focus Frequancy

Rock Creak sbowe Rock Lake (EFRC-50) requirer flow measurements with a wair during July and
October using a Aume or weir for low flow conditiens, It further states that continuous water levels
wiould be recarded (ominuuu;ly_ If consinuous water levels are required to be monitored then low Mows
wauld not need to be monitored with a flume or weir, This detail needs to be corrected to match the
anticipated stream segment and flow conditions. In stream segment: where flows vary drastically
thraughewt the teaten, 3 continusus water level reading would ikely not pravide mesningiul duea

This section needs to be modifled for clarity purposes and for the scope of data collection,  Also,
menitering could be signifiandy simplified based on the new -0 model developed and MMC would
recommend this plin be revisited based on the agency accepted 3.0 model MMC would also request
thar gince we are mesturing potantial impaces that are a2 or below namural varfabiliey, sfrer several years of
dam collection a redwoten i monitoring could be incorporated o avtomatically coour if da did noc
indicare a change in the nawral variabilicy.

Lol Aucomaric T5S Sampling

e have done the research for this for the exploration phase, There are no automatic TS5 sampling
devicer, MMC would request that T35 sampling be significantly reduced ance mine operstions are
underway and sadiment contrel systemns are stabilized and funetioning, Regular fisheries monitaring for
sadimant (substrate) would provide long-term amalysis of sediment loads. ¥Waeakly TS5 samples at this site
with required sive monitoring would provide appropriste manitoring

Alzg, transmission line sediment sampling thould be focused on construction activities wersus stream
crossing.  Many of the stream crossings are existing structures and are well below the transmizsion line
setivities and would not necessarly reflect sadiment bizves from construction acthvites, MMC wuggess
that prior to constructhon, the agencies and MMC do a sice wvisic to esablish the T55 ciees thar will be
manitored during construction.  Sampling based on rin events Is llkely not possible ghven the large area
of the transmission line actvities, A different approach would be necesary to focus sampling on active
disturbed areas. Many perlods during the year, it can rain for more than ene day at a dme. T55 sampling
should be on a specific and larger rain event to focus ewtra TS5 sampling ea those areas thae could eause
exeessive sediment loading that would not be realized by regular TS5 sampling activities.

Comment Response 157-63

The requirement to submit brief quarterly reports within 4 weeks after receipt of
final laboratory results is reasonable, given the importance of the water quality
monitoring.

Comment Response 157-64

Section C.10 was modified to indicate continuous stage measurements would be
collected at EFRC-50.

Comment Response 157-65

All monitoring plans in Appendix C were revised in the SDEIS after reviewing
comments on the DEIS. The water resources monitoring plan was revised in the
SDEIS after incorporating MMC’s 3D groundwater model. None of the alternatives
would affect the natural variability in any resource. For example, Section C.10.7.1
discussed the role of monitoring in detecting trends in surface water flow. Section
3.11.4.2.2 in the SDEIS (3.11.4.4.6 in the FEIS) provided a discussion of
streamflow variability and measurability. Section C.1 in the SDEIS and FEIS
discussed after submittal of a monitoring report, the agencies may call a meeting
with all other relevant agencies to review the monitoring plan and results, and to
evaluate possible modifications to the plan or permitted operations.

Comment Response 157-66

Monitoring of suspended sediments in surface water was revised in the SDEIS. The
KNF conducts continuous suspended sediment monitoring during the ice-free
period with an automated sampler near LB-3000 on Libby Creek. The continuous
suspended sediment monitoring would continue during construction and post-
construction of the mine and transmission line facilities. MMC would either fund
the existing KNF monitoring or they would implement their own monitoring efforts
in Libby Creek. Any other suspended sediment monitoring required by the MPDES
permit also would be implemented.

Comment Response 157-67
See comment response 157-66.
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ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-68
The agencies wildlife mitigation plan was revised in the SDEIS to incorporate an
adaptive management approach to mitigate potential impacts to mountain goats. As
described in section 2.5.9.2.5 of SDEIS and section 2.5.7.4.5 of the FEIS, results of
A7 ipation Flan mountain goat surveys funded by MMC would be analyzed by the KNF, in
1.5.7.3 Wildiife Mitigation cooperation with the FWP, at the end of the construction period to determine the
Section 2.5.7.1.3 Indicaror Species appropriate level and type of survey work needed during the Operations Phase. If
Page 147 Moucals Gise the agencies determined that construction disturbance were significantly affecting
15768 e e s goat populations, mitigation measures would be developed and implemented to

from mine activities and requires additional monitoring andlor mitigation.  This may or may not be the
case. The data should be reviewed without bias as to mountain goat respanse to mine activities during
construction and factor in the higher level of mine activities during construction versus mine operations.
Additionally, if mine sperational monitoring shaws goat behavior is not signilicantly impacted by mine

activities, manitaring could be reduced andlor sliminared,

reduce the impacts of mine disturbance.
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-69

157-70

157-71

1,10 Alternative D-Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative
21.10.1 Alignment and Structure Types
Page 181 1" Paragraph

The propote alignment in Section 19 in T27M and R30W involves 2 short segment of private land. Thiz
partion of thi algnment i@ alto included in Alternative E. The agencies have placed the alignment aver
ene of the enly private pisces of property located in this area which is vnnecessary and unwarranced.
The line eould be sdusted to the sast shghtly which would completely remove any impacts to private
property. It is our undersianding the property owner has constructed a house and the alignment would
be clare to or over the top of the residence, Further, moving it slightly sast would also move it out of
the residential visual line towards Howard Lake. Roads already ewdst farther east making this adjustment
prirdent and reatonable to sccommodate the private andowner's wishes, We highly support modification
of the afignment to avoid these parcels of private lands.

L10.3 Line and Road Construction Methods

2.48.3.] Acenrs Road Constrystion and Ure

Page 182 1™ Paragraph. Again, a3 In the comment above, placing roads and powerling structures an
privace land when there are clearly ather alternatives bs unnecessary.

1.1 1 Alternative E-¥¥est Fisher Creek Transmission Line Alternative

Section 2.1 1.1 Alignment and Structure Type

Page 184 1™ Paragraph. Under this alternadive several residences are dose to the afignment  This
alternative seems to have the greatost '-'nprm o hogal residances in the sras. To svold conllicrs, MMC
believes the other alternatives provide a better option to avold these peivate lands, Also, Figure 7B i
rissing af lease ane residence that should be included on the map (near Howard Lake).

Comment Response 157-69
Transmission line alignments in Alternatives C, D, and E were modified in the
SDEIS and again in the FEIS to reduce effects on private lands.

Comment Response 157-70
See comment response 157-69.

Comment Response 157-71
Thank you for your comment. Figure 78 was updated in the SDEIS and FEIS to
identify known residential locations.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-72
Sections 1.6.2.1.2 and 3.4.2.2.2 of the FEIS were revised to discuss the status of the
DEQ’s Supplemental Preliminary Determination.
3.4 Air Quality Comment Response 157-73
= = e The visibility discussion was consolidated to Section 3.4.2.2.2 of the FEIS, which
34,1 Regulotory Framework was revised to indicate that a discrete plume analysis was completed because the
157-72 Page 224. Paragraph 5. Revise to reflect the current status of the air quality permit. A stavement should projeCt WOUId be |€SS than 50 km from the CMW
be added indicating “A draft air quality permit was issued by MDEQ on August 30, 2008, with suance of
a final permit contingent upon completion of this EIS." CO mment ReS po nse 157_74
157-73 B L N W ocr ool o efrea) v Section 3.4.2.2.2 was revised in the FEIS to clarify than no modeling from 1992
Cabinet Mountains Wilderness Area. was used .
3.4.2 Analysis Area and Methods Comment Response 157-75
2422 Methads The text in Section 3.4.2.2.2 was revised in the FEIS to replace downdraft with
34222 Impoct Anohys downwash.
Page 226, 4* Pf“' First sentence. The phrase -MMlC'I dir penmit application n(ludﬁd an Illf dispersian
157-74 SopAcaci mded i Gaparsin fmodulg wls -, Sl wih the st pesiogh 4 Comment Response 157-76 o _
N o T S 178 OSERON SO for 1, | MEL RS ow wsin s vk The discussion of climate in Section 3.4.3.1.2 was revised in the FEIS to provide
) ) ) the best available precipitation estimates.
157-75 Page 126. Lase Para, Third bulles itam. The word “downdraft™ thould be replaced with “dewrrwash”,
Comment Response 157-77
343 Affected Environment A reference to applicable air quality standards was added to Section 3.4.3.2.1.
1420 Chmate Comment Response 157-78
SahwilAidld. usliok S Shuves The discussion of nonattainment in Section 3.4.3.2.1 was revised in the FEIS to
Page 129, 2™ Paragraph. R tha st “More recant daa (1999 1o 2004) show abour 10 A . Lo N
157-76 perasse :r=;-:r7r:'=i;7=;;mfhmﬂ?ﬂ; wa; ' 1987 dec” K I ot sppropeivta to compars & S-rear dhes discuss the project facilities that would be in the nonattainment areas for PM,s. The
S section also was revised to indicate that in 2011 EPA determined the area
240 Packiciilosa it el (s PalStaces surrounding Libby was in attainment of the 24-hour PM, standard.
143,21 Airboms Particulate Matter Comment Response 157-79
157-77 Page 129, 3™ Paragraph. It would assist the reader to reference Table 48 for criteria pollutant MAAQS . . N N N
and MAAQS. Section 3.4.3.3 was revised in the FEIS to discuss the standard visual range of the
157-78 Because nonatminment areas are discussed, it should be nooed that the Montanore mine and mill Taciliny CMW
are located in an ares designated as asainment for all pollutants
4.3 bl
157-79 Page 130, I Paragraph. Background vitibility condiions in the CHMW thould be described. These are
- mast cemmanly communicated as Standard Visual Range (SVR) data, available frem IMPROVE or VIEWS,
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- - .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response

Comment Response 157-80
Section 3.4.3.3 was revised in the FEIS to discuss the annual deposition of total
nitrogen and sulfur in Glacial National Park, the closest monitoring site to the
CMW.

157-80 A discussion of annual backgrownd toml M oand 5 deposiion conditions from the nearest

CASTMET/MADP site should also be included following Section 3.4.3.3.

3.4.4 Environmental Consequences
34.4.2 Porticulate Matter and Goseous Pollutonts

24421 Porticulate Matter ond Giseows Pollutants

157-81 Page 231. First sentence. “...from paoinl sources such a3 generctors.” This implies that multiple penerators
- will etz under Alternative 1, when only one emergency backup generator is proposed. This sentence

should be changed to *...from point sources such a3 propane hesters,”

Pages 231-133. ISC5TI was the EPA-recommended guideline dispersion model at the time the MMC air
157-82 quality permit application was prepared and submitted. AERMOD later replaced [SC3TI ax the
recommended model. Following AERMOD s approval by EPA, Alternatives 2 and 3 were analyzed using
AERMOD to ensure that impacts disclosed in the EIS would reflect current guldance.

The background of AERMOD approval in Section 3.4.2.2.2, the ISCST2 medel results in Section 34421,
157-83 and the detailed comparison of ISCST3 to AERMOD in Section 3.4.4.2.2, are redundant and confusing to
the reader and should be removed. Because the final test of predicted criteria pollutant impacts we.
ambient standards rests upon the AERMOD results, the 15C5T3 results and particularly the model
comparizon discussion hold licthe value i impact disclosure. Thete sections should be simplifed by
dacumenting only criteria pofutant impacts predicted using AERMOD.

d.4.4.3.3 Hozardous Air Polutant impoct Asseasment

Page 233.234. Last Paragraph, second sentence. “Madeled concentrotions of arsenic, codmium, and chromium

157-84 in emistions were predicted to be above the DEQ's incinerotar risk assessmént levels, and these compounds were
cavried farward in the analpis.™  This tentence should be removed based on the following,

157-85 First, DEQ's inclnerator risk azsessmant requirements de net apply to the Menmanore Mine, and the

thresholds established in MT 178770 were not used as 3 basls for determining applicabiliy or
compliance, As stated earlier in the EIS in Section 1.4.2.2.1 paragraph 3, “Monmana does pot have air
toxics impact regulations..." Cancer risk was assessed lor arsenic, cadmium, and chromium because RIS
contained lifetime cancer risk factors only for these substances, not due to any threshold value,

157-86

Second, this sentence is confusing, referring te “modeled contentrations. .. in emitsions...".

Third, the sentence i incorrect. Maximum medeled concentrations of all pollutants Bsted sre balow the
non-carcinogenic risk levels established for Incinerators In MT 78,770 Table 2, and are below the
157-87 carcincgenic risk levels established for incinerators in MT 178770 Table | for all pollstants except
arsenic and chromium.

Section 3.4.4.2.3 Harardous Air Pefulont impoct Assessment

Page 234, Firse paragraph. It shoubd be cived that the caloulated cancer rigk i within EPA’s sccepmble
157-88 range. This should be changed to read ~...was found e be | in 1,000,000, EPA's level of acceprable
carcinogenic risk ranges from 1 in 10,000 o | in 1,000,000,

Comment Response 157-81
Section 3.4.4.2.1 was revised in the FEIS to clarify point sources.

Comment Response 157-82

Section 3.4.4 was revised in the FEIS to eliminate discussion of ISCST modeling
results.

Comment Response 157-83

Section 3.4.4 was revised in the FEIS to eliminate discussion of ISCST modeling
results.

Comment Response 157-84

Section 3.4.4.2.4 was revised in the SDEIS to compare predicted HAP
concentrations to EPA’s concentrations for screening risk assessments.

Comment Response 157-85
See comment response 157-84.

Comment Response 157-86
See comment response 157-84.

Comment Response 157-87
See comment response 157-84.

Comment Response 157-88
See comment response 157-84.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-89
See comment response 157-84.
. . Comment Response 157-90
157-89 R S T ey SO Section 3.4.4.2.5 was revised in the FEIS to reflect maximum NO, concentrations
SRk Sonli v mOmpIs B cic o ighn noc g par sabic: sacar, gl The reported in DEQ’s Supplemental Preliminary Determination.
Comment Response 157-91
Section 3.4.4.2.4_ Construction Emission . . .
157-90 Page 234, 5* Paragraph, bt two sentences, These statements and data are Incerrect, and should be Section 3.4.4.2.6 on nonattainment was revised in the SDEIS.
revised to read “The maximum modeled |-hour NO, concentration was 367 pgim, less than the Ny |-
howr MAAQS of 564. The maximum annual average MO, concentration was 47.7 pgim®, less than the
No:ﬂﬂ"ml H-“A?'So‘ 94 pg'm’ and IHI“N'NM::"ES of 100 ug/m™" Remave the satement “there is no Comment Response 157-92
POVSE e D Section 3.4.2.2 of the DEIS and FEIS adequately described modeling methods.
Section 3.4.4.2.5 Noo-gttainment Area Boundory kmpact Assessment
157'91 Page 234, last para. Sentence one should be changed from . becouse the surfoce molsture of the
concentrate and ol looding ootivities wowld be enclosed...™ to =...due to the high swrfsce modsture of the
concentrate and because all loading activides would be enclosed. ..
157-92 235, ou m wnlewi mt anabysis, and that should be indicated.

Sentence two of paragraph three thould be modified to read “The emergency generator was modeled at
maximum hourly emission rates year-round, although it is expected to be permitted to cperate a
maximum af 16 hours per year, and utilized worst-cate meteorology.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-125




Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-93
Discharge rates used in the streamflow effects analysis were presented in Appendix
G of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS. MMC’s proposed application rates plus
precipitation would exceed evapotranspiration. The rates used in the agencies’
3.8 Aquatic Lite Snd Fidhariaa analysis of Alternative 2 were lower than those proposed by MMC. Section
3.6.4.2.2 was revised to indicate that when the LAD Areas were in use, discharges
il e reaching surface water or groundwater would be less than those under Alternative 3
F Al Aenariee? as much of the water discharged to the LAD Areas would evapotranspire.
157-93 fm%:r:z:hm\ﬁmn at the LAD Areas 'v-.vol.lu pnrrel::e to groundwater anly Com ment RESDOHSE 157'94
P Eas oo Fae 08 e s e ey T m Tl e New Sqptin. The discussion of effects of changes in streamflow on aquatic life in all alternatives
was revised in the SDEIS and FEIS to reflect revised surface water quantity effects
157-94 g;:isf:ﬁmﬂa a hm:w:: F:::iﬁ:f:-ﬁwm—mm;wsﬁ: S analysis, whi_ch_was based on the 3D model results. The KNF”s Biological _
be within the rangs of natural vartabilicy for thesa streams and would not affect fish or fish habiat. Assessment indicated streamflow effects would adversely affect bull trout habitat.
A s i e Comment Response 157-95
157-95 P A07.¢° Farngrh Yiu Vet ':Si.'."ﬁfh"i'.'F.'L":::L':-'n"f.f.ﬂf‘::ffffﬁ?:?::?::ii‘:.75 The effect on Rock Lake was rev_ised in Section 3.11_.4.4.4 of the SDEIS and again
scenwcliesed depoeks wy:Bn o yeunpomed _s;-;rﬂc::mr;; e Rock Lok, o L"E.t??;'::‘ﬂ?iqﬁ in the FEIS. Effects were shown in terms of change in lake level and volume, and
uctuations surface area changes (in the FEIS) that reflect the loss of baseflow to the stream
flowing into Rock Lake, loss of deep bedrock groundwater flow into the lake, and
A8 At Qg MR U, 00 g PRt £ e (i . loss in storage from the lake. It was assumed for the two time periods evaluated that
157-96 5 iy, S e S ok i o S e P R deep bedrock groundwater would be the only source of water supply to the lake

(which would be the case during dry periods when there is no precipitation and no
snowmelt runoff or discharge from shallow deposits above the lake, or in the winter
when the lake is frozen), so the analysis presents a worst case scenario of effects
from mining to the lake. During the rest of the year, runoff from precipitation and
snowmelt runoff provides most of the water to the lake.

Comment Response 157-96

The discussion of effects of changes in Rock Lake on aquatic life in all alternatives
was revised in the SDEIS and FEIS to reflect revised surface water quantity effects
analysis, which was based on the 3D model results. Reductions in lake levels and
volume would probably not have a detectable effect on the aquatic biota of Rock
Lake. While the lake volume is projected to be decreased by 2 percent post closure
with mitigation and up to 5 percent without mitigation, aquatic habitat changes
would likely be difficult to separate from those caused by natural variability in lake
levels that occur in part due to large influxes of surface water into the lake during
snowmelt and storm events. Surface water influxes to the lake would not be
affected by the project alternatives. Adverse effects on the hybrid cutthroat trout
population in Rock Lake would not likely occur.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- - .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-97
Section 3.7.4.2 and associated tables were revised in the FEIS to clarify that
additional disturbance of 24LN1680 may not occur and mitigation may not be
1.7 Cultural Resources necessary'
L - Comment Response 157-98
: ' Section 3.7.4.11 was revised in the FEIS to indicate that access to cultural resources
would be similar to pre-mine levels following mine closure and decommissioning
Pg. 354, 3" para. and Table &9, Inchusion of site 24LM 1680 Placer Mine (inear) into the cultural sives may .
157-97 not be apphicable. The text indicates it extends ino the Lisby Adis facilicy, Disturbance for this sice of all mine-related access roads.

occurred years ago and MMC is not intending to extend the disturbance beyond the “past”™ disturbance
bowndary (chain link fence). Therelore, impacts to this site would have octurred previously and should
not be conzidered in this analysis.

L7411 - [ndirect Effects Commen to ANl Alternatives

Pg. 362 1™ para.  The paragraph states that indirect effects would intrease mainly due to the
157-98 improvement and new construction of access roads. It goes on to state that access will increase after
mine closure, thus leading o increased recrestion ute and therefore, potential for vandalism to culteral
sives. Il newly constructed roads (mine use only) are to be decemmizsioned after mine closure, how will
access increase during the same tmel After mine chogure, the anly remaining reads will be the roads that
are currently in existence, thus road use and access levels should remain the same,

3.1.5.3 = Cumulative Effects

157-99 Pp. 364, 2% para. Dizcusslon of the Miller-WWest fisher Vag Mgme Projece. 12 there potential for combined
imitigation to sites commaon between the two projects!

Comment Response 157-99

Section 3.7.5.3 was revised in the FEIS to indicate the Miller-West Fisher Project
would avoid or protect eligible cultural resources and there would be no cumulative
effect with the Montanore Project.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-100
The brief discussion on potential impacts on groundwater in the Subsidence section
(3.14.3 of the FEIS) was limited to describing the effects of localized subsidence on
Section 1.9 Geatechnical Engineering groundwater and was not intended to describe the 3D model results, which were
—_————— discussed in the Section 3.10.4 of the FEIS.
157-100 L2112 Alernatis 2 — MMC'y Propoged Mine Pessible Impocts i Ground Water :
Page 399, 4% Paragragh. MMC has provided an updaced 3-D hydrolegic model for the agencies to review Comment Res ponse 157-101
and consider. Bated on the acceptance of the 3.0 Madel, MMC recommends that the snalysis under this
section be modified to match the predicted hydrologic connecrvity used In the 3-0 Model. See comment response 157-100.
157-101 This comment i spplicable te any slternative centidered under this section.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-102
See comment responses 157-5 and 157-59. With the data currently available, the
model results provide a potential range of dewatering and streamflow impacts.
They are the best currently available estimates of impacts and associated
3.10 Ground Wacer Hydrology uncertainty that can be obtained using currently available data in groundwater
' - models. Both 3D groundwater flow models would be refined and rerun after data
157-102 L e e o i o from the Evaluation Phase were incorporated into the models (see Section C.10.4 in
hat th jex madel | di d 1 3-D del, | with th Vi i i iti i i i
sisiBrestly gt optol g el g e kg i Lol Appendlx C). Following additional _data coIIectlc_m and modellpg, the preqlcted
o P o ek e ol Vot L B S 1 el i il impacts on surface water resources in the analysis area, including simulation of
ns. .y . - -
e mitigation measures, may change and the model uncertainty would decrease.
MMC has subs d our 3-D I del fa deration. This medal - B F— B
157-103 o iy bt e e e g s kgt Section 3.10.4.3.5 was added to the SDEIS and FEIS to discuss the limitation and
the 3-0 model wides the level of technical dewll needed vl he und i of the H
hy:ruluz!ca? s:w‘:: P:P’ﬂé w:utl,:pmpuse :J::r. :h‘: rn:;:l b:rﬂuwt:dibr :r;lc:i[gm:ll‘:‘s :r:ilum::ﬁuu;ns Uncertalnty Of the 3D mOdeIS'
made as appropriate. A model run would be compleced on the adjusted model wsing the assumpedions for
the various stages of mine operations. The results from the model would be reviewed and used in the Comment Response 157-103
EIS.
: ! ; See comment responses 157-5 and 157-59.
The AMEC Geomacrix 3-0 medel incledes cermain information and dexails that were net incduded in the
- agenches conceprual model (e, laglcal Informadon), which MMC belleves are Imparmane, base model
157-104 dituil!.anﬂ sh-n::d be used :Emif;:nrsma with the preject . Comment Response 157-104
See comment responses 157-5 and 157-59.
3.10.2 Analysis Area ond Methods
2.00.2.2 Nondegrodation Regulations Comment Response 157-105
P 414, Table 79. Recommend changing the it : “"Mondegradation Limits for Grownd W i i
157-105 Escblshed by BHES for the Montanare Praject and Montana Graund Water Qualky Sandards™ o better The title of the table was changed in the SDEIS.
reflect thie hbla,
Comment Response 157-106
L10.2.1.1 Montonore Mine Areq Hydrlogy The date of the report was clarified in the SDEIS.
Page 415 & Faragraph. In the bst sentence of the first paragraph, the final Hydrogeology Technical
157-106 Report was issued by ERO in 200%, not 2008, Comment Response 157-107
2.0023.2 Litle Gherry Creek talioes Inpondhmst Heckogy The detailed discussion of the SEEPW model was deleted in the SDEIS. The
157-107 Jowe 110 1 Pmgrahs. o s o mchison it /im 442 lsaper et Sk agencies used MMC’s 3D groundwater model of the tailings impoundment area in
" Py the effects analysis associated with the pumpback wells at the Poorman
3103 Aipscced Eivironiidan Impqun_dm_ent_Site. These mo_deI resgl_ts were also used in AI_ternative 4 t_)ecaqse of
T I 0 B e T 7 ey RO i the similarity in hydrogeologic conditions between the two sites. The infiltration
157-108 Page 420, ¥* Paragragh, Soma of these concapts are also rupported by Gurriert {Mrch 2001) and not rate of 0.26 feet/year was correct and would represent about 10 percent of the
bl gty s b e sl o estimated 30 inches of annual precipitation.
from the Gurrert report: "The local fow system it the upper shallow portion of the bedrock aquiler that
intaracty with the kkes." “Th lenal 1 I b jae w bie highs and dischar -
to :r:;clr lU:T].E' "W’I:re_wﬂle:_:!:-unr.hm:;y:‘mr?':uﬁ:ed"ff:l:::; :;du:r;rngugmhr!:w::!r ql::!rn:g; Com r..nent -Response 157 108 . . .
haye conducthily, fock: Liits . Intarvesing theptisy or, L8, patdied. oa. fme periali My uecooBdiibd The discussion of MMC’s conceptual model was eliminated in the SDEIS and
materials at the surface, much of the recharge would continue to follow the pre-mining path flowing R .
laterally to discharge in surface water sinke" “Whether low conductivity rock units are present at depth FEIS. The Conceptual model of both MMC and the agencles were similar after
e e e e MMC completed the 3D models.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-129




Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
?nc;r:t- Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-109
The Bear Mountain, Idaho SNOTEL site is more representative of the upper
Cabinet Mountains than the Poorman SNOTEL site, which is on the east side of the
to cHectivefly isolate them from hydraulic stresses from mining i nat known at this tme.” (referring 1o Cabinet Mountains
Rock Lake and Cliff Lake)
Comment Response 157-110
157-109 e e T e The 3D model results indicate that near-surface bedrock throughout the upper
Ehk SNTEL st hasr Bt ioumc v 1 dlcuesd whe sbo 44 e SNOTEL st o watershed area would not provide adequate storage for groundwater to discharge in
e the stream channel above Rock Lake on a year-round basis.
iﬂafiﬁmﬂﬂiﬂﬂw . ) Comment Response 157-111
ge 416 Ind Paragraph. As praviously commented, it seems possible chat near-surface fractured bedrock R R R
157-110 Wreughion dhe vppar wack:shed sould rovide ¥he weceesry mersgs for ground e s dhcirgs See comment response 157-102. A chart showing cumulative water inflow rates
" ' during adit construction, which showed inflows increased from about 120 gpm to
3,164 Emfronmantal Conssquances 180 gpm from 8,000 to 14,000 feet was added to the SDEIS and FEIS.
L1042 Aleamative 3 = MMCY Propored Ming Comment Response 157-112
Al Mg frgr . . See comment responses 157-5, 157-59, and 157-102.
157-111 ch 29 1" Piﬂ;;rl:ph.d Ti:a;m-;y mndr:k_-s sllirngllf-:d. by ws’ﬂqﬂn{ u;mT the :w:-dlmenslljanu:J rnnv;‘kl
i il i e ks 5N el s Ehpinsbgle i dbikn idardie sy s Comment Response 157-113
it L [ im: . . . . .
RO s i (K00 kv o il kb e it o et A The test in the FEIS was revised to indicate the flow at SP-41 was estimated and
z:inr:::l: decling, the vertical dismnce w the surface Is very significant and Wkely representative of the similar to that predicted by the 2D and 3D models.
157-112 lwn::;ﬁnr::iﬂiit:p:r:f;:::m::;::;or:'}!‘igmcnl cauld help to explain the hydralogic sysmem bamer CO mment Res po nse 157_114
Section 3.10.3.1.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS disclosed that precipitation records from
157113 2.10.4,2.1 Mine Areq — Changes in Base Flow _ the SNOTEL site near Bear Mountain, Idaho, which is the site most representative
B e ok of the upper Cabinet Mountains, indicate that the summer of 2007 had the second
longest period (51 days) without precipitation since continuous precipitation data
200421 Ming Arco = Rock Cresk collection began in 1983.
157 114 P::;;f? 3 P:Iragr;ph_ In the :’Tr‘& :en:;m.e. what eui::n:r i:b:he;;; sup:a'i:lbrfrlnz;nl;'\en:hdu: n:
- | rowndwater wai dont Bing to the iirekm = Lirrsdr » B0 CREL d OhIdrve
ﬂawwa;!lmm deep bedreck grnundn:uur discharge w'dwpdruin:p"! See the comement abeve for Page Com ment Response 157'115
o The groundwater and surface water sections of the SDEIS were revised to discuss
157-115 e predicted changes in baseﬂow in the groundwater secti_on and p_redicted changes in
Creek Meadows predicted by the model would likely be measurable” 7Q10 and 7Q, streamflow in the surface hydrology section. Section 3.11.4.4.6 of the
FEIS discussed streamflow variability and measurability.
I42 0 A - F
157-116 Tt e s St whi ) Rk i ik Tt B e il s Comment Response 157-116
HONE I sk itk Mk St. Paul Lake is considerably smaller and shallower than Rock Lake and was
- - - N formed by a glacial moraine.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-117
ection 3.10.4.2 was revised in the o disclose the effects of usin
Section 3.10.4.2 d in the SDEIS to disclose the effects of
pumpback wells at the tailings impoundment site. In Alternative 2, MMC
422 Tl — Ground Wi committed to implementing seepage control measures, such as pumpback recovery
157-117 :;g:nf‘!; m;:m:n:ﬂ: bme‘q:;:undﬁ; DeTIAck Yol o shac ok oot Soage wells, if required to comply with applicable standards. MMC indicated seepage
andlar Licde Cherry Cresk. pumpback wells could be installed along the downstream toe of the tailings dam.
Given the heterogeneity of the foundation soils, additional wells could be required
:iﬁf:fxmﬂ:ﬂph e B A to ensure that all flow paths were intercepted. The wells may require active
157-118 ground water downgradient frem the wilings ImPuuﬁdel‘lH'. it in compliance with applicable water quality pumping, depending on the artesian pressures within the wells. MMC did not
sandards. Therefore, 2 MPDES permic would not be required because no impacted ground water would - - - - -
flow to urface water. provide any analysis of using pumpback wells in Alternative 2.
42 Tl e Comment Response 157-118
157-119 5:;;:;;&;:3nl:;g;:ng&:;:ﬁ:;:l;:*:; N aro gk st b ok = The discussion of groundwater quality at the tailings impoundment site, now
is 3 prediceed level. Same comment applies to Table B3 an Page 441. Section 3.13.4, was revised to indicate a MPDES permitted outfall would not be
required for the tailings impoundment seepage because seepage reaching
P N groundwater would be collected by the pumpback system and not discharged to
Page 438, 1" Paragraph. The discussion of a MPDES permic may not be applicable if such a permit is not . . . .
157-120 required for the @iings Impoundment. See previous comment for Section L4242 on page 60 regarding surface water in Alternatives 3 and 4. In Alternative 2, MMC committed to
ound water discha rmittng requiremencs for secpage or percolatdon o ground warter. . . -
o TR T Pramere : implementing seepage control measures, such as pumpback recovery wells, if
Ay required to comply with applicable standards. Seepage pumpback wells could be
Page 439 1 Paragragh: Regarlss of he bt tol masimum spolcaion e o the LAD ars, installed along the downstream toe of the tailings dam. The discharge to
- which |s based on generalized aszumptiens in an environment of heterogensows subturface material, - - -
157 121 actual LAD applécil:ron rates will be taied on monitoring o be sure mf:mna surface runall oocurs. groundwater beneath the ImpOUndment WOUId be aUthorlzed by a DEQ Opera‘tlng
e e T R O e Permit and a seepage recovery zone would encompass the impoundment footprint
exceeds evapotranspiration. Applicable water qualicy standards would rat be excesded for the LAD areas, and extend to the pumpback We"s_
with water treatment implemented if necessary.
Page 441, Table 83 Sugpest sdding the LAD application rates to this table chat were used to calculate the CO mm ent RES pO nse 157'119
157_122 contentrations in pround water, R R
o A footnote regarding the less than symbol (<) was added to all water quality tables
Faga 442, |™ Paragraph: “With respect to MPDES parmicting st che LAD srexe, tee previous camment for -
157-123 Section 2.4.24.2 on page 60 regarding grownd water discharge permitting requirements for seepage or in the FEIS.
percolation to ground water,
157-124 Page 441 1 Paragraph. It should be mentioned that MMC would implement water trearment, as Comment Response 157-120
necossary, t mest water qualicy sandards for the LAD sraas. See comment response 157'118
.10.4.5 Cumulative Effects Comment Response 157-121
140452 Rock Conch Prjec See comment response 157-9.
- Fage 447, 1™ Fa h, With re: rodicted impaces oo base Row for Rock Crosk and E Fark
157 125 B-ufl River, the plrnfg-‘:ph xhu:ld n;:':;r::h: :ih::t pnri:d T:l‘haul i'l:n for w‘i‘\ich any :ﬂ‘:ru:ould’:limr. CO mm ent ReS p onse 157' 122
LAD application rates were presented in Appendix G.
e SR Comment Response 157-123
See comment response 157-21.
Comment Response 157-124
See next page.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-126

157-127

157-128

157-129

157-130

157-131

157-132

Section 1.1 | Surface Water Hydrology

General Copvnent, The 2-D numerical model generated by ERO provides a qualicsive analysis of the
porential kmpaces e the hydralagie system. This madel provided infarmation an the patential impaces to
lncal srreams from mine operations; albeit small and In most cases could not be mexsired. Because of the
lssues of the 3D numerical model, MMC has developed a 3-0 numerical moded that incorporaces
assumptions and information used in the DEIS and added geological and other eritcal infermation needed
fer 2 3-D numerical madel. This model is consistent with the 2-0 model In thas ke predices very Bmiced
Impaces aszociated with local seream syseems, bue it does demonstrate chat the eMfeces may not be a8 wide
spread a5 predicred by the 2-0 nurserical model,

MMC believes this model should be peer reviewed, adjusted where needed, and uied in the FEIS. ‘We
alse belleve thac incorpontion ef the 3-D numerical model is important and will change the effects
sectian of the report far surface warer, xnaunmmr, u]uatic, and cauld modib’r mni:nrin; and mitlpthn
of these sections a5 well.

3114 Environmental Consequences

f.d B i g o = Eant Fork Rock Crewk

Page 461, laze paragraph. The DEIS staces emphaically thar during a vizie thae the only tource of surface
warer during certain periods of dme w Rock Lake is one bedrock spring (SP.31). Thiz one observation
Bkely oversunes the simplicity of the Rock Lake near-surface hydrologic system. The remaining section af
the paragraph infers this observacion cthat impacs frem the mine may be measureable if conditions similar
£y Sr:pmmbtr 2007 exize. The areals quim SLR and g hrdr\ploglc unles =ra precent and plsf a rels In
Rock Lake hydrelogic conditions, There is no rationalizathen as to why this one shaervatien weauld allew
the text to deaw such a strong conclusion as to the "measureability™ of impacts when the 2-D nusmerical
model which incorporates many aspects of the regions hydrology information could only be used
qualitatively,

BLTiON fl flow Dyring Construction and g pacts 1o Lak
Pian 452, 3™ and 4* Pangnph.:. MHMC belioves the 3-0 numaericsl moedel demonstrates that the Impacq
o lakes are overscated with the 2-D sumesical model and Emits the need to menitor Libby and Ramsey
Lakes. It s also lkely that Se. Paul Lake manic.nrh; could be sllniﬁuntly racdpcnd siter the feot few years
of operation and model calibration,

Page 461, 3" Paragragh, As previously stated, it seems possible that near-surface fraciured bedrock
throughout the upper watershed could provide the necessary storage for ground water wo discharge in
the stream chanmel sbove Rock Lake on 3 year-round basiz.

301424 Efl: i furing Con " i Oy "
Page 465 2™ Paragraph. With respect to the unlined LAD Area storm water recenton pond. this pond
could be lined to avoid infiltraton,

d.11.%.2.8 Pagt-Opsrationdl Effects
Page 448, ¥ Pacagraph. The thicd sentence should inchude a reference to BHES Order standards.

Comment Response 157-124
See comment response 157-9.

Comment Response 157-125
See comment response 157-94.

Comment Response 157-126

Thank you for your comment. The agencies agree that the 2D and 3D model results
are similar.

Comment Response 157-127

The 2D model was peer reviewed and suggested modifications were incorporated
as appropriate. See comment response 157-5.

Comment Response 157-128
See comment response 339-36.

Comment Response 157-129

Based on both the 2D and the 3D model results, the agencies concluded that the
results are similar and collectively provide the best available estimate of effects on
surface water and groundwater resources. Neither model overstates the possible
effects. The analysis in the SDEIS was revised to present results with and without
mitigation. See comment response 157-14 regarding Libby Lake monitoring. The
requirement to monitor Ramsey and St. Paul lakes was eliminated in the agencies’
conceptual monitoring plans in the SDEIS and FEIS (Appendix C).

Comment Response 157-130
See comment response 157-110.

Comment Response 157-131

The use of the LAD Areas in Alternatives 3 and 4 was eliminated in the SDEIS and
FEIS.

Comment Response 157-132

The discussion of Closure and Post-closure Phase effects, now Section 3.13.4.2.3,
was revised in the SDEIS to include a comparison of predicted concentrations with
BHES Order limits.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response

AiLe 3] Effecs of Inflews During Construction and Mining = Impects (o Lakes

157-133 Page 470, 3" Paragraph. Monitoring Libby Lakes is not necessary due to the high elevaton of these
perched water bodies (nearly 7000 feec) see zecden “lmpacts vo Lakes and Springs” on page 500
Monitoring of 5t Paul Lake may be warranted due wo the repome that this ke has become dry during
natural conditions,

Page 471, 3 Paragraph. Storm water runcff from the LAD areas that collects in the retention pond(s)
157-134 could ba pumped back to the LAD sprinklers or discharged under the existing Libby Adit MPDES permit
to avoid discharging ta Pearman Croek.

i [K} i - g |
Page 472, 4™ Paragraph. MMC believes the 3.0 numerical model demanstrates that the impaces to East
157'135 Fork Bull River and East Fork Rock Creek are over stated and that bulkheads are not required,
4.11.4,10 Cumulotive Effects
157-136 Page 478. 1™ thru 5™ Paragraphs, This section should refer to Figures 74 and 75 which show the

predicted areas of cumilativg ground water dravdewn, A reference to the ERO report that containg the
numerical madel resules theald be included in this section. Alve, this rectien sddresses wazer quanticy,
but not water quality.

LLAI Ireverible and Iretricyable Commitments
Fage 479 1™ Paragraph. [n the last sentence, it should be acknowledged that considerable variations in
157-137 strenm Now snd lska lavely are commen in the project area.

Comment Response 157-133
See comment response 157-14.

Comment Response 157-134
The use of the LAD Areas in Alternatives 3 and 4 was eliminated in the SDEIS and
FEIS.

Comment Response 157-135
See comment response 157-38.

Comment Response 157-136

The cumulative effects section for surface water hydrology, Section 3.11.4.10, was
revised in the SDEIS and again in the FEIS to reflect 3D model results. The surface
water quality and surface water hydrology sections were separated in the SDEIS
and FEIS.

Comment Response 157-137
Other subsections in Section 3.11 adequately describe the variability in streamflow
and the uncertainty of the 3D model predictions.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-138
The analysis approach section for surface water quality, now Section 3.13.2.2.2,
was revised in the FEIS to state that the mass balance analysis included aluminum,
barium, beryllium, nickel, and selenium. Thallium was not detected in surface
%R Sartucs Water Qualliy water, groundwater, or adit and mine water and it is not discussed further in the
S ElS.
3.12.1 Analysis Area and Methods
o T Comment Response 157-139
112211 Anakoh Abpmach Table 10(_) of the I_DEIS presented expected quality of_ different wastewaters. In the
157-138 P 0, Puearpls. b e il s, e o ki ke i o i sy DEIS, adit and mine water was expected to have a nitrate concentration of 2.5 mg/L
cortusng, Aua. anmony s nclued [ the mass bance eifarons. after LAD treatment. The agencies assumed nitrate removal for the pretreatment
PO TITII system would be 90 percent, with a resulting concentration of 2.5 mg/L. Expected
157-139 P A0 [ tarprat B she dad AR bty e S 23 gl s o e quality of different wastewaters was updated in Appendix G of the SDEIS and
o FEIS and in Table 123 of the FEIS.
Saction 112.1.4.4 Wasteventer Quontit : _ : o Comment Response 157-140
157-140 Page 490, 4 P-:lr‘agrwh. In the first sentence, didn't the agenches alzo use mine and adit infllows of 450 A A A A
RS0 Sy R S MU Man o i iy cEEh Sl [0 gt A et o e The revised water balance for all mine alternatives was presented in the SDEIS and
' was based on results of MMC’s 3D groundwater model were presented in the
3.10.3 Affected Environment SDEIS and FEIS. The agencies used a discharge rate of 500 gpm for Alternative 2,
PO which is based on the estimate treatment capacity of the existing Water Treatment
157-141 Page 492495, Tibles 94 &90. Why are most media vlves indcred s <" vaias whan the loatnos Plant at the Libby Adit Site. The Water Treatment Plant would be increased in
i G4 e d SORCATAAO0 oK D A 1K Il 118 ckasciv- e Y ndl b Alternatives 3 and 4 and higher flow rates were used in the FEIS analysis.
an absolure value.
Comment Response 157-141
158, Enlionnrente] Conepuantas Representative concentrations of potential wastewaters and receiving streams were
Wﬁm L ; . s developed for the SDEIS and FEIS using EPA’s statistical approach for water
157-142 e e e e R BN ACCR Cah i e e e quality assessment. A less than symbol (<) was used if one or more of the sample
results had a concentration less than the detection limit.
302,412 lrreversible gnd lrrerinvable Commitments
157-143 Fage 517 & Paragraph. In the first sentence. water qualicy impaces resulting from mine inflows would not CO mment ReS pO nse 157'142
be permanent as hydroloric conditions recover and roach pre-mine conditions, In the n e . . . . .
e indnr 2 o how Uhe coverin of tpings s 5 cullngs Knpoendimsa roukd impace vaar qualfy Section 3.13.4.9 was revised in the SDEIS to indicate the Montanore and Rock
G e s AT conioms o o et Creek projects would cumulatively reduce streamflow in Rock Creek and East Fork
Bull River. Mine dewatering and the resulting drawdown of bedrock groundwater
302,413 Shors-Term Uses and Lang-Term Praductivity may subtly change the water quality of the East Fork Rock Creek and East Fork
157-144 Fage 5|8, first bullee. YWater quality changes chac may occur due to ks of deep ground water supply w BU” River.
streamy, springs, and kakes would be wery miner and are likely cversatng the issues in this secton,
Comment Response 157-143
- — - See next page
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

157-145

157-146

157-147

157-148

157-149

Section 3.13 Water Rights

1.13.4 Envirenmental Consequences
1.13.4,7 Akernative 1 = MMC's Propaged Mine

Pg. 520, Thiz secthen b confusing. MMC would have to apply to ute water from the mine lor banelicial
uge (milling atc.), regardless of the amount preduced.  Additional wells may be required if insufficient
water iz avaiable from the mine dewatering activities for these beneficial uses (milling exc). In the First
paragragh on page 520, there are 19 surface water rights mentioned within the project area, yet only
thees are discursed in this section. What happened to the other 14!

Fags 521, 2™ Faragraph. “Reduction in sureamflows and the ground water wbls sy 3 reslt of mine
inflows may affect nearby surface and ground water rights within the modeled radius of influsnce.” ¥what
qualifies as nearby! Are we still discussing the ame 19 surface and 2 ground water rights within the
analysis areal |f 5o, where are they all discussed! It seems inconsistent to mention that Alternative 2
would not have impacts to water rights in Libby Creek, and then mention that the model shows
otharwize a fow paragraphs later,

1345 Ty fon & Al 3
Pg. 521. Only mentions Al. A. Doesn't mention Al B-E. which are briefly mentioned in the last
paragraph on pg 519 as having no impact to surface water rights,

11346 Cumulative Effects

F‘g. 521 As&m mdntiens eifects of water model a1 Pu-dicl-.s incraared impacts b ‘rouné wates levely e
the casc side of the Cabinecs, and briefly mentions ene water right in Rock Creek. 'What are the
projecoed cumulative impaces to water rights within the projoce areal

Oreerall, this section doesn't fully support the 2-D model resubts that suggest a non-measureable impact
on many reaches of the drainages Since this section i talking about water rights, the cumulative analysis
should diszues the relative number of water righes In the immediate area and those the general locadan
from the drawdown zone. It should alzo describe the coneribution of the Monmnore acdvity o the
cumulathve impaces, in reladve terms. This secton foecuses on one water right without any descripton of
its reladonship to the project and quantty of water used by this source. Predicred effects atribured by
the -0 and MMC's 3.0 model discussed in Sections 3.00 and 311 and relerenced within the Water
Righes section thould be summarized a bit more to provide the reader pertinent infarmation on water
rights within the cumulative areas and relative significance.  Specific impacts to the severdl water rights
that are mentioned in the intreduction of this section should be discussed in mare demil

The 2D and the 3D models predicted that hydrologic conditions would not return to
pre-mine conditions. Based on both models, the agencies’ analysis is that water
quality impacts resulting from mine inflows post-mining, if measurable, would be
an irreversible commitment of surface water resources.

Comment Response 157-144

The 2D and the 3D models predicted that hydrologic conditions would not return to
pre-mine conditions. Based on both models, the agencies’ analysis is that long-term
water quality changes that may occur would be a loss of deep groundwater supply
to streams, springs, and lakes.

Comment Response 157-145

The water rights section, now Section 3.12, was revised in the SDEIS and FEIS in
response to MMC'’s beneficial use permit applications and coordination with the
DNRC. The revision in the FEIS included measures MMC would take to ensure
diversions of surface water upstream of the Forest Service’s 40 cfs water right
would either cease or be fully augmented whenever the Forest Service’s right and
any other senior water right were in priority over MMC’s existing or new water
rights.

Comment Response 157-146

See comment response 157-145. Section 3.12 was revised to indicate that MMC
applied for beneficial use permits (water rights) for all water that would be used
beneficially, such as milling, potable water, dust suppression, or evaporation.

Comment Response 157-147

The text was clarified in the SDEIS that the transmission line alternatives would not
affect water rights.

Comment Response 157-148

Section 3.12.4.6 was revised in the SDEIS and FEIS to state more clearly that there
would be no cumulative effects on water rights.

Comment Response 157-149
See comment response 157-148.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- - .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-150
The Recreation section in the FEIS, now Section 3.16, was revised to clarify ROS
classifications and changes in the Little Cherry Creek drainage and the transmission
line corridors, and to better characterize existing dispersed camping use. The
3.15 Recreation environmental consequences discussion already mentions the lack of impacts to
- dispersed camping, and was not changed.
2.15.3.1 Affected Environment
Pg. 546, 5" Para. Mentions F5 ROS chassifications in Poorman, Ramray. and Libby Creek but dosin’t Comment Response 157_151
157'150 mantion Licte Cherry, even while other sections specifically mention how the tilings impoundment will

change the dlxsification, Alio doesnt mention the TL corridors, but categorizes everything as “most
other areas are semi-primitive, non-moterized” which i mithading especially in the areas of Litthe Cherry
creek and some areas of the transrission line. Sea page 553, 1™ paragraph — "The tilings impoundment
would remain a large, man-made structure and the ROS characteristcs would not retumn o pre-mine
canditions.” Drescribe the pre-mine condition of Little Cherry Creek impoundment area.  ¥Ye disagree
with this, the land will 5till provide wildlife habitat and other similar uses i it meets rechmation objectives,
Part of the redamation objectives is to match lind forms.  Eventually, vegetation esablished will
sipnificantly radica the visual sutline of this fazifity. The smtement should be qualified a bit ta provide the
reader with some sense of post-mining land use condidon,

i, L2 A - Fighing ard i
Effects During Construction, Operations. and Reclamation Phases
157'151 Pgs 548 and 551, While the recreatonal opporwnites section mendons that PP does not track fishing
uwik on Litthe Cherry Creek “because they provide a very small portion of the recreational fishing
epparunity”, the st paragraph in Ale 2 mentions thae several anglar hours would be lost due to the
impoundmaent, data which was firsc used In the "33 ROD. |t appears incongistent o use this daa and may
overstate the impact of the proposed alcernative.

118204 Comping and Picnicking

Pgs 548 -349. Mo impacs (o dispersed camping are dscussed. The enly camping area mentioned was
157-152 Howard Creek, a fee area, and it is very likcly that dispersed camping opportunities exist within or near
the project area. However, mine related impacts o these areas are aszumed to be insignificant, resulting
In no signilicane affects.

157-153

cars. Using the term “unsafe” for the non-mine maintsined portion of the read (upper section) seems cut
of place. Thiz should be madified to reflgcy that is will noz charge from the current USFS classificadon of
an unmaintained read or il

Page 551 3™ Paragraph. The text references thak the wentilation adit is located on private land within the
157-154 CMW arca. This parcel of patented land is located outside the CMW boundary.

105433~ Lang Term Effects after clogure

157-155 See previcus commanes about the axisting ROS classification for the Lintle Cherry Creek area. Thiz
section mentions that the ROS classification for Al 1 would remadn che same At 1, but the chssilicaton
of Little Cherry Creek for gither alternative was pever discussed,

The reference to fishing impacts in Little Cherry Creek was deleted in Section 3.16
of the FEIS.

Comment Response 157-152

Section 3.16.4 in the FEIS was revised to better characterize existing dispersed
camping use.

Comment Response 157-153

Section 3.16.4.2.1 in the FEIS was revised to indicate the improvements to the Bear
Creek Road would safely accommodate anticipated public and mine-related traffic.

Comment Response 157-154

Section 3.16.4.2.1 was revised to indicate the Rock Lake Ventilation Adit would be
on private land.

Comment Response 157-155
See comment response 157-150.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- - .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-156
The Scenery section in the FEIS, Section 3.17.4.2.1, was revised to disclose the
current development of the Libby Adit Site and its location on private land.
silis Comment Response 157-157
. CEneEry
e e e = See comment response 157-156.
31641 Alternotive 1 = MMC's Proposed Mine
8.4 Ihhy A il W
157-156 Pg 561 3" para. There is no mention in this section that the Libby Adic sits |z currandy devaloped
almest to the point where it will be during operations in Alc 2, nor that the adit sive is located on privaie
land. Alcernacely, the ventilation adit it mentioned to not only be on private land but that as such, no
VOO eriterl spply. Expliin whether VOO criteria would apply to the Libby Adit zite.
fternat = f]
157-157 U341 Libby Creek ond Aogk oke Adiy and 3,16,4,2.2 Libby Plon She

Pg. 565. 3" para.  Along the same lines as the comment for Libby Adic Sice and Alternacive 2, there is no
mention of the current condition of mine facilites ax the Adit skce, nor (s locaton on private land,
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?n%r:t- Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-158
Section 3.23.4.2.1 was revised in the SDEIS and in the FEIS to update effects on
jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional water of the U.S
1.12 Wetlands and Other Waters of the LS. Comment Response 157-159
e e S See comment response 157-158.
3.12.4 Enwvirenmental Consequenges
: = r Comment Response 157-160
(12,41 Alternative 2 - MMC's Propored Mina
See comment response 157-158.
L2LA L1 Direct Effects
157-158 Fage 694, Table 149, According to the Movember 2005 repart by Wastech, “Wators of the LLS.

Redelineatian, Montanore Project”, there are 2613 acres of jurisdictional wethnds and nonewetland
Waters of the U5 {not 36.3 acres as shown in Table 149). Please explain the discrepancy in these total
acreages,

Accarding to the January 2009 repart by AMEC Geamacrlx, “Survey of Waedands, Sensitive Planes, and
157-159 Amphiblan/Reptles in Alternative Sices for Talling Impoundmant, Planc Faclity, and Mine Tunnel,
Montanore Mine Project™, 9.7 acres of jurisdictional wetlands occur in the Poorman Impoundment site for
Altermative ¥ (not 5.0 acres as shown in Table 14%), Also, the amount of non-wetland Waters of the LS,
in the Poorman kmpoundment site is 0.7 acre (not 0.6 acre as shown in Table 149).

157-160 For the racond footnote, the size and becation of two small jurisdictional wethnds and one small elated
wotland that were Identified by the Corps in the Poorman Impoundment Sice have been determined; see
WWILIS.35, <36, and -37 in the January 2009 report by AMEC Geomarrie “Survey of Wedands, Sensitive
Plants, and Amphiblan/Reples In Alternative Sices for Talling Impoundment, Plane Facilicy, and Mine
Tunnel, Montanare Mire Projece”,

157-161 For the third lootnote, the Libby Adit zite would alfect up to 0.1 acre of non-wetland ¥WWaters af the U.S:

see the Janwary 2009 report by AMEC Geomatrix, “Survey of Wedlinds, Sensitive Plans, and
Amphiblzn/Ropeiles In Alternstive Skes for Tailing Impoundment, Pline Facllity, spd Mine Tunnel,
Mantanare Mine Project”,

Comment Response 157-161
See comment response 157-158.
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Com- . .
ment Document #157-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 157-162
The discussion of wilderness and unroaded areas, Section 3.24 in the FEIS, was
revised in the FEIS to indicate reasonable access and disturbance for mineral entry
within an IRA is allowed.
1.2} Wilderness and Inventoried Roadless Areas
S S— R IS— Comment Response 157-163
2,231 Reguiatory Framewark The discussion of man-made features in the Cabinet East IRA was revised in
22207 lnventoried Aogdless Arear Section 3.24.2.3.1 of the FEIS.
157_162 Pg. 703, ¥* Para. This section doesn't clearly define what the KNF must de with these declsions and
whether they are applicable o the preject area. Co mm ent Res p onse 157_164
) Section 3.24.4.1.2 of the FEIS was revised to clarify that the ventilation adit would
3.23.3 Affected Envirgnment . .
be on private land outside the CMW.
233,20 ftoventoried Readicss Argas
122321 Maurel Inspry and Appearnce Comment Response 157-165
Pg. 704, 3 Para. Mentions that the only noticeable man-made feature in the IRA i the Scenery Min H H H H H H
157-163 A il b Rttt ot el ol i il o Noise was not discussed in the Regulatory Compliance section. The section on
SetRic ¥ et el i sl PEp O i s ol Kev e e s o i Environmental Consequences adequately cross referenced other EIS sections for
CONSIIeNCY, - - .
indirect effects on wilderness and unroaded areas.
3.13.4 Environmental Consequences
3134, Wilderncss
123402 Aternathes 2 = MM Mine Proposal
707, 2 Para. The text references that the ventilation adit i3 focated on private land within the CHWW
157-164 :rru. This parcel of pﬂ.l;entted tand iz Iu:at:d aunid::- :I:: CH\':J !munr;u-r. Pt ‘
3.23.4.4 Regulotwry Consistency
Pg- 711, 4* Para. ) ) ) )
157-165 s Tt 5 be I el il TR 1 T S Mot Tl 1o s e
discussed in the Moige/EMF section thould be made. Moite impacts should either be removed from this
section (and referenced in the MNoize/EMF), or should be tied 1o the more qualitative Fnpacts o the
wilderness experience that are described in the beginning of this section,
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Com- - .
ment Document #263-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 263-1
MNTR 263
KMS Thank you for your comment.
LA Comment Response 263-2
KLEPFER MINING SERVICE LLC ) .
e Do St Thank you for your comment. In the SDEIS and FEIS, the K_NF !dentl_fl_ed
V/ Alternative 3 as the preferred mine alternative and the agencies’ identified
- RECEIVED Alternative D-R as the preferred transmission line alternative.
SR ki 4 00 Comment Response 263-3
DEQ
Bobbie Lacklen, Project Coordinator DIRECTOR'S OFFICE Thank you for your comment.
Kootenai Mational Forest
31374 US Hwy 2
Libby, MT 59923
Emily Corsi and Herb Ralfes
Montana Deparement of Environmental Quality
1520 E. Sixch Ave.
P.O. Box 200501
Helena, MT 59620-0901
Re: Montanere Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments
Dear Bobbie, Emily, and Herb,
This letter has been written on behalf of Mentanore Minerals Corp (MMC) concerning the
263-1 Draft Environmental Impace Statement for the Monmanore Project.  We appreciate the
- efforts of the ULS. Forest Service and Montana Department of Environmental Quality en this
important project.
A this time, we would like o formaily refay to you and other agency staff that we concur
with the LL5. Forest Service's selected alternative for the project which includes Alternative
263-2 4, Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative. While we appreciate
the issue facing the agencies, we believe Alternadive C, Medified North Miller Creek
Alignment for the transmission line is a betrer selection. We have also reviewed Plum
Creek’s suggested transmission line alternative and believe this is a viable option to
incorporate into the Modified M. Miller Creck alternative and encourage the agencies o
cansider this change.
As you are all aware, the past several years have presented long hours and many challenges
ta us all in coming to this point in the project. We are very appreciative of the callaborative
263-3 approach with the agencies to address imporant project issues. e have abways felt that a
cooperative approach during all phases of project analysis and development are beneficial 1o
1 ISR Shev -
b
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #263-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

2634

263-5

PMs. Lachien, Ms. Corsl, and Mr, Aoties
MAC Commanis, Montanons DEES,

June 26, 2009

Page 202

everyone involved, and we hope to continue with this trend as we see the project move

forward,

The Montanore Project is very important to MMC and equally important to Libby and
Linceln County. Completion of the review process and approval of the project will result in
a significant pesitive impact to the local economy by providing high quality jobs, tax revenue,
and economic stimulus te local businesses. Our commitment ta local hire will ensure future
job opporwnities for many years.

We will continue our commitment to innovative and responsitle mineral development and
working together. WWe encourage you to continue to prioritize the process to wrap up the
process and issue a Record of Decision

Again, we appreciace all of your efforts.

Sincerely,

7 1!

IS i

= Eric Klepler

ce: Thomas Tidwell (Chief of the Forest Service)
Richard Opper (Director - MDEQ)
Evan Barrett {Office of the Governor - Chief of Business Development)
Paul Bradford (Forest Supervisor)
MMC (File)

Comment Response 263-4
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 263-5
Thank you for your comment.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- .
ment Document #337-Carter Lake Consulting, LLC Response

i‘ CARTER LAKE
B CONSULTING, LLC

DEC o5 201

December 6, 2011

Mr. Eric Klepfer

Klepfer Mining Services, LLC
13058 Sherwood Court
Hayden Lake, ID 83835

Re: Montanore Mine Project
Appendix C Air Quality Monitoring Plan Comments

Dear Eric,

At your request, Carter Lake Consulting, LLC {CLC) has reviewed Appendix C of Agencies’
Conceptual Menitoring Plans for the Montanore Mine.

Based on a historical document review, the language used in Appendix € was found to have
337—1 originated with the Preliminary Determination on Alr Quality Permit Application (MDHES 1930),
been modified to add metals monitoring in the 2006 draft permit, and carried forward once
again to the recently issued permit with no revision from 2006.

337-2 There are compelling reasons to request changes to the current monitoring requirements. CLC
has provided comments on Appendix C herein.

C.2 Air Quality

Comment 1. C.2.1 Objectives.

Throughout this section, the term "air monitoring” and "air quality monitoring” are used loosely
337-3 to describe all aspects of manitoring and reporting, which may be misleading. While air
maonitoring can be used to assess the abllity of permitted sources to comply with air quality
standards, it is the monitoring of information, I.e., recordkeeping and reporting, that would be
used to meet the objective of ensuring operation and production are within acceptable levels.

Both types of monitoring are addressed in Section C.2, but should be more dearly identified in
the objectives.

Comment 2. C.2.2 Locations, Parameters, and Frequency. Paragraph 3.

337-4 The reasons given in this comment for continuing monitoring beyond ane year are 1) possible
tracking of long-term impacts, or 2) if changes in emissions occur,

205 Connell Road Whitman, NE 69366 « 308 764.2550 « www.chrterlaketonsultingcom

RECEIVED

Comment Response 337-1

The comment correctly identifies the origins of the agencies’ proposed air quality
monitoring plan in Appendix C. The DEQ issued an initial Preliminary
Determination for public comment in 2006 and a supplemental Preliminary
Determination for public comment in 2011. Both comment periods were 30 days.

Comment Response 337-2

Thank you for your comment. Neither Mines Management, Inc. nor MMC
submitted comments on the initial or supplemental Preliminary Determinations. In
addition, in MMC’s 2008 Updated Plan of Operations, MMC indicated “DEQ has
issued a preliminary draft air quality permit which will establish air quality
monitoring activities. MMC will adhere to these permit conditions when the permit
is issued” (p. 142 MMC 2008). Appendix C was not submitted to the agencies
during the comment period.

Comment Response 337-3

The two uses of air quality monitoring in Section C.2 were revised in the FEIS to
“air monitoring.” Both the initial and supplemental Preliminary Determination refer
only to air monitoring. The objective of the air monitoring was described in Section
C.2.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS.

Comment Response 337-4

Section C.2.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS discussed that the DEQ may require
continued air monitoring to track long-term impacts of emissions or if emission
changes occurred.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- .
ment Document #337-Carter Lake Consulting, LLC Response

M. Erie Klnpler
December & 2008
Page Twao

The langest averaging peried for any regulated air guality pellutant is one year, As a result,
337-5 lang-term impacts of emissions would be a maximum of one year, absent concerns for
depasition er cumulative vegetative impact, neither of which have been required 1o be
assessed. A single year of monitaring parformed during maximum mine production would
demanstrate long-term impacts as they relate to air quality.

337-6 As stated in Paragraph 3, changes (i.c., increases) in air pallutant emissions could be valid
justification fer continued or rénewed manitoring. This section should establish clearer goals,
standards, or thresholds for the monitoring program and also define levels at which manitoring
would na longer be required barring any significant increase in permitted emissions. Note that
the Montanore Mine is located in a remote site and Is a minor source under boath the New
Source Review and Title V programs, a regulated category of emissions sources not commonky
required to perform ambient air pollutant monitoring at the extent requested, if at all. The
facility 1s near a PSD Class | Area; however, modeling analyses have demonstrated compliance
with applicable standards and increments in that area. A monitoring goal should be pravided at
which some or all polletant monitoring at the site would end, barring any significant Increase in
permitted emissions.

Comment 3. C.2.7 Locations, Parameters, and Frequency. Table C-1.

337-7 PMy; monitoring is propased at the plant area {one monitor, located in the Ramsey Creek
drainage), and the tailings area {two menitars plus a third co-located monitor, all located In the
Litthe Cherry Creek drainage]. At the Little Cherry Creek site, ane maonitor is proposed upslope
of the tailings impoundment, and ane monitor plus a co-located monitor is proposed down-
slope. Moenitors in Little Cherry Creek should be reduced to one monitar lacated down-slope of
the tailings impoundment and the co-located monltor should be placed at the Ramsey Creek
site, based en the fallowing findings.

337-8 Activities in the tailings area (Little Cherry Creek drainage) include application of slurry from the
rill to the tailings and several mobile sources, and are calculated to enit less than 5% of total
Montanare Mine PMy; emissions. In comparison, activities in the Ramsey Creek drainage
Include the mine exhaust portals, the mill, and mobile equipment activities. Emissions from this
area comprise 95% of total PMy emissions and 94% of NOy emissions calculated to be emitted
from the Montanore Mine. Clearly, the prirnary area of focus for a compliance demaonstration
would be the Ramsey Croek drainage. Based on the overwhelmingly large propertion of
emisslans oceurring In the Ramsey Creak drainage, the ca-lacated monitor should be placed at
the Ramsey Creck monitoring site to ensure quality snd consistency of monitored data at that
critical lecation,

337'9 Meteoralogical data measurements collected at the Little Cherry Creek site indicate that down-
slope winds occur with greater frequency than upslope winds, Winds blow down-slape

205 Connedl Road Whitman, NE §93566 = 308 7642550 & www, carteriakeconsulting.com

Comment Response 337-5

Maximum production would not occur until Year 11 of operations. Section C.2.2
requires MMC to begin air monitoring at the commencement of mill facilities or the
tailings impoundment and continue air monitoring for at least 1 year after normal
production was achieved.

Comment Response 337-6
Section C.2.2 described the conditions under which monitoring would continue.
These conditions can be clarified when the DEQ issues a final permit.

Comment Response 337-7

The agencies’ monitoring described in Appendix C is for Alternative 3 (see first
sentence of Appendix C). The monitoring sites in Alternative 3 would be at the
Libby Plant Site and Poorman Impoundment Site.

Comment Response 337-8
The DEQ will consider co-location of monitoring sites at the Libby Plant Site when
it issues a final permit.

Comment Response 337-9
The DEQ will consider a single monitoring site at the Poorman Impoundment Site
when it issues a final permit.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- .
ment Document #337-Carter Lake Consulting, LLC Response

M. B Klepfer
Drecimber 6, 2011
Page Three

{from the ESE through the W directions, clockwise) 65% of the time, based on on-site
metearological data collected at those locations during the period July 1968 through June 1989
{TRC, 1989). Based on these data, a single monitor in the down-slope location would be twice
as likely to be impacted by particulate from the tailings impoundment,

In addition, PM,; data was collected at the Little Cherry and Ramsey Creek sites in 1988-1989
337-10 which pravide annual and 24-hour background values for those sites (TRC 1983). Because no
industrial development has taken place in the vicinity since that monitoring program was
completed, these background values remain applicable to the Little Cherry and Ramsey Creek
sites and eliminata the nesd for a background manitar.

In summiry, the small percentage of air pollutant emissions generated at the Little Cherry
337-11 Creek tailings impoundment does not warrant the location of three particulate monitors at that

- site. One particulate monitor located down-sloge of the t3ilings impoundment would ensure
continued compliance with amblent standards. Furthermore, co-locating a PM g moniter at
Ramsey Creek would ensure consistent, high quality data in this critical lecation.

Comment 4, C.2.2 Locations, Parameters, and Frequency. Table C-1.

337-12 This table indicates that monitoring is proposed to be conducted for arsanic (As), copper {Cu),
eadmium (Cd), lead (Pb), and zine {2n] at three monktoring locations at the Montanare Mine,
Based on the analysis findings below, monitaring of these pallutants should not be required,
A dispersion modeling analysis was conducted for As, Sh, Cd, Cr, Zn, Cu, Fe and Pb n the 1969
Alr Quality Permit Application for Noranda’s Montanore Project (TRC 1989). The 1989 study
was required because Montana had in place at the time guidelines to assess impacts of
patentially toxic metals; those guldelines are no longer utilized by MDEQ, That analysis found
that maximum modeled 24-hour concentrations for all metals were below the Montana
guideline concentrations. Calculated Pb concentrations were found to be far smaller than the
annual and quarterly NAAGS for Pb.

The 2006 Montanore Mine Application for Alr Quality Preconstruction Parmit (TRC 2006)
337-13 analyzed only those metals identified as Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs): As, Cd, Cr, Sb, and Pb.
Pb was also analyzed as @ criteria pollutant. The anakysis was included to maintain consistency
with the 1989 application and to provide information for the NEPA process, for which HAPs
analyies are typically required. MDEC later noted during permit application meetings that no
HAPs analysis was necessary; however, MMC opted to retain it te ensure full disclosure under
MEPA.

337-14 and Cr to total 1in 1,000,000, within the range of risk of 1xED6 ta 1xE04 that is generally
considerad accaptable by EPA (EPA 1989). Maximum monthly Ph concentrations were
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The modeling analysis performed in 2006 found cancer risk from carcinogenic pollutants As, Cd,

Comment Response 337-10

The DEQ believes the background values from the Little Cherry Creek and Ramsey
Creek sites are applicable to the Poorman Impoundment Site and the Libby Plant
Site. See DEQ’s supplemental Preliminary Determination.

Comment Response 337-11

See comment responses 337-8 and 9. The agencies proposed two monitoring
stations at the Poorman Impoundment Site and one monitoring station at the Libby
Plant Site.

Comment Response 337-12
The DEQ will consider changes to air monitoring parameters when it issues the
final permit.

Comment Response 337-13
See comment response 337-12.

Comment Response 337-14
See comment response 337-12.
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Com-
ment

Document #337-Carter Lake Consulting, LLC

Response

337-15

337-16

M. Eric: Bepiler
Decernbiar &, 3011
Fage Four

predicted to be 2.60E-04 pg/m3, 0.02% of the quarterly average National Amblent Air CGuality
standard for Pb of 1.5 pgfm3. Zn, Cu, and Fe were not analyzed in the modeling analysis; they
are not HAPs and no carcinogenic risk factors or amblent air quality standards exist for those
substances.

Aside from the MAAQS and NAAQS far Pb, no state or Tederal standards exist for the analyzed
pallutants. MDEC has no threshold or assessment guidance for these pollutants against which
to measure monitgred concentrations. The results of both the 1989 and 2006 analyses far
these substances indicate impacts below past guideline concentrations, and that
concentrations would not violate ambient standards or pose unacceptable cancer risk. These
results confirm that ne meonitoring of these pollutants Is warranted.

Comment 5. C.2.2 Locations, Parameters, and Frequency. Table C-1.

As shown in Table C-1 of Appendix C, metearological data have been propoesed to be collected
at the tailings area within the Little Cherry drainage. We belleve this site selection is not
appropriate, and the meteorological monitoring station should instead be placed at the Ramsey
Creek site. This may be the most critical revision noted here, for the following reasons:

1. A majority of mine emissions {95% PM,;, 94% NO,) are emitted from the Ramsay Creek
drainage.

2. The arientation and predominant wind patterns of the Little Cherry drainage differ from the
Ramsoy dralnage, as [Nustrated in wind direction frequency distributions given in the ariginal
Montanore permit application (TRC 1989) and shawn below in Table 1.

3. Future dispersion modeling required for the Montanore Mine would require representative
data that is collected at the site of the primary mine emissions-generating activities, a location
at which wind direction data would match the terrain being medeled. This is the most
compelling reason far placing the metearalogical manitor at a Ramsey Craek site.

In addition, while wind speed data is required to caleulate emissions at the tailings
impoundment, those calculations could utilize Ramsey Creck data as a conservative case,
Meteorological data collected cancurrently at the Ramsey Creek and Little Cherry Creek sites in
1988-89 indicated significantly higher hourly and annual average wind speeds in the Ramsey
Creek drainage than in the Little Cherry Creek drainage. An annualaverage wind speed of 5.0

mph and maximum one-hour wind speed of 28.4 mph were measured at the Ramsey Creek site,

while an annual average wind speed of 2.4 mph and maximum one-hour wind speed of 1% mph
were measured at Little Cherry Creek. Higher wind speeds produce higher calculated wind
erosion emissions; therefore, based on this data, the use of Ramsey Creek wind speeds would
resiilt in conservative calculated emission rates, .

ML Connell Boad Whitman, NE E0ZEE » 308 T4 2EE0 » wesw carterlakeronsulling com

Comment Response 337-15
See comment response 337-12.

Comment Response 337-16

Because of the concern with blowing tailings, collection of wind speed and
direction at the Poorman Impoundment Site would be important.
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Com- .
ment Document #337-Carter Lake Consulting, LLC Response

Mir. Eric Klepher
December 6, 2001
Page Frve
Table 1
Noranda Montanore Project
Wind Directlon Frequency ) 3
Ramsey Creek Little Cherry
Direction Frequency Frequency
{percent) (percent)
N a.19 6.72
NNE 6.31 A.55
NE 302 307
EMNE 1.40 2.22
E 2.08 311
ESE 3.48 3.51
SE 9.42 6.32
SSE 17.18 9.14
5 15.07 12.71
SsW 15.98 12.35
SW 12.47 10.82
W 32 5.48
W 175 4.29
WINW 1.24 .77
NW 1.40 5.24
NHW L.66 6.70

Period of Record: July 1988-lune 1989

Please contact me at 308-764-2550 if you have any questions regarding these commenits,

Sincerely,

Carter Lake Consulting, LLC

¢ St Ol
Susan 1. Connell

Carter Lake Consulting, LLC

Attachment: Refererces
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fReferences

EPA 1989, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund Volume |, Human Health Fvaluation Manual
{Part A} Interim Final . EPASSA0/1-89/002. EPA Office of Emergency and Remedlal
Response, December 1983,

MOHES 19%0. Memarandum fram Pat Driscell, Air Quality Bureau, regarding Mentanore
Praject - Preliminary Determination on Air Quality Permit Application. Montana
Department of Health and Environmental Sciences, Air Quality Bureau. October 25,
1990,

TRC, 1989, Air Quality Permit Application for Moranda's Monlanore Project, Volume | Permit
Application, TRC Enviranmental Consultants, Inc., Englewood, €O, Gctober 16, 1989,

TRC, 2006, Mines Management Inc. Montanare Mine, Application for Air Quality
Breconstruction Permit, TRC Environmental Consultants, Inc., Laramie, WY, lanuary 9,
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Appendix M
Com- . .
ment Document #338-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
e Comment Response 338-1
The agencies appreciate MMC’s and Geomatrix’ review of the SDEIS.
I Comment Response 338-2
A KMS p _ o
BN K ErrER MiNinG SERVICE LLC On January 20, 2010, MMC submitted the results of model modifications for the
J .an S S S mine area 3D model to the agencies for their consideration. After reviewing the
" . . N -
A results, the agencies concluded the model results in the SDEIS provided a potential
S R range of dewatering and pumping rates and streamflow impacts with the data
' currently available. They are the best currently available estimates of impacts and
Sostsssicrivsstr S associated uncertainty that can be obtained using currently available data in the
§T§;;*E;=:;F&:? groundwater models. Both 3D groundwater flow models (for the mine area and
Libby, MT 59923-3022 tailings impoundment area) would be refined and rerun after data from the
Ms. Kristi Ponozzo Evaluation Phase were incorporated into the models (see Section C.10.4, Evaluation
s A Phase in Appendix C). The mine area 3D model results were not revised from those
P.0. Box 200901 presented in the SDEIS.
Helena, MT 596200901
Re: Hydrology Comments
Deear Ms, Lacklen and Ms, Ponoezo:
This letzer is written on behalf of Montanore Minerals Corporation (MMC) concerning comments to
338-1 the Supplemental Drafc EIS (SDEIS). Atmached you will find comments generaced by AMEC
Geomatrix. AMEC Geormatrix reviewed, at our request, the hydrologic portion of the SDEIS that
covergd the model and monitoring aspects of the document.
Please consider these as part of MMC's comments on the SDEIS. |t is our request that we meet
shortly after the close of the comment period to review hydrologic comments and discuss these
comments and others with respect to model modifications.
It s MMC's desire to refine and improve the model based on comments received and suggestions
338-2 that AMEC Geomatrix are currently evaluating with respect to the 3-D Model. 'We look forward to
wwking with you to complete these important elements for the Final EIS
IF you have any questions, please conmct me
Sincerely, i
o Y/
=4 1 {.7'_,?1_
/ Erie I@Iepg;r
ee: R. Trenhalme (ERO)
Enclosure: Tech Memo = Comments on SDEIS for Section 3.0 (Groundwater Hydrology) and Appendix C -
December |, 201 [
13058 Sherwoed Co. Haydon Lake. 1) E3E35
(2083171 (20E) -T72-2480 fax)
Licpfominmg com
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Com- . .
ment Document #338-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 338-3
The hydrology committee did not play the same role in preparation of the 3D model
a as was done for the 2D model. The 3D model was prepared by MMC’s consultant,
Geomatrix. The hydrology committee reviewed and commented on the model
Memorandum results at various stages of the modeling process. Section 3.10.2.3.1 of the FEIS
was modified to reflect this.
To: Eric Klepfer
g [k Comment Response 338-4
From: Doug Rogness i L i L
AMEC Geomatrix, Inc. Section 3.10.3.1.1 of the FEIS indicated geologic structure may play a significant
Tak (425 e~ Oe0 role in groundwater flow in bedrock. Faults can act as conduits for flow, barriers to
Fax: (406) 442-0864 flo or both
Date: December |, 2011 W, )
Subject: Comments on Supplemental Draft EIS for the Montanore Project _
Section 3.10 (Groundwater Hydrology) and Appendix C Co m ment Res ponse 338-5 . i
Section 3.10.3.1.1 of the FEIS was revised to clarify the reference.
Comment Response 338-6
::MEC fcmatf:»:‘ci tﬁ:‘EC}:J;:rEP:_rcd gii{;cm?m."d;m L Sccdﬂ::v 3.1 The USGS mapped stream locations are based on aerial photo interpretation and are
roWnawaIter [p= =} A [le ]k 4 enaes ONCepT CITOMn ans - awer - - - -
Recariati e el DrofE I ot Frustonts o $ins Focfock ¥ not particularly accurate. Field checking by the Forest Service and others, such as
336-3 ) _ . was done in September 2007 in the Rock Creek drainage, is a much more accurate
i o o e s way to determine where streams become perennial. With the exception of upper
) Libby Creek, a comprehensive spring inventory of the mine area, such as upper
338-4 . 6= : As stated later in this section (p. 228}, fuhs can also - .
i Voot iy ik i Bl vt e ikns East Fork Rock Creek and _East Fork sull Rlve_r, h_as not been c_ompl_eted. It is
338-5 O e Th i e el il R 97 premature to draw conclusions regarding the distribution of springs in the mine
specifically addresses the Rock Lake fault which probably is not the case. i area. Additional field work and data collection described for the Pre-Evaluation and
B T cxsmiaes e et ws s b o Evaluation Phases in Appendix C would provide the data needed to determine
338-6 and perennial portions of streams generally start at elevations of 400 to 5500 feet doas not seer 1o b where streams become perennial, and what baseflows are at various locations,
well supportad by site da. Table 84 in the SDEIS shows that only 3 of the 9 springs listed for the H H
Cabinet Mountaing Wilderness (CMW) discharge from elevations in the range of 5400 to 5600 feet. In partICUIarly inthe CMW.
addition, a review of LSGS topographic maps for the project area shows that streams become perennial
at the following approsdmate elevations: Libby Creek = 5000 fr; Ramsey Creek = 4600 ft. Poorman
Creek = 5300 fi; East Fork Rock Creck = 4960 ft (at Rock Lake); and East Fork Bull River = 4100 f£ In
general, it appears that the devation of springs and perennial portions of streams in the CHMW varies
considerably and does not often fit in the 5400 to 5600 ft range. Diry reaches of some streams have
been cbsarved, such as East Fork Rock Creck below Rock Lake and Rock Creck below the confluence
of its. East and West Forks. These results, in addition o the limited field dam that show high seasonal
variability of stream flows in the CMW, make it difficult o accurately determine where streams become
“perennial” in the project area. The statement at the end of the first paragraph on p. 230 of the SDEIS
supports this: “Without continuous flow measurements, it may not be possible to know whether
streamflow is reduced to only the baseflow contribution in any given year.” Several conchsions about
flow rate and location in the SDEIS are based on one-time cbservations in September 2007, The
AMEC Geomatrix
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Com- . .
ment Document #338-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response

Montanore = AMEC Comments on Groundwaler Porbions of SDEIS
December 1, 2011
Page 2.of 6

hydrologic environment in the CHW cannot be generalized with respect to springs and surface water
flow due to the high temporal and spatial variability in precipitation in the form of both rainfall and
snowmelt.

Page 237, 1% & 3= Several conclusions are made in this paragraph about sources of springs based on
338-7 only a few visual field observations. Springs that are noted by the SDEIS to discharge from faults could
also be discharging from a shallow system of interconnected fractures in bedrock. This is supported by
the statement on page 228 of the SDEIS, “Site-specific data indicate that near-surface bedrock, which is
subject to freeze/thaw and may be experiencing unloading or decompression (as evidenced by the
presence of talus slopes at the base of exposed bedrock), is more densely fractured than deeper
bedrock.” There Is no conclusive information in the SDEIS to establish that any springs are discharging
from a fault. This lack of conclusive evidence in the SDEIS is also true for the first sentence in the 3
paragraph on page 217 regarding deeper groundwater being the only source of water to St. Paul Lake
during the late summer to early fall.

Page 228, 1" §: Recent observations inside the Heidelberg Adit in 201 | by MMC show that the first
338-8 section of adit (450 feet) closest to East Fork Rock Creek was dry. At 450 and 685 feet, the adit
intersected narrow fracture or shear zones that strike north-south, with minor dripping at 450 feet, and
about |5 gpm flowing at 685 feet. A drill hole just beyond 685 feat was producing about 50 gpm flow;
length of the drill hole is unknown. The adit was dry from the drill hole to the face at 705 feet, except
for anather smaller drill hole in the middle of the face that was producing about 5 gpm. Therefare,
approximately 75% of water discharging from the Heidelberg adit is coming from two drill holes that
appear to intersect north-south trending fracture/shear zones. The remaining 25% of flow was coming
directly from exposed fractures. Rock between the fracture/shear zones was completely dry. This i
similar to what has been observed in the Libby Adit.

Page 240, last §: Two statements in this paragraph are important with respect to groundwater model
338-9 predictions presented in the SDEIS: “Flow data from the upper reaches of the various streams are
insufficient to quantify baseflow at these locations™ and “There is considerable uncertainty regarding the
annual variability of baseflow in the drainage reaches where baseflow has not been directly measured.”
These statements point to the high level of uncertainty in model predictions for the upper reaches aof
streams in the CMW. The 3D model domain covers a large area with reglonal groundwater flow
systems and is not intended to accurately predict changes in stream flow of low-baseflow streams at
high elevations in the CHW. In addition, the hydraulic interconnection of high elevation streams and
lakes in the CMW with deep groundwater that would be intercepted by the mine workings ks uncertain
at this stage of the project. Therefore, it seems meaningless to present or rely on predictions of these
streamflow impacts until additional field data can be incorporated into the model. This will occur when
the evaluation adit extends into the ore zone, allowing for additional assessment and testing to be
completed in rocks and geologic structures that would be directly affected by the mine project.

41 : This is another unsupported statement about how surface water flowing
338-10 inta Rock Lake is all from the deep bedrock groundwater system; as stated in a previous comment, this
surface flow could also be coming from a shallow groundwater flow system in near-surface fractured
bedrock that kas been recharged directly by precipitation,

Tables 86 through 20: Values used in these five tables for “Model-Predicted Pre-Mining Baseflow"™ can
be compared to caloulated TQI0 low flows at the modeled locations to evaluate if the model-predicted
values are reasonable. Some of the 710 flow values have been presented in the SDEIS: Libby Creek at

338-11

AMEC Geomainix

Comment Response 338-7

The descriptions and conclusions provided in the SDEIS are based on the
observations of several experienced hydrogeologists who spent considerable time
investigating the possible source of water observed discharging from the Rock Lake
Fault (photographs are available in the project record) and spring activity above
Saint Paul Lake. The September 2007 site visit was made during an exceptionally
long dry period and there were no indications of any residual shallow ground water
flow or run off from precipitation or residual snowpack in the upper reaches of
Rock Creek. Additional field work and data collection described for the Pre-
Evaluation and Evaluation Phases in Appendix C would provide the data needed to
determine spring characteristics.

Comment Response 338-8
This new information was included in Section 3.10.3.1.1 of the FEIS.

Comment Response 338-9
See comment response 338-2.

Comment Response 338-10
See comment response 338-7.

Comment Response 338-11

As explained in Section 3.8.3.1, the agencies used a USGS equation to calculate
7Q1 flow; the equation was region-specific and the agencies used the equation for
northwest Montana and northeast Idaho, which encompassed the analysis area. The
equation for northwest Montana and northeast Idaho used drainage area and mean
annual precipitation as the two equation variables. The USGS reported the equation
may not yield reliable results for sites with characteristics near or outside the range
of the equation variables. The range for drainage area used in the northwest
Montana and northeast Idaho equation was 3 to 2,443 square miles.

The agencies estimated a 7Qy, flow for selected stream locations in the analysis
area. The estimated 7Q;, flows presented in the SDEIS were revised in the FEIS to
use the most recent PRISM mean annual precipitation estimates reflecting a 30-year
period from 1971 to 2000. The 3D model used the same PRISM estimates. The
7Q1o flow values presented in the SDEIS used PRISM estimates for the 1961-1990
period. According to the National Weather Service, the PRISM gridded climate
maps are considered the most detailed, highest-quality spatial climate datasets
currently available.
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #338-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

Montanore = AMEC Comments on Groundwaler Porbions of SDEIS
December 1, 2011
Page 3of §

LB- |00 (CMWY boundary) and LB-300; Ramsey Creek at CMW boundary; Poorman Creek at CHW
boundary; East Fork Rock Creek at EFRC-200 (CMW boundary); and East Fork Bull River at EFBR-500
(CMW boundary). The table below presents 7Q10 low flow calculations, along with the model-
predicted basellows for || stream stations at or near the CHW boundary. Results of this analysis show
that calculated 7Q 10 low flow values are always higher than corresponding model-predicted baseflow
values, except for the 7Q10 value reported in the SDEIS for EFBR-500. This 7Q10 value of 2.96 cfs
reported in the SDEIS for EFBR-500 is considerably lower than the 7Q10 value calculated by MMC (4,90
cfs). This is also true for two other stations (LB-100 and EFRC-200) where 7Q 10 values reported in the
SDEIS are compared to 7Q 10 values caleulated by MMC. This exercise shows that estimated low or
baseflow values in CMW streams can vary depending on the method of cakeulation, Predicted impacts
to streams inoor near the CHMW would be lessened if 7QI0 low flow values are used in Tables 86
through 90 in the SDEIS rather than the model-predicted baseflows.

Average
Drainage Area i Modsled | Calculated TQI0
Monitering Site Precipitation
[square miles) Baseflow [cfs) | Lew Flow (efs)
[inches)
Libby Creek al LB-50 {MMC) 14 &8 028 0.56
Libiry Creek at LE-100 at CMW badry. i i o 2
{SDEIS) :
T
Libdry Creic ol LB-100 &t CMW bndry. 33 4 asd 2
TMMC)
Libdry Creeic at LB-200 {MMC) 57 2 - Fa )
Libby Creek &1 LB-300 (SDEIS) T4 B3 1.22 272
Ramsey Creek al MW bndry, (SDEIS) 22 65 038 0LES
Poorman Creek al CMW bndry. (SDEIS) o 85 iz Iz
East Fork Rock Creek af EFRC-50 (MMC) 04 L] 0.04 018
Ewsst Fork Rock Creek at EFRC-100 (MMC) L] &5 - 038
F F
East Fork Rock Creek at EFRC-200 al CMW vk &7 028 043
bndry. | SOEIS)
East Fork Rock Creek at EFRC-200 at CMW
145 &5 oze o
bridry. (MMC)
Easd Fork Bull River al EF BR-300 {MMC) 1.9 &8 0.28 1.02
East Fork Bull River a1 EFBR-500 sl CNWY
bdry. {SDEIS) - - 436 =
East Fork Bull River at EFBR.S500 of SNV 10 # idh ik
bewdry. (MMAC) ) 3

Hote: 7010 kow Bows are calculaled Trom Horness (2006, Average PrecioRition values Fom AMEC cakculsled usng PRISK
1571-2000 GIS data, weighbed by precipiation area (using highest valus in range) within drainege srea. Tan values for 7310 are
calcuiated by Montanone Minerals Corp. (MMC ) green values for 7010 are from the SDEIS

AMEC Geomatrix

Section 3.8.3.2 discussed why the agencies used the estimated 7Q,, flows to
analyze the effects of mine discharge to surface water, with the exception of LB-
300 and EFRC-200. The estimated model baseflow may better represent low flow
conditions at this location than the estimated 7Q4, flow.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-151




Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- - .
ment Document #338-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 338-12
S T S A S Lo A reference to spring flow measurements in the Libby Creek watershed (Table 85
Dacamber 1, 2011 in the SDEIS and Table 99 in the FEIS) was added to Section 3.10.4.3.1. Three of
e the 22 springs listed had more than one measurement; no range is available for 19
of the springs.
338-12 Page 244, last T Suggest giving the range in flows measured for the springs listed in this section, Comment Response 338-13
Page 250, I 9, last sentence: [ . .
338-13 :Ieadows I!.oeinglaﬂeclell:l I:;.I a |a1r-::;::2;?:31;?::::.E:1::Ilul£f:;:nf1:rbtla::ecn:::::;?r:;MEk The discussion about effects on East Fork Rock Creek and Rock Creek Meadows
Liogstihiisord - e ;D ionbis et b e ;;rb:as;;urk ok was revised in the FEIS to distinguish anticipated effects above the Meadows from
T 0 L. =200) is predicted to B 5 or of mode! seflow at that -
location (Table 88), Rock Creek Hezd':ws is a series of ponds and wetlands that get a considerable those antICIpated at the Meadows.
amount of water from surface runoff (especially snowmelt), including drainage areas that would not be
affected by mine dewatering, Therefore, it is not expected that any possible decrease in baseflow in Comment Response 338-14
East Fork Rock Creek would h ignificant of an effect as described in the SDEIS ; . . . S
vpper st Fork Rock Trestwould ave ss sgniieant of an effect s dmaredin e satement Section 3.10.2.3.1 of the FEIS was revised to describe the mitigations MMC
338-14 2 under “Mitigation™ s With respect to the grouting scenario, the 3D modeled.

model incorporated grouting (ie., low permeability layer) only along the back side of uppermost Blocks
14, 16, and 18, Actual grouting in the mine blocks, where needed, would be completed along more
blacks, and along the upper side of the Blocks, Therefore, the grouting seenaric used in the 3D model is
very minimal with respect to what could be constructed during actual mining conditions.

APPEMDIX C Commaents:

338-15 Bage €-39, “East Fork Rock Creek” section: The following additional GDE monitoring activities are

currently being performed:

+  Measuring flow and field parameters at the Rock Lake inlet (EFRC-100) and outlet (EFRC-200)
in early summer and early fall.

*  Collecting and analyzing water samples for common lons from EFRC-100 and EFRC-200 once
per year,

Page -39, “Upper Libby Creek™ section: Ancther GDE monitoring activity currently being conducted

338-16 on Upper Libby Creek is:

& Measuring stream stage at LB-200 using a pressure transducer datalogper (one data point every
2 hours).

338-17 Page €-39, Section €.10.32.2 (Additional GDE lnventory), 1" 4: Some of the GDE inventory area
shown on Figure C-3 is very steep and cannot be accessed by foot. The GDE inventory should focues on
the major drainage bottoms and selected lakes, which is already being evaluated.

Page C-40, “Streamflow" section, I* sentence: The requirement to measure flow of any stream in the
338-18 ‘GDE inventory area currently not being monitored (Figure 3-C) is not necessary because all streams
shown on Figure 3.C are being monitored or are included in the proposed monitoring program. These
streams include Libby Creek, Ramsey Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, and East Fork Bull River, as well as
Rock Lake, Lower Libby Lake, and St Paul Lake.

Page C-45, Section €.10.3.3.2 (Benchmark Stream, Lake, and Spring Sites): The requested benchmark

338-19 monitoring sites for YWanless Lake and Swamp Creek cover very large areas at significant distances from
the project site, some of which are difficult to access, especially considering the requested monitoring
frequency of monthly. These sites would provide meaningless benchmark data for the Montanore

AMEC Geomalrix

Comment Response 338-15
This information was added to Section C.10.3.2.1 of the FEIS.

Comment Response 338-16
This information was added to Section C.10.3.2.1 of the FEIS.

Comment Response 338-17

The GDE inventory area shown on Figure C-3 is based on the predicted area of
drawdown greater than 10 feet (Figure 72 in the SDEIS). The Level 2 GDE
inventory would be completed between mid-August and mid-September when there
should be little snow in the area. Section C.10.3.2.2 was revised to state that not all
of the area is accessible by foot due to the steepness of the terrain. MMC can
describe areas it believes are inaccessible in the final monitoring plan to be
submitted to the agencies for approval.

Comment Response 338-18

The purpose of the streamflow measurements in the GDE inventory described in
Section C.10.3.2.2 of the FEIS is different than the streamflow measurements
discussed in other parts of Section C.10. The streamflow measurement in the GDE
inventory includes tributaries to the major streams identified during the inventory.

Comment Response 338-19

The purpose of the benchmark stream, lake, and spring sites is to monitor areas that
would not be affected by the mine; thus, they are somewhat distant from the mine.

Continued on next page
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #338-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
The sites chosen, however, are geologically and geographically similar to sites
monitored at the project area. Swamp Creek and Wanless Lake are accessible by
i e S trail, and Bear Creek is easily accessible. These sites would provide important
Poge 5.of 6 information because they would allow the effects of the mine on surface flows and
lake levels to be separated from natural variability and the effects of climate
Project given the high temporal and spatial variability of precipitation, snowpack, and runoff throughout H H
the CMW. For example, Rock Lake and 5t. Paul Lake have significant differences with respect to water Change-rhe benCh mark sites a,re Close enOUgh to the prOJECt area that natural
levels. As another example, Rock Creek below its East and West Forks typically has dry reaches during Varlablllty and the effects of climate Change should be the same. The benchmark
PRI PRI s S o B sites should be accessible during July to early October, the monitoring dates shown
338-20 Bage C-46, Future Monitoring, 21 and 4" bullets: Frequency of water quality sampling at EFRC-100 and in Tables C-8 and C-13. St. Paul Lake has a very different geologic setting from
EFRE-200 B noxdmimmicfor: hass twe bullies, Wanless Lake; it appears that Rock Lake and Wanless Lake have a very similar
Ex :n:c ca ol “m: : Flow S nanants & Khtion EFRC-50 are ot ey geologic setting. At the CMW locations where Swamp Creek would be monitored,
= 'r i ning in i [t W - . .
338-21 e g e esipebiesian Lol s ik e it is unlikely that there would be dry reaches due to subsurface flows; in any event,
= i any such reaches would be avoided.
338-22 Page C-46, Future Monitoring, 4 and 5* bullets: See comment above about monitoring Wanless Lake,
338-23 Page C-46, Future Monitoring, 7 bullet: Flow measurements should only be required ac LB-50, LB-100, Comment Res ponse 338-20
- LB-200, LB-300, and LB-500 on a monthly basis from July |5 to October 15. Monitoring on a more i H H 7
frequent basks is unnecessary given that a pressure transducer ks located at LB-200, which is a key The FEIS was reV|Sed to Cla“fy the frequency by deletlng the fIrSt bu”et
location for detecting potential impacts to upper Libby Creek, Other stations requested for flow
monitaring along upper Libby Creek are excessive given the wide variability of stream flow on a Comment Res pO nse 338-21
temporal and spatial basis. Define bimonthly and biweekly, if maintained in the bullet, as they can have - R
e T Rl s C RS AR Tor D G, The talus and colluvium at EFRC-100 often has no measureable flow, so it would
338-24 i . , o e be important to measure the flow at EFRC-50. The two Swamp Creek sites would
= - uture Monitoring, = e existing pressure transducer at Libby Creek station LB- - . . i
100 is recording data every 2 hours, and does not require a barometer because the transducer Is be benChmark sites for ROCk Creek n the CMW and are |mp0rtant, see comment
vented, response 338-19.

Page C-47, 1 full 1: Requested sampling frequency for Rock Lake is excessive unless operational
monitoring inside the mine workings or from the Rock Lake pressure transducer indicates potential
Impacts to the lake; one sample per year would be sufficient to adequately monitor the lake qualiy.
Similar sam pling requested for Wanless Lake, and installation of a pressure transducer in VWanless Lake,
are unnecessary (see comment above for page C-45).

Page C-49, Table C.7: Tensiometers and pressure bomb technique may not be appropriate for alpine
environments with significant snowpack and runoff each year.

¥ ion: Streamflow monitoring for stations established in the GDE inventory
area should be conducted only monthly (see comment below for page C-63 about defining “bimanthly™).

-5l . : Requested continuous electronic monitoring devices to be installed in
upper stream channeks in the CHMW (e.g.. EFRC-50, EFRC-100, EFBR-50, and inlet to Wanless Lake)
would be difficult to install such that any reliable data about stage or flows could be obtained. These high
elevation drainages typically are covered with snow & to B months of the year, with flows ranging from
very high to little or none. The channels usually are small and not well confined and, as such, are not
amenable to installing a transducer that can collect reliable stage data that can be related to Mow rate,

Page C-54, next to last Y. 2™ sentence: Hourly recording of pressure transducer data ks excessive;
groundwater pressures do not change significantly on an hourly basis. This results in large files of
unnecessary data points.

AMEC Geomalrix

Comment Response 338-22
Wanless Lake is a benchmark lake for Rock Lake; see comment response 338-19.

Comment Response 338-23

The purpose of the monitoring described in the 7" bullet under Future Monitoring
in Section C.10.3.3.3 is to measure baseflows and understand the relative
contribution of groundwater to Libby Creek at various locations in upper Libby
Creek. Table C-9 was modified to state that streamflow at these sites would be
measured every two weeks from July 1 to October 15.

Comment Response 338-24

The requirement to use a nearby barometric pressure datalogger would be included
only for a datalogger that was not vented. This bullet in Section C.10.3.3.3 was
changed slightly to reflect this. The agencies are requesting that data be collected at
least once per hour.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #338-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 338-25
The purpose of the Rock Lake water quality monitoring described in Section
A S e S e A S C.10.3.§.3 is to establish water quality trends in Rock Lake during the Pre-
Dacamber 1, 2011 Evaluation Phase and during all subsequent phases. MMC would sample Rock
Pegniad Lake water quality monthly during July through October by vertical profile
g i Mg Tl P of v Ak s i g sampling. USDA Forest Service field sampling and data analysis protocols would
the CHMW. For example, Rock Lake and 5t. Paul Lake have significant differences with respect to water be followed.
levels. As another example, Rock Creek below its East and WWest Forks typically has dry reaches during
baseflow periods due to subsurface flow conditions. Comment Res ponse 338-26
E:mmﬂmmmmumm Frequency of water quality sampling at EFRC-100 and Table C-8 lists monitoring options that would help establish monitoring methods to
FERESLE Rt i, DA o be proposed by MMC in the final mitigation plan.
Fi i rd bullet: Flow measurements at station EFRC-50 are not necessary
because EFRC-100 characterizes flow coming into Rock Lake. Flow measurements at the two Swamp Comment Res ponse 338-27
Cresk si [ t above f C-45). . . L. L
el iR Are ot necessAly free comment shove Tor piee The agencies required streamflow within the GDE monitoring area be measured
Page C-46, Future Monitoring, 4% and 3 bullets: See comment above about monitaring Wanless Lake. bimonthly (twice/month) between July 1 and October 15 to understand the
Page C-46, Future Monitoring, 7 bullet: Flow measurements should only be required at LB-50, LB-100, connection to the regional ground water system, the relative contribution of ground
LB-200, LB-300, and LB-500 on a monthly basis from July 15 to October 15. Monitoring on a more H H H
frequent basks is unnecessary given that a pressure transducer is located at LB-200, which is a key water to eaCh stream du“ng thls perIOd’ and to COIIeCt baseﬂOW data'
location for detecting potential impacts to upper Libby Creek. Othar stations requested for flow
monitaring along upper Libby Creek are excessive given the wide variability of stream flow on a Comment Res ponse 338-28
| and lal basks. Define bi h d b . I mal d in the bull th h - - - - - -
o e N AR The agencies agree that it would be challenging to install continuous electronic
S ————— , by Creck staion L recording devices, but believe that there are locations where they could be installed
- uture Monitoring = e existing pressure transducer at Libby Creek station - . —_— . . .
200 is recording data every 2 hours, and does not require a barometer because the transducer is to collect valid Stage data. The use of Stllllng wells in which to install the
vented. dataloggers may be a good option. The U.S. Forest Service has considerable
Page C-47, 1 full f: Requested sampling frequency for Rock Lake is excessive unless operational expertise and experience in this area and would be a good resource for information.
338_25 monitoring inside the mine workings or from the Rock Lake pressure transducer indicates potential
in_1p:|cl:,s to d\{a kke; one sample per year would be sufficient to adequately monitor 'the_ lake quality. Comment Res ponse 338-29
Similar sampling requested for Whanless Lake, and installation of a pressure transducer in Wanless Lake, A A
are unnecessary (see comment abave for page C-45). Data collected at a frequency of 1 hour would provide better resolution of any head
- i B TR e T iiiiamasaa il praksiane handh achihaus iy i kv nsronriisar b response to \{arious acti\{ities, such as chang_es in ad!t dewatering, new sources of
338-26 enviranments with significant snowpack and runoff each year. inflow, blasting, etc. Daily data would provide a satisfactory long term record, but
338.27 a0 # section: Streamflow monkoring for stations established In the GDE Inventory any potential short term head responses would be m[ssed. Once thg datalogger was
area should be conducted only monthly (z0e comment balow for page C-63 about defining “Bimonthly™). installed, there would be no disadvantages of collecting data at a higher frequency.
338-28 5] .52 T; . Requested continuous electronic monitoring devices to be installed |n Handling Sllghtly Iarger files would not be an issue. COllecting data hOUrly fora
upper stream channebs in the CMW (e.g. EFRC-50, EFRC-100, EFBR-50, and inlet to Wanless Lake) i i i
would be difficult to install such that any reliable data about stage or flows could be obtained. These high quarter (90 days) WOUId rESUIt n Only Sllghtly more than 2'000 data pOIntS'
elevation drainages typically are covered with snow & to 8 months of the year, with flows ranging from
very high to little or none. The channels usually are small and not well confined and, as such, are not
amenable to installing a transducer that can collect reliable stage data that can be related to flow rate.
338-29 Page C-54, next to last T, 2™ sentence: Hourly recarding of pressure transducer data i excessive;
groundwater pressures do not change significantly on an hourly basis. This results in large files of
unnecessary data points,
AMEC Goormalrix
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Com-

ment Document #338-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 338-30
i ienore A Bt ot Croani tlar Forting o SOEG See comment response 339-163.
December 1, 2011
Page 6.of 6 Comment Response 338-31
MMC proposed four monitoring wells at the Libby Loadout facility on page 93 in
; lsotope (orygen-18 and deutarium) and tritm its updated Plan of Operations (Figure 44; MMC 2008).
- ,malysn of groundwater for selected samples from the Libby Adi, springs, and piezometers is being
338-30 conducted as part of baseline studies. Additional tritium analysis beyond the baseline period is not Com ment Response 338'32
necessary. Periodic stable sotope analysis of groundwater samples from the advancing adic and mine MMC ro Osed monthl sam ||n at the thtle Cherr Creek |m Oundment Site
workings may be warranted to characterize water sources. prop y pling . y . P L.
338-31 . 044a 1 o N e between March and November If the agencies determine additional monitoring
= | 1044, ad rd i il irori S U i . - . . . .
e e R e b s el wells were required for land application in the tailings area. The agencies agree that
G B i monthly sampling in areas with little or no characterization data is appropriate.
= mpling monitering wells at ¢ - - . . .
338-32 sripoundinan akce mioathiy for | ysar befors e Cosstiuction Phass it excessive. Basaline prowidvaces Section C.10.4.4.2 was revised to describe the rationale for monthly sampling. The
quakiy b not expected ta change fram month o month; quarterly samping would be adwquate. objective is to obtain a statistically useful number of samples from each well before
Page C-63, Table C-13: Define “biweekly” and “"bimonthly” as they can have two separate meanings - initiation of construction. For example, MMC has the option of sampling quarterly
338-33 once in two weeks and once in two months; or twice a week and twice a month, for 3 years if it so chooses.
L : The requirement for flow measurement weirs to be installed
338-34 dwnslream of the Seepage Collectl:m Dram in any areas of observed flows is vague and excessive, Comment Res ponse 338-33
Dioes this apply to channels with ephemeral or intermittent flows, as well as perennial flows? The WOI’dS blmonthly and leeekIy are no |0nger Used in Section C 10
Page C-65 Section C.10.54.2, 3~9, 1¥sentence: The requirement to install two nested piezometers in
338-35 each of two wetlands (LCC-35A and LCC-39A) should be justified and shown on a figure, such as Figure Comment Res ponse 338-34
7. . . .
338-36 MMC proposed installation of flow measurement weirs downstream of the Seepage

Page C-69. Table C-15: Justify action levels of 20 mg/L for sulfate and 10 mg/L for potassium.

AMEC Geomnatrix

Collection Dam on page 63 in its updated Plan of Operations. The requirement is to
install weirs in any areas of observed flow. Any seepage would be collected and
pumped back to the tailings impoundment before it reached surface water.

Comment Response 338-35

The purpose of the nested piezometers in two wetlands is to monitor effects of the
pumpback well system on the hydrologic support of the wetlands north of the
Poorman impoundment site. The locations were added to Figure C-7.

Comment Response 338-36

Table K-4 in the EIS provides ambient ground water concentrations and adit water
concentrations. Ambient ground water sulfate concentrations are less than 10 mg/L;
an increase to 20 mg/L would not be expected under natural conditions and may be
a result of mine activities. Ambient ground water potassium concentrations are less
than 1 mg/L; an increase to 10 mg/L would not be expected under natural
conditions and may be a result of mine activities. Compliance wells for which the
action levels would be applicable would be downgradient of the pumpback well
system. Action levels are reasonable concentrations to provide early detection of
adverse groundwater conditions.
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

339-1

339-2

339-3

MONTANORE MINERALS CORP.
ACWHCHLY O NILD SUBAIDIAR Y OF MINES MANAGEMERN 1 ING.

34524 US HICHWAY 2
LiBBY. MT 59923-8432
PH: 406) 293 - BRKH
FAX: HOGI 203-8R80

==

Iir. Paul Bradfiord

LISFS Supervisor
31374 US Highway RECEIVED
Libby, MT 59923 ‘
. Richard NOY 22 20M

F. Rl 14 q‘w
Maortara DEQ DEQ DIRECTORS
PO Box 200901 + OFFicH

Helena, MT 59602-0901
Re: Montanore Mineral: Corporation SDEIS - Comments
Diwar Mr. Bradford and Mr. Opper:

This letter it written on behall of Montanare Minerals Corporation (MMC) concerning the Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Staternent {SDEIS). Frse, let me say that we appreciate all the efforts of the LISFS, DEQ,
and ERO in the completion of this document. This it an impartant seep in getting tawards 3 Final EIS and 3
Record of Decizion.

The documeant is very thorcugh and prasents tha information wall for the puble to revew and evaluate the
afecrs m)lpﬂd, MM has mmplﬂed air redew of docyment. Thets comiments are o supplmyu
camments generated on the DEIS

Owur comments generally deal with inconsistencies, incormect information, and other comments that are
believed o help the document for darity and‘or provide more contest with the assessment,

The Appendix C and the Hydrology Moded secrions are of great impormance o MMC and we would like o
request that MMC and the agendes work collaboratively on these items towards the FEIS. We understand the
intent and support project manitaring effores. MMC can provide valuable insight to improvemants, elimination
of duplication, and other important aspects of the monitoning.

e feel the model is approprate but the agencies bave pushed the limits of what the mode| can accurately
predict It is our imterest to try and beeter define the assumptions using the Libby Adicinformation. |f che
agencies will use the higher reschez of the stream, which i beyond the madel pratacol, then we need to
provide assumpeions that will meet thar same predicrive keved (41 20 gallons per minue). FMC is certain the
Lty Adic and Heidelberg Drift informatan will provide significant valie and refinerment to the model.

A always, MMC & willing and sager 1o address all the istue related to the praject and look foreard 1o warking
wigether on this final step of the review process,

Comment Response 339-1
Thank you for your comment.

Comment Response 339-2
As discussed in responses to comments in this letter, and other letters, the agencies
modified the proposed monitoring plans in response to comments on the SDEIS.

Comment Response 339-3

MMC collected additional hydrologic data from the Libby Adit, which were
incorporated into the 3D model and Section 3.10 of the SDEIS and FEIS. After the
SDEIS was issued, MMC provided the agencies with four different 3D model
simulations for the mine area. Three of the model runs simulated grounding and

one simulated additional surficial deposits in the upper part of the Rock Creek
basin. MMC also provided supporting documentation to assist the agencies in their
review of the suggested model modifications. After reviewing the submitted
information, the agencies concluded that the model results presented in the SDEIS
provided a potential range of dewatering and pumping rates and streamflow
impacts and were not changed for the FEIS. The results are the best currently
available estimates of impacts and associated uncertainty that can be obtained using
currently available data in the groundwater models. Both 3D groundwater flow
models would be refined and rerun after data from the Evaluation Phase were
incorporated into the models (see Section C.10.4, Evaluation Phase in Appendix C).
Following additional data collection and modeling, the predicted impacts on surface
water resources in the analysis area, including simulation of mitigation measures,
may change and the model uncertainty would decrease.
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Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-4
The reference to “toxic metals” was revised to “metals.”
Comment Response 339-5
General SDEIS Camment . . . -
The MFISH genetics data indicates genetically pure redband trout have been
i Thdocument mekes misranca'to Sarlc matdls and I alleves e oeference should simply collected from portions of Libby, Bear, Ramsey, and Little Cherry creeks, and
339—4 be metals, The SDEE is not limited to merely the toxic concentrations af specific metals, - -
recently from the Fisher River.
tesue 3: Fish and Other Aquatic Life and Their Habitats
W Comment Response 339-6
o ) o , , Impacts to Habitat Effectiveness displayed in the 2011 BA were based on baseline
The statement regarding distribution of redband trout is largely inconsistent with the genetics data and . . R
339-5 ke e BatToeis ik 6l Breacrbii i the MFLSH database K ok that bhls statamiaa s based oh roads data from 2010, as desc_rlbed in the introductory paragraph _of that document.
MFISH fish distribution summaries that are not always consistent with the MFISH genetics data In the SDEIS, changes in habitat effectiveness due to the alternatives were based on
e 52 Thoaatiied Aol Endasgared Wildliha Sisecias 2006 roads data, as shown in the last footnote o_f Table 203 of the SDEIS. The_ _
i S s e Access Amendment replaced the HE goal and linear ORD standard with specific
& standards for core area, ORMD, and TRMD for individual BMUs. HE and linear
339 6 It appears that the HE values discussed in these two palagrapm are nat consistent with the _:ul\l 2011 ORD Were not evaluated in the FEIS. The analysis of impacts to OMRD TM RD
— BA. Im the July 2011 BA the following information is presented which is slightly different: . . . ! .ge !
= S e e R and core habitat was revised in the FEIS based on roads data from 2009 (modified
e e mlgeciont and available in December 2010). A comparison done in September 2012 between
Post Closure = 72 a 2009 bear year non-activity baseline and a 2011 non-activity baseline
R A i R demonstrated that the baselines in BMUs 5 and 6 would remain the same, while the
; truction = ¥ + mitigation) . . 3 .
Operatians = 71 baseline in BMU 2 would slightly improve.
Post Closure = 71
. : o : _ ; s . As explained in Section 3.25.5.2.1 of the SDEIS and the FEIS, the agencies’
Al combined agencies’ alternotives would reduce HE in BMU 5 during operations to 70 percent. . N A .
Statement is confusing; in the alternatives HE values appear to increase between construction and a|ternath€S WOU|d InC|Ude year-'Ong access Changes through the InSta”atlon Of
operations e M) LU o Mitgation that takey place.. |k apbears tl the HETL rther rediced barriers or gates in several roads to mitigate for impacts to grizzly bear. These road
from the construction period, when the data suggests the HE is improved beyond the forest standard by . M . -
the time operations aceur, access changes were taken into account in grizzly bear effects calculations.
B ot 2% Bacxrani Additional road access changes also would occur on land acquired as part of the
mitigation plans proposed by MMC and the agencies. Core and open and total road
B e e density calculations do not take into account the effect of land acquisition proposed
Issue 7: Wetlands and Non-Wetland Waters of the U.S, by MMC and the agencies described in the respective mitigation plans. Impacts
Page 5-44, 2 Faragraph disp!ayed include road access ch_anges associated with _m_itigation. _In the FEIS, the
) ) ) caption of effects table and the first footnote were modified to clarify that effects
MMC has been monitoring springs, seeps, and wetlands based on the GDE monitoring program for . . . . . .. .
339-7 arvesal yasee: Thi MeEmhats of Bk rivonitoring rolocl chaukd ba seiawad and altharcwiodfad or displayed include changes in road status associated with mitigation, but do not
eliminated as MMC believes it is not providing information az expected, MMC is supportive of a reflect pOtential improved conditions that could result from required land
acquisitions associated with mitigation for each alternative.
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 10f 40 Comment Response 339-7
The GDE inventory and monitoring requirements were revised in the FEIS to
reflect MMC’s past and current inventory and monitoring efforts. The objectives of
the GDE inventory and monitoring were described in the SDEIS and FEIS.
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Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response

comprehensive data collection program but it should be driven by significant issues with meaningful
monitoring programs with reasonable expectations on the results.

Minimized Adverse Environmental Impact
Page 5-54, 3" Paragraph

MMC provided comments on the January 2011 BA and included a proposed construction schedule for
339-8 the transmission line. In that memo, we discussed scheduling helicopter use to avoid the spring and
denning seasonsg, That proposal should be discussed as a potential mitigation to off-4et displacerment
effects in the last sentence.

2.5 Alternative 3-Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative
Page 44, 3" Paragraph

“MMC would install o small lined test onee near the top of the waste rock storage areas. A sump would
be constructed...collect any runoff and seepage...and pump it back through the water treatment plont
and treated...runaff and seepage from the waste pife would be analyzed for metals and nitrate...”

Under Permit 150 we already have proposed and are authorized and have constructed the lined waste
339-9 durnp with the sump to collect runaff, Some waste material has been placed and we have been
collecting runoff from this area and analyzing it since construction of the lined facility. The information
collected provides some of the information outlined in this paragraph, This infarmation is valuable and
MMC suggests that the agencies use this data as part of the FEIS analysis and will help to better refine
the geochemical program that has been suggested in the SDEIS, Appendix K intludes data collected as
part of the exploration permit approval. We haven't seen any indication that the water quality data,
which is extremely good and represents initial conditions for the adit, used in any way to help
understand and minimize the uncertainties for the evaluation and construction phase in this document

2.5.3.5 Tailings Management
2.5.3.5.2 Final Design Process
Page 47, 2™ Paragraph
Second Bullet

339-10 MMC is unclear about the requirement to use more recent attenuation relationships for the dam design,
Please provide more [nformation.

2.5.3.7.3 Scenery and Recreation

Page 48, 4™ Paragraph

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
FPoge 2 of 40

Comment Response 339-8

Appendix D of the 2013 BA described the transmission line construction schedule
in the agencies’ transmission line alternatives. The agencies’ grizzly bear mitigation
plan described in Section 2.5.7.4 of the FEIS, and the Environmental Specifications
in Appendix D of the FEIS, were updated to reflect the proposed construction
schedule for the agencies’ transmission line alternatives. All transmission line
construction activities would occur between June 16 and October 14 for both
construction seasons and during decommissioning of the transmission line. MMC’s
proposed construction period did not overlap with grizzly bear spring (April 1 —
June 15) and denning (December 1 — March 31) periods. The analysis of impacts to
grizzly bears was updated as appropriate in the FEIS.

Comment Response 339-9

Section 2.5.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to reflect the current status of the waste
rock sump at the Libby Adit. The agencies agree that the waste rock sump water
quality data were useful, and they were considered along with adit and other water
quality data in Sections 3.9 and 3.13 of the SDEIS and FEIS. Sections 3.9 and 3.13
and Table C-4 of the FEIS were revised to discuss the monitoring data from the adit
and waste rock sump independently. The waste rock sump water quality data
indicated some constituents of potential concern, such as maximum total and
dissolved antimony, maximum total and dissolved arsenic concentrations, and a
representative total copper concentration. These data indicate the need for
additional data collection to address the specific questions that are defined in detail
in Appendix C.

Comment Response 339-10

According to Klohn Crippen (2005), peak ground accelerations were calculated
using attenuation relations by Campbell (1981), Joyner and Boore (1992), and
Idriss (1985). The FEIS indicated the requirement is to use more recent attenuation
relationships, such as Spudich et al. 1999, Boore and Atkinson 2007, or Petersen et
al. 2008.
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Comment Response 339-11
Section 2.5.3.7.3 discussed that MMC would complete vegetation clearing
operations under the supervision of an agency representative with experience in
339_11 The requirement to create clearing edges with shapes that minimize visual impacts and the requirement IandSCape arChitECture and revegetation The agenCieS anticipate thiS CO||ab0rati0n
for transitional forested clearings seem to suggest that the total disturbance area required will be would ensure the total disturbance did not increase Significant]y or the
significantly larger. MMC has proposed activities that require complete clearing of the space and we H H
have minimized this area requirement to minimize visual impacts. Transitional forested clearing areas in Implementatlon WOUId nOt be a Cha”enge'
general terms are not usable for the project and will create a larger footprint. We understand the intent
but believe this requirement will cause more disturbance than it will visually improve. Thers may be CO mment Res pO nse 339-12
some aspects that can be implementsd on a localized basis but we caution the agencies that Section 2.5.4.3.3 was Changed to Clarify that MMC would conducted the
ol A monitoring required by the MPDES permit.
2.5.4.2.2 Water Treatment
Comment Response 339-13
Page 52, 5" Paragraph . . . . . .
i Additional information on the drainages in the Poorman Impoundment Site and
339-12 MMC's monitceing frequency on the influent and effluent will be dictated by the MPDES permit and mltlgatlon plans for Wetlands, other waters of the U.S. and fisheries was
t the irement for maonthl nitoring b T d fre the text to eliminat nfusicn in th . . .
oS T S i i NS SR R R o S S A e R S T incorporated into Sections 2.5.7 and 3.23 of the FEIS.
2.5.9.1.1 Non-wetland Water of the L1.S. and Fisherles Comment Response 339-14
Page 56, 4" Paragraph The agencies’ wildlife mitigation plan, described in detail in Appendix B of the
339_13 MM is currently completing summary reparts on field work completed this season on these particular BIOIOglcaI Assessment’ InCIUdEd eSta‘bIIShlng a Staglng areain leby and

issues. There will be additional mitigation identified that should be included in the FEIS. Also, some of
the mitigation proposed cannot be implemented prior to mine activities as they are tied to reclamation
of other activities.

2.5.9.2 Wildlife

2.5.8.2.1-A. Measures to Reduce Mortality Risks of Grizzly Bears
Page 59

1. a) Supply staging

The majority of supplies delivered to the project will be on contracted defiveries that typically will be full
339-14 loads. Staging of these supplies does not make any sénse nor is it a reasonable request. Also there will
be times when smaller loads will be required because of operational needs and cannot be staged
because the iterms are needed immediately, There may be situations where partial loads, that are not
urgent for the operation, could be staged and MMC will consider implementing that effart. This
réquirement needs to be modified to adjust for operational needs,

1. g} Private vehicle
Page 60, 3rd Bullat

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page Jaf 40

consolidating shipments to the mine to minimize mortality and displacement of
grizzly bears, as well as other species. Item A.1.b) of the wildlife mitigation plan
specified that exceptions to staging and consolidation would include expedited
shipments to repair equipment and other emergencies as specified in the
transportation plan.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-159




Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-15
The agencies understand the need for MMC to allow contractors and vendors to
access the mine in their own vehicles. Item A.1.n of the agencies’ wildlife
339_15 MMC understands this provision is intended for mine employees a5 we need contractors and vendors to mitigation plan, described in detail in AppendiX B Of the BA, Specified that M MC
be able to use their vehicles to access the mine. would prohibit the use of personal vehicles, “except as approved in the
Page 71, 1* Paragragh transportation plan.” The agencies believe that item A.1.n, as written, would allow
T the necessary flexibility for MMC to mclL_Jde an exception for vehicular use by
339-16 progressed and is an accepted monitoring tool for grizzly bear. MMC plans to do bear scat collection contractors and Vendors n the transportatlon plan'
and DNA sampling in the future. MMC would recommend that the use of bear scat be incorporated into
the mitigation discussion as a viable method so that in the future it does not have to go in front of the Com ment Response 339'16
CUSESIEH commities. In 2010, MMC submitted two reports concerning grizzly bears in the Montanore
2.5.9.2.4 Key Habitats Project analysis area: 1) a report describing the methods used and results of bear
Page 76, 2 Paragraph scat studies conducted by the University of Washington in 2009 and 2010
« 7 e (University of Washington 2010), and 2) a report prepared by Kline Environmental
MMC requests that the agencies look at old growth remaoval restrictions in this section and the R .
339_17 restrictions for construction in the grizzly bear spring denning discussion for the transmission line, MMC ResearCh (2010) that analyzed the rESUItS Of the bear SCat StUdIes and prOVIdEd a
is concerned the overlap may cause extreme segmenting of the construction schedule. By starting at review of eXiSting data and literature. Kline made population estimates for the
o :::IJH‘:-::':":fﬁl.:hr:cas::jh::ur::icy:dt:a\:.anltu-::a':‘e:‘rq Gl i Cabinet Mountains of 37 bears based on hair snag data from studies conducted in
the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (Kendall et al. 2009) and the Cabinet
210 Alternative O-R-Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative Mountains (Kasworm et al. 2007). The University of Washington (2010) reported
Page 89 that based on DNA analysis of the 998 scat samples, 23 were identified as grizzly
33918 General Comment bear, with 8 individuals being genotyped from the Cabinets.
MMCsupports: comments mada during the public hearing by Joa Sinnaty and Roger Suches requesting The USFWS reviewed Kline’s analysis and found an error in his calculation of the
S SERRROIL IR fo e Ml S I R D s apey: Cabinet Mountain grizzly bear population; the corrected calculation resulted in an
3.6.4.2.3 Water Quality-Nutrients estimated 6.5 bears. The USFWS requested the 23 samples identified by the
Page 140, Last Paragraph University of Washington as grizzly bear scats, and received 16. DNA testing of 16
339-19 The chicrophyll-a threshald for nuisance algae is given as 150 me/m” . Chlorophyll-a samples that MMC Samples Conflrmed 10 as ngZZIy bear scats anq 6 .a's_ bIaCk b_ear scats. Of the ngZZIy
collected following DEQ methods at L3 macroinvertebrate sample locations during August 2011 ranged bear scats, only one could be genotyped to an individual grizzly bear (Kasworm
from 1.1 to 1.4 mg/m’ (data to be included in the MPDES annual aguatic monitoring report). Given the 2011)
large difference between measured chlorophyll-a conceéntrations and the nuisance threshaold, it seems
mo.'le likely that.paten*.ial increases in n,trilentc{mcentrations will naveaben.e{'cialeﬂect. The low- Iltem F.2 Of the Grizzly Bear M|t|gat|on Plan in the SDEIS and FEIS requires the
e e establishment of an Oversight Committee comprised of members of the Forest
Page 142, 27 Paragraph Service, FWP, and other appropriate parties. The USFWS would be an ex-officio,
non-voting member of the Oversight Committee with advisory responsibilities.
. uires versi i Vi nsive Grizz
Item F.3 requires that the Oversight Committee develop a Comprehensive Grizzl
MMC Comments on SOEIS 11/21/2011 Bear Management Plan. The errors found in the University of Washington’s DNA
Fage dof 40 analysis and the Kline Environmental Research (2010) report described above
illustrate the importance of Oversight Committee review of the MMC’s bear scat
methods prior to incorporation in the Comprehensive Grizzly Bear Management
Plan.
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ment
Comment Response 339-17
Figure 86 of the FEIS shows the mine and transmission line alternatives and old
growth habitat. Two short segments of the agencies’ preferred alternative
MMC understands this provision is intended for mine employees as we need contractors and vendors to (Alternative 3D'R) transmiSSion Iine alignment 0V€r|ap With Old grthh habitat at
be able to use their vehicles to access the mine. the following locations: 1) west of the point where Alternative D-R and E-R
Page 71, 1* Paragragh alignments diverged, 2) at the edge of an old growth habitat block north of Howard
R B W R AT B TR s Creek, ar]d 3) at the edge of an old growth patch northeast of the plant site. The
progressed and is an accepted monitoring tool for grizzly bear. MMC plans to do bear scat collection agencies ngZZ|y bear m|t|gat|on plan SpeCIerS that all transmission line
and DNA sampling in the future. MMC would recommend that the use of bear scat be incorporated into construction activities in the agencies’ transmission line alternatives would occur
e - voui- it between June 16 and October 14 of the 2-year construction period and during
decommissioning to avoid grizzly bear seasonal use periods, such as denning and
2.5.9.2.4 Key Habitats spring USe.
Page 76, 2™ Paragraph
Comment Response 339-18
MMC requests that the agencies look at old growth removal restrictions in this section and the
339_17 restrictions for construction in the grizzly bear spring denning discussion for the transmission ling, MMC Thank yOU fOI’ yOUI’ Comment
is concerned the overlap may cause extreme segmenting of the construction schedule. By starting at
one point and moving through the construction process this may require MMC to jump around the line CO m m ent Res po n Se 339'19
ina vary inefficiant manner and increase the activity beyond that anticlpated. The chlorophyll-a concentrations in samples collected during August 2011 do not
2.10 Alternative D-R-Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative represent concentrations when total nitrogen (TN) concentrations may be higher
Page &9 due to MMC’s discharges. The FEIS disclosed that increased algal growth
e associated with TN concentrations greater than state standards of 0.275 mg/L and
339-18 e TP concentrations greater than 0.025 mg/L could stimulate productivity rates for
:?:ﬂfﬁ:‘:‘:’“?ﬁ:‘;?ﬁfg:fsm D::::i:;“pb:;:::::?:m Romes: e e west aquatic insects and, consequently, stimulate populations of trout and other fish
' populations. The SDEIS and FEIS also disclosed it is unknown whether TN
PR AT G R A concentrations greater than 0.275 mg/L or BHES Limit of 1 mg/L for TIN would
Page 140, Last Paragraph actually increase algal growth to the extent that it would be considered “nuisance”
339_19 The chiorophyll-a threshold for nuisance algae is given as 150 mefm’. Chiorophyll-a samples that MMC algae due tO Other faCtorS that affeCt algal grOWth'
collected following DEQ methods at L9 macroinvertebrate sample |ocations during August 2011 ranged
from 1.1 to 1.4 mg/m’ (data to be included in the MPDES annual aguatic monitoring report). Given the
large difference between measured chlorophyll-a conceéntrations and the nuisance threshold, it seems
more likely that potential increases in nutrient concentrations will have a beneficial effect. The low-
likelimood of nuisance algae and reduced dissclved axygen should be emphasized,
Page 142, 2™ Paragraph
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
FPoge 4 of 40
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Comment Response 339-20
See comment responses 339-4 and 339-19.
339.20 Comment Response 339-21
—, Given the low chiorophyll-a values measured during 2011 by MMC (s2e above), the need to sample . . . . . . .
chicrophyll-a during July, August, and September should be based on a preliminary screening, see MMC SeCtlon 36424 Indlcat_ed any Incre_ase in metal Conce_ntr_atlo_ns could increase the
camments on Appendix C potential risk for future impacts to fish and other aquatic life in some reaches. Metal
.54, Toxic Matals In ik conc_entrations near the ALS could re_sult in p_hy_siological _strt_ess, such as _respiratory
B R and ion-regulatory stress, and mortality. Predicting potential impacts to fish and
' other aquatic life in the Libby Creek watershed is significantly complicated by the
“Any incregsed metal concentration in surfoce woter would increase metal concentration in fish. faCt that the Very IOW hardness and total alkallnlty occurring in these waters
339-21 Thisis  very broad statement that is not supported by any scientific evidence. It is likely that the naturally cause potential ion-regulatory difficulties and stress in fish. These
::'1::‘:;”::?:‘:“:”::;;“1;:1””:T:ﬁ‘;‘::‘l‘::‘i:‘:{;'f:fh':::j z'fj:l'a:"::““*t:""e problems are exacerbated by the low nutrient and productivity levels in the streams
issues. \ ' that permit only minimal production of food organisms for fish, causing additional
e W stress to fish and other aquatic life.
Page 150, 4™ Paragraph Comment ReSponse 339-22
339-22 Please clarify the reference to bridge on Poorman Creek on (NFS road B278]. It is expected this s The discussion about bridge and culvert replacements in Sections 3.6.4 and 3.13.4
referring to the temporary bridge structure MMC proposes for mine access and not the existing culvert was rEVISed to reﬂect the Updated Wetlands and Other waters of the U.S. mltlgatlon
crossing that the current road uses and was thought to rémain aftér closure, plan
3.6.4.3.5 Fish Passage and Fish Loss
Comment Response 339-23
P 151, Last P h . . . . . . .
e Sections 3.6.4.3.5 and 3.6.4.4.5 were revised to eliminate discussion of crossings of
339-23 Reference is made to installing culverts along the Bear Creek Road such that they would not impact fish fish_bearing streams along the Bear Creek Road.

passage. MMC is not aware of any stream crossing alang the existing Bear Creek Road prior to Bear
Creek that contain fish. Culvert installation should be done appropriately to ensure long term cperation
and if there are specific segments that do have fish the agendies should identify thase for the specific
installation specifications.

3.8.2.2 Construction Phase
Page 190, 1" Paragraph

The agencies discussion that construction would begin after MMC analyzed data from the evaluation
339-24 phase is nat accurate, MMC intends to submit a revised plan of operations that will include all the
provisions from the final EIS and the ROD. While we understand that certain items may be necessary as
part of baseline and monitoring, MMC needs the flexibility to initiate construction during the later
stages of the evaluation phase. |t is important to MMC that the construction phase is not specifically
tied to the completion of the evaluation but tied to monitoring or other items that are necessary for
baseline,

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
FPoge 5af 40

Comment Response 339-24

Section 3.8.2.2 of the FEIS was revised to indicate that the Construction Phase
would begin after MMC analyzed the data from the Evaluation Phase, collected the
necessary data for final design, submitted final design plans to the agencies, and
received agency approval to implement the Construction Phase.
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Comment Response 339-25
As explained in Section 3.8.3.1, the USGS equations used to calculate 7Q;, flows
used drainage area and mean annual precipitation as the two variables, and the
3.8.3.1 Definitions and Comparison of Baseflow and 70:and 7Q,;Flows equations may not yield reliable results for sites with characteristics outside the
R i et e Hirarmes Hamd 0 i i mme e e range of the equation variables. For the drainage area variable, the range in the
Streams USGS study was 3 to 2,443 square miles. The footnote of Table 86 points out that
B the drainage areas for Poorman Creek, Ramsey Creek and the East Fork Rock
T Creek at the CMW boundary are less than 3 square miles. In Section 3.8.3.1, the
339-25 sugg:-st: .'.;:btr-*-.!lrno;:lelehase.c;?::value::rese:t:d i:t:i:::ahl\e areu:-c:re;e'v:c:r:sew:t:t-e. The ?‘)genﬁles eXp It?‘: ned Why thehcal(:l..;late% ZleO ﬂovv_s a:;]e hlghler Fhan thel mgde:ed
alculated 7Q. represents the seven consecutive lowest flows for a stream reach in 3 ten year period, aseflows in the upper reaches of each drainage in the analysis area. In Section
:h:l;a!:essﬁowzlin::; r:od::a:zd iTc:::l-,n:n: :::_'n c‘::“r:o:reast;t:e ?;1:5“39:5 t::tt:; -.-:lldues 3832' the agencizg exp|ained Why the mode?ed baseflow )a/t L.B-300 was used for
e e the analysis rather than the 7Qu flow, even though the drainage area at LB-300 is
eriteria for a 70, suggests that this condition is unlikely to occur mare than the occasional day or 5o greater than 3 square miles. The same rationale applies to all of Libby Creek above
cver a 10-20 year pericd. Below is a list of the variability manitored and its variability to the 700 values: LB'300, inClUding LB-100. This section also disclosed Why modeled baseflows
Site Histerical low flow data (cfs] were used for analyzing effects at EFRC-200 rather than calculated 7Q;, flows.
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 During a dry year, baseflow may be the only component of flow in the upper
LB300 100% variation 266 41 18 22 78 watersheds, including at LB-300 in late summer/early fall or during the winter, and
R —— 1is as may occur at a frequency greater than once in 10 years. By definition, a 7Qy, flow
S S — has a 10-year recurrence mter\(al period, or a 1 in 10 chance of occurring in any one
will provide comments on the hiydrology model later in the text; however, this suggests that the model year' The agenCIeS dld not review any data to support that mOdeIed predlctlons
predictions are actually more aligned a5 a worst case scenaric, represent conditions unlikely to occur more than an occasional day or two in 10 to
3.9.4.3 Geochemistry of Revett-style Copper and Silver Deposits in Morthwestern Montana 20 years'
Page 208, 2" Paragraph The modeled baseflows at the edges of the model domain calibrated well to the FS-
This text references the Geomatrix 2007 study and should include the MWMC Waste Rock collected baseflow data. The low flow data prOVidEd for 2007 to 2011 may not
339-26 Characterization Report submitted to the agencies in September 2009 which included waste rock represent baseflow, but rather flows influenced by precipitation events, and are
wohiarme predictions ised I this document. likely to be more variable than discharges from bedrock to Libby Creek.
P e e e e See comment response 339-46 for a discussion of streamflow variability and
Puigh 206, 17 Faragimgly measurability.
The sentence references total waste reck production reported by Geomatrix at 3.9 Million tons, The
339-27 Waste Rock Characterization Report (Sept. 2009) that MMC provided reported the waste rock volumes Com ment Response 339'26
in bankcublc yards. Gecmatricisa the correct conuersici of 1318 cuble fest ton, but It appears in The cited text has been revised to reference the MMC Waste Rock Characterization
Table C-3 Montanore Materials Balance by Phase of Mine Life used a slightly different factor. Itis Report.
MMC Comments cn SDEIS 11/21/2011 Comment Response 339-27
Page Gof 40 The comment is correct that the agencies used a slightly different density, which
makes very minor difference in the calculated tonnage in the SDEIS. The reported
tonnage has been revised to reflect the density reported by MMC. The density of 12
cubic feet/ton suggested in comment 339-140 was not used.
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Comment Response 339-28
The sentence in question describes geochemical risks to water quality. Nitrate is
addressed as a component of that risk. The text has been modified by deleting the
painted out only for point of clarification and to minimize confusion in the future why numbers don't phrase “high potential,” SO that it now readS “near neutral pH and release Of nitrate
match. due to blasting.”
3.9.4.4 Geochemistry Summary C
omment Response 339-29
4 iAo e units used for flow (cfs) in the various tables that report predicted changes to
FAERZEL 2 PRoamagh Th t d for fl f th tables that t predicted ch t
339-28 The first sentence reflects a high potential for the project to release nitrates due to blasting, MMC baseflow have not been changed. It would be too confusing to use multiple units in
d-:sa;-'eei with this assertion and paints the agen-:ie.s t.o the :Iionciea nlfar\ and water balance -where the same table and some Of the ﬂOW Values are relatively |arge. A fOOtnOte was
discharges through the water tréatment plant are limited during aperations, Further, the project . .. .
proposes and is required to collect all contact water and we are not permitted to release it without added to eaCh table regardlng the pr9C|5|0n Of the mOdeIed estimates.
treatment, Therefore this overstates the risks of nitrate released into the enmironméent, C t R 339 30
ommen esponse -
SR See comment resF:)onses 339-3 and 339-25
General Comments
Comment Response 339-31
¢ Throughout the document cfs is used to present water flows and in several cases the values are MMC’S leby Adlt monitoring data was inCIUded in the reVised Section 310 It iS
339-29 oisisrid peibot i “h‘::“'d pikaboniisin ﬂ’ﬂiecrm'; ::“; . difficult to make definitive conclusions on the groundwater pressures in the
appropriate context of presenting t ata by including gpm. As anexample, -50 on Table - B -
£0 predicted base flow is lsted as 02cfs which s 8.9gpm. From the standpoint of model bedrock based qn a Ilrr_”ted data Set’ bUt there appears to be a seasonal t!‘end-ln the
accuracy this is certainly beyond what the predicted capabilities of the model are data. The trend is consistent with spring reCharge from snow melt and little if any
339-30 &... T model predicted base ficwr.vales are sgnificanthy lowar, thar tha 7Qu whiclls ypically recharge during the winter months. Average annual discharges from the water
ir hyzing i cts. S0 i fi ol 0- .
N N o treatment plant vary annually. Between 2009 and 2013, the average annual adit
period the predicted model base flows must certainly represent a time period of at least 20 . . .
years that would see these low flows for extended period of times (7 consecutive days). For this |nﬂ0W rate ranged decreased from 125 gpm n 2009 to 53 gpm In 2013, baSEd on
réason the model results should be presented as worst case as opposed to simply base flow or the Vo|ume of water delivered to the Water Treatment P|ant_
average conditions. Flow data in Libby Creek supports that the 70y, is a wery low number that
339-31 does nat accur frequently in these drainage systems. Comment Response 339-32
B & MMC recommends that the agencies réview and include in the SDEIS all the underground . . -
monitoring data collected by MMC. Long term pressure monitoring is indicating that pressures The agenCIeS dlsagree that the 3D mOdeI represents worst case Condltlons' The
have not changed and have slightly increased while mine measured adit flows remain constant. a_gencies did not review any data to Support that modeled predictions represent a
339-32 + The model is a valuable toal ar.m should be used as such; MMC F.eels strongly that the (lurrent periOd that may only occur f0r a feW dayS in 20 years. Geomatrix (2011&) indicated
mode| represents a period which may only occur for a few days in almost 20 years. This model . « . . .
also appears to use this as a steady state condition. MMC would request that the level of !n the reSUItS from the mOdeI rUf.']S deSC“bEd herem Captu_re a feaSIbIe range Of
conservativeness in the model be reviewed and maodified based on data collected from the Libby impacts and dewatering rates. With the data currently available, these are the best
I\d:tar‘-:hhe: Heidelberg Adit and to run the model on the average conditions wersus a worsk eStimateS Of impaCtS and aSSOCiated uncertainty that can be Obtained USing the
case scenario, » . . . -
FEFLOW model.” The agencies agree and included similar language in the
MM will be submitting additional comments with regard to the hydralogic model from AMEC discussion of model results. The model used average precipitation based on a
GIECHALT™Y: Thoy. A7 IoOKING 8 Wy b adbos Unca rialntins ard Imptove pradictabiliy bated an simulation calibrated against observed conditions in the adit and elsewhere in the
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011 model domain. The agencies agree that with limited data, the model does have
Foge 7af 40 uncertainty that is discussed in detail in Section 3.10.4.3.3. The agencies disclose
that the predicted baseflows and changes to baseflow may not occur every year nor
would they necessarily be measurable in any one year. The monitoring plan
presented in Appendix C is designed to obtain sufficient data to establish when a
stream is at baseflow and determine if reductions in baseflow have occurred.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-33
The elevation calculated from water pressure measured from within the adit cannot
be used to determine static or pre dewatering water level elevations. The current
actual data collected since the start of model efforts. Itis befieved this information will help to measurements represent groundwater levels under dewatered conditions, which
better define aspects of the model assumptions. These comments will be forthcoming. began in February 2008. MMC collected 1 year of monitoring data beginning in
3.10.3 Affected Environment September 2010 and reinitiated monitoring in 2013 with significantly reduced
monitoring frequency to limit the amount of redundant data collected and managed.
3.10.3.1 Mine Area L. H
Because it is not known how much groundwater drawdown has occurred, static
PRER 2R, T groundwater levels cannot be directly determined from the Libby Adit data.
The baseflow elevations that are generally accepted for this area is about 5400-5800 feet in elevation,
339-33 MMC has completed long term pressure maonitoring in the Libby Adit. |t appears from this data that CO mment ReS pO nse 339'34
glrourl\dwater Ie_\-els based on pre:ssure dalta s between 3800-4300 feet in elevation. .--'-s.tol-:al daf.a from See response tO 339_33 Because no head measurements were taken before
the Libby Lake Fault (2520 level in the adit) shows a pressure measurement of 250psi with Sgpm flows . .
from a test hydrology drill hole. This is consistent with the water levels measured in the upper section dewaterlng began, It cannot be ConCIUded that fractures were not fU"y Saturated to
of the adit while being significantly lower in elevation. MMC believes that this is an indication that base the surface, prior to dewatering. All that can be concluded is that under dewatering
flow elevations vary significantly within the varicus basins. conditions, fractures do not appear to be fully saturated to the surface.
339_34 BAMC further believes that the relationship between the fracture crientations and the alluvial deposits
which store water provides information as to the water table elevations. Clearly none of the monitored Co mm ent Res po nse 339'35
pressures by MMC or by Noranda demonstrate that the fractures are fully saturated to the surface. This The table presenting Spring ﬂOW measurements was updated in the FEIS to
will play an important role in how the dewatering and drawdown will cocur. . . . .
included available data through 2014. The agencies agree most of the springs have
Peaz 227, Toble 33 limited measurements, which precludes an estimate of variability. Two of the nine
339-35 Most of the springs have limited measurements and a high range of variability, this is likely due to many springs monitored in the CMW have three or more measurements. SP-1R has
Iactnfs-then deal with Starage,p.nleclpltatlcn. and :nm.pun[ qF‘rul:w.red I:rrlqu:-;k that control water flow to COﬂSiderable Variability and Spring_B haS had the Same fIOW When measured in
the springs. MMC does not believe any of these springs are associated with a deep groundwater . . . .
systemn. The text references dry years that deeper groundwater discharges may be the only source to September for 3 years. The data are insufficient to conclude that none of the springs
springs and to the lakes. MMC believes that there is little potential that there are deep groundwater are associated with deep bedrock groundwater. As described in Section 3.10.3.1.1
umnits but rather highly cmnecletd. r'eals-;r.fa.!_e s.tnfage that provides vl.'ater during dlg-.nericc's_ Itis . Of the SDEIS and FEIS, the agencies Observed that one Spl’ing (SP'41 (formerly SP'
expected that under most conditions precipitation recharge occurs prior to the depletion of storage in . R . M
i gl P o e strem i By, 31)) in the Rock C_reek Qramage fIQV\{ed _dlrectly fr_om the Rock Lgkfs Fault during a
S e = relatively long period without precipitation and without any remaining snow pack.
age 227, ‘aragrap . . . A .
The agencies observed a second spring (SP-16) with an estimated discharge of 40
339-36 TR e T uT T AU ACHE P MR Rt A S R T R to 50 gpm and concluded that insufficient material was above the spring to store
measurement and there s no information to support that this s the only source of water to Rock Lake .
during typical precipitation years, There are large scree slopes that certainly mask visual discharges of enOUgh water to Support the observed flow rate dUrlng the late Summer/early fall.
stored water to Rock Lake that are related directly to snow melt and precipitation. There has been
insufficient work by the agencies to draw this conclusion and there are numercus features that would CO mm ent Res p onse 339_36
have to be fully investipated to make this sssertion. This paragraph was modified to state that SP-41 is likely the only source of surface
Page 228, 1" Paragraph water to Rock Lake. The agencies’ hydrogeologists did not identify sufficient
volumes of surficial material in the upper portions of East Fork Rock Creek that
MIAC, COmRianty. ol SEEC ;:gff{fjf:f would provide water to the stream during a typical late summer/fall season. The
g surficial deposits in the upper portion of the watershed would drain rapidly through
summer due to their small volume, high hydraulic conductivity, and steep gradient
except during years with exceptional snow depths and/or cool summer. The water
observed in the upper creek during the 2007 site visit was observed discharging
directly from the Rock Lake Fault.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-165




Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
ment
Comment Response 339-37
The two measured flows in July and October 2012 are consistent with the concept
that flows from the Heidelberg adit vary seasonally. The higher flows reported
339_37 Heidelberg Adit is discussed in this section and flows reported that could be supparted by both shallow Early in the yEar Iikely inC|Ud€ a Component Of Sha"OW groundwater HOWGVGI', Iate
and deep groundwater. The majority of the water flowing from the adit comes from a drll hole that in the year (such as during September 2007) when there had been little precipitation
mlr_rl:epl'; a \_ﬂ.‘-l.El hrarln-g unit that is alsa intercepted by the r-lni:. Thr-l ows recently ch's.-r.'vcd fram fOI‘ tWO mOI"IthS, the agenc|es concluded tha.t the Observed ﬂOW represented a deeper
the intersection of the drift and the structure was very low while the drill hole was producing around . A
B0gpm. This decrease in flows and the fact that the observed pressures indicate the soure is located bedrock flow component. The conclusions made in the comment cannot be
only a small distance abowe the workings. There is no evidence in the drift to support the premise that Supported without additional data.
deep groundwater flows support this. One reason i that we do not see water percolating up through
the sill Comment Response 339-38
3.10.3.1.2 Conceptual Hydrogeological Model of the Mantanore Mine Area See comment responses 339-35 and 339-36.
Pl b g Fenuminh Comment Response 339-39
339-38 :’“;"";%”:’ :""“““S‘V"'”I“‘Fdi’ 1“;:#';‘“?‘[:’: °:’SI"":““°“‘ - s :‘j‘“:’“”%" encugh The section was revised to discuss measured high flows in Libby Creek and the
o be able to draw a conclusion tha ik Lake is fed solely by groundwater from bedrock springs . . . .. . .
requirement to maintain existing flows in Libby Creek above Bear Creek such that
AL ARG 2 OGS Prapoded Mise the Forest Service’s instream flow water right would not be affected.
e e e Comment Response 339-40
Page 238, 4™ Par h . . . . . ..
w AR Section 3.10.4.3 was revised to provide separate estimate of mine and adit inflows.
To provide the reader a better reference MMC suggests that the high flows values during withdrawal
339—39 periods be included. Libby Creek flows in this reach, based on Table 92; LB 300 has a max meéasunéd CO mm ent Res pO nse 339'41
stream flow of 148cfs. MMC is proposing to withdrawal slightly less than 2cfs at peak withdrawal rates. MMC measured pressure data from Wlthln the adlt beginning in September 2010
51043 Akemath 3-Agency Miigaisd Poorman imponndment ARerastive adit dewatering began in February 2007. There are no data to indicate what the pre-
3.10.4.3.1 Evaluation through Operations Phases dewatering fracture pressures may have been. The hydraulic characteristics of the
e e bedrock fractures in the vicinity of the adit and extrapolated to the mine void used
c s T | _ in the 3D model are based on the actual testing results of fractures encountered
C suggests that the document present mine inflows for the adits and the mine separately to provide - . . .. . .
339-40 e raacertie Gooa st anf bt vartcias prsdictue Inficios. within the adit. Additionally, the 3D model used measured adit inflow, which is a
e function of hydraulic conductivity, as a point of calibration. As discussed in the
PRSI Appendix C, as more data became available during the Evaluation Phase, the model
339'41 The 30 model predicts groundwater drawdown in the ranges of 500-1000 feet by the end of the Would be updated and the model uncertainty WOU|d decrease_ See Comment
cperations phase., Monitoring of the Libby Adit suggests that these drawdowns are extremely - H
conservative and not supported by monitoring data. As an example, pressure data collected by Noranda respon_se 338-32 regardlng the comment abOUt the mOdeI presentlng the worst case
and MMC aver a periad of almost 20 wears shows that pressure data has not changed while the flooded scenarlo.
aspect of the decline has changed. This suggests that the permeability and transmissivity values used in
the model are extremely conservative and not supported by Libby Decline data, Again, MMC beliewes
the model presents the worst caze scenaric and not the mest likely scenario. Once activities ocour MMWC
will have the apportunity to validate Noranda’s data that is currently under water,
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
FPoge Saf 40
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-42
See comment response 339-29.
Comment Response 339-43
Moranda prepared a memo dated January €, 1992 that presented hydrology test drill hole data within p . L.
the decline. The memo was intended to identify water bearing zones for drill water and other uses. This See_ Commemi response 339'41 The 3D mOdEI 1S l:')ased _On ?XIStlng data and WaS
report s included in the Final Numerical Groundwater Development, Calibration and Predictions designed to simulate groundwater flow and resulting mine inflow. When additional
generated by AMEC GEDITI&:IUIK April 2011, Fracture systems encountereé from the 7945 lewel through data became available, the mOdel prediCtiOﬂS WOUld be reﬁned. Wlth CUrrently
the 12800 leve| of the decline demonstrated that geologic features contained no water, The report R . . .. .. R . . R .
speculates that the fractures are dry due to litho-static loading; MMC concurs with this and believes that avallable |nf0rmat|0n, there IS InSUﬂ:ICIent |nf0rmat|0n to mOdIfy the SImUIatlon-
the current mode| does not accurately reflact this scenario making it @ worst case scenario. C t R 339 44
ommen esponse -
Page 243, 1" and 3 Paragraph . . .
e L anes e Seepage, as used in the second and third sentences of this paragraph, refers to water
339_42 The document reports impacts in cfs but MMC believes that gom should also be shown as most people Captured by the Seepage CO||eCti0n SyStem, nOt the amount estimated tO Seep tO
do nat work in cfs plus it provides the reader a better scale of the projections, . . . . .
underlying groundwater. The discussion was clarified in the paragraph on the
B4 Clonie Fhats Tailings Impoundment in Section 3.10.4.3.3.
Mime Area- P 245, 1" P raph
i s Comment Response 339-45
_ MMC believes the compartmentalization of groundwater as exhibited in the Libby Decline will be a
339 43 similar scenario in the mine void areas, The model overly projects inflows at depth along the fault See Comment response 339-48
contact that is not supported by fracture monitored data in the mine CO mment Respo nse 339 46
CA DTN S et As discussed in Section 3.11.4.3.1 and 3.11.4.4.6, Wegner reported the average
23044 MM is confused on the reference on increased seepage at closure shown in the text, Pumpback rates variability in low flow in area streams is 20 percent, based on an analysis of
— projected by Geomatrix in the pumpback well report, predicts 246gpm to meet the design objectives. - - - -
ook ATl e by B Mt ot Gl Ear i i e i BT T It (k8 el stream_flow data from streams with gaging stations located at the periphery of the
much of the lower section of the tailings will be at anticipated consolidation rates. It is expected that analySIS area. In stream reaches when and where the Only source of water to
seepage will go down significantly. streams is deep bedrock groundwater, it would be expected that flow variability
Page 248-249, Last Paragraph would be less. The baseflow variability at the locations listed in what was Table 89
339-45 MMC has the Noranda data from the Libby Lake Fault and it carries little water, based on this it is not In the SDEIS (Table 102 in the FEIS) IS nOt known because feW orno ﬂOW data
anticipated that drawdewns could reach the depth projected by the conservative estimate, have been collected at these locations. Mining would not affect streamflow
gl b variability. Although variability may affect the number of samples needed to
s f e o o o~ measure a difference, Section 3.11.4.4.6 discussed that sufficient number of
339-46 he document references the natural variability in low flow conditions. in the streams as being in the R
artes s S RN e it TR A b B et 4 Sl Sm s streamflow measurements could be collected to determine whether the streamflow
base flows are really extreme low flow conditions it would seem that the 20% variability would be much that may be affected by mining IS Statlstlcally different from the streamflow that
higher for modeled base flows. This will help the reader understand that the prediction of 0,02 cfs is not occurred pre_mlnlng’ regardless of the Varlablllty Although mlnlng_|nduced
measurable within this level of variability especially in the upper reaches of the stream systems. P -
streamflow changes would initially be small and gradually increase, a trend should
Page B0 Rock Craeisnd ExSt Fork Rick criuk be observable given adequate streamflow monitoring before mining began, during
First Paragraph all mining phases, and after mining ceased.
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 10 of 40
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-47
ee comment response 339-25. The method used to calculate the 7Qyq flow in the
S t 339-25. Th thod used to calculate the 7Q, fl th
upper reaches of each watershed may not yield reliable results for sites with basin-
hes of each watershed t yield reliabl Its for sit thb
339-47 The text suggests that based on the predicted mine inflow that 0.65cfs would be reduced above Rock characteristic values that are outside of or near the minimums and maximums of the
Creek Meadows which is also suggested to be a large percentage of the total base flow. The predicted values used to deve]op the equation_ The agencies determined that modeled
PRI SRR S SR ST oW TS D T UM PRt LT Scatie st Svcui of S e baseflows in upper watersheds were the best available data to assess effects rather
this prediction could cocur during the life of the mine is very remote. Simply stating flows without N
referencing the potential for this low flow to occur does not provide the reader the context of what the than an eStlmated 7QlO ﬂOW
model actually predicts.
Comment Response 339-48
3.10.4.3.3 Effectiveness of Agencies’ Proposed Monitoring and Mitigation . . . . .
The adit pressures reported by NMC (as provided in Appendix B of the final 3D
Monkoting model report) were measured under dewatering conditions, as were the pressures
Fage 251, 4th Paragraph measured by MMC under dewatering conditions and do not represent different
339-48 Ground water monitoring by Noranda and MAC shows a very consistent water level in monitored conditions. The NMC data include four Slngle measurements of pressure and itis
fractures under very different conditions in the Libby Adit. Test work in the upper adit fractures not clear whether these values represent pressure measured during the flowing of
mc.nimeetl:l for c’iawdc.wn shows tha.t there is litthe stcrage.ir' these flactlule s',-s'.:erfu and that recharge the piezometer Whlle they were Shut in and fOI’ hOW |0ng. In addition, |t was
cocurs quickly, Therefore, MMC believes that the suggestion that baseline conditions cannot be . . aaLs -
determined is not supported by the hydrogeclogic conditions that have been manitored. The documented that while the adit was plugged, groundwater from within the adit
drawdown test and Iong term pressure monitoring should be included in the SDEIS. discharged from the adit via surficial material near the mouth of the adit. Therefore,
Page 251, Last Paragraph it is likely that groundwater levels never fully recovered between the NMC and
33949 For clarification purposes the reference to additional monitoring locations should be predicated on MMC aCtIVItIeS' MMC Started measu”ng_pressure_s 25 yea_r_s aﬁe_r dewat_erlng N
-4 weater quality manitoring in Libby Creek and down gradient groundwater manitoring and any changes started. The data are insufficient to establish baseline conditions in the Libby Adit.
that may cocur due to seepage versus the perception of full capture of the seepage. This seems like the
only reasonable way to know if additional wells will be néeded and provides a proactive approach, CO mm ent Res p onse 339'49
Page 252, 2" Paragraph Applicable effluent limitation guidelines require that the tailings impoundment not
_ o discharge to surface water. Relying on water quality changes in Libby Creek to
339-50 Spring reference-The use of reference springs to identify background trends may or may not be an J . . . .
appropriate method of comparing changes in the project area. Spring flows are highly variable and local determlne Whether to add addltlonal monltorlng deteCted Water quallty Changes
conditions can significantly influence spring flows, responses to precipitation, and other hydrogeclogic would not be effective in ensuring zero dISCharge. The Only way to ensure that
poncitions. X nefarence Springs are usad thay hoold bessacted wary carefully and temper any direct seepage from the impoundment did not reach surface water would be to capture
comparison for compliance but certainly is a valuable tool to understand the regional system. . . . .
seepage close to the impoundment. As discussed in Section 3.10.4.3.6 and
EhAngas. in Steam SabHiow C.10.5.5.2, monitoring the effectiveness of the pumpback well system would be
Page 252, 3* Paragraph with a combination of groundwater level and groundwater quality monitoring.
The suggestion that natural variability will mask trends that could be tied to mine déwatering is _
339'51 overstated. Moranda and MMC have been collecting stream flow data for over a 20-year period, that CO mm ent Res p onse 339 50 A A A A
Includes pre mine activities, post mine activities, and during current mine activities, there has been no See comment response 339-35. Two of the nine Springs monitored in the CMW
menitored flow changes during these periods. To say that natural variability exists and impacts may fal have three or more measurements. SP-1R has considerable variability and Spring-8
has had the same flow when measured in September for 3 years.
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 11 of 40 Comment Response 339-51
See comment response 339-46. There are little streamflow data available for stream
reaches predicted to be affected by mining, not enough at this time to establish
long-term trends in streamflow before the commencement of mining.
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

%%r:t— Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-52
In the 3D model report, Geomatrix (2011) indicated in the “results from the model
runs described herein capture a feasible range of impacts and dewatering rates.
within that range is not to suggest that impacts are occurring, If changes are not measureable then it With the data currently available, these are the best estimates of impacts and
would seem that they would be insignificant ta impacts. associated uncertainty that can be obtained using the FEFLOW model.” The
Page 253, 1" Paragraph agencies agreed and included similar language in the discussion of model results.
R e s R s . - See comment response 339-48 with respect to the nature of the NMC data.
339-52 ¥ gEests that the sensitivity analysis completed varying hydraulic conductivity suggests that the

walues used in the mode| are reasonable estimates of mine inflow, groundwater drawdown, and
changes to baseflow. Given the underground data collected by Noranda and MMC, it suggests that these
are not reasonable estimates but rather extreme|y conservative estimates that likely represent worst
Case SCENATios.

Mitigation
Page 253, 3™ Paragraph

MMC would recommend that as part of the reevaluation of the hydrogeclogy and rerunning the 30
339_53 medel that the model domain be evaluated as well, The current model covers a huge area and i
cumbersome to manage and minimizes the detail that can be effectively entered. To better represent
the mine area and adjacent impacts a reduction in the model domain may be appropriate to make ita
mere useable and workable tool for both MMC and the agencies,

3.10.4.5 Cumulative Effects
Page 254

The text discusses the Heidelberg Adit and presents information provided by Joe Gurrier and athers,
339-54 There are ather documents that should be included in the discussion of the Heidelberg as it provides a
good observation point of the geologic and hydrogeologic system near the Rock Lake Fault. Noranda
completed some assessment work in the Heidelberg Adit and that data has been provided which
intludes flows and other important observations which are missing from the Gurrieri data. MMC has
alsa made observations of the Heidelberg most recently and the following provides a summary of what
was observed.

* The vast majority of the adit low comes from a drill hole that intercepts a water bearing
structure;

& The adit intercepts the same water bearing feature several hundred feet away from the drill
hole and flows observed from this structure into the adit were significantly less than the drill
hole discharge;

s The zone at the drill hole to the intersection of the water bearing unit in the adit was completely
dry;

# The site visit cccurred August/September;

& MMC believes that the water in this unit is fed by Rock Creek and near surface groundwater and
not deep bedrock sources; and

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 12 of 40

Comment Response 339-53

The domain for the 3D model is based on natural hydrologic boundaries, which is a
common practice in groundwater modeling. Arbitrarily reducing the size of the
model could introduce significant complexities and could make the model more
difficult to operate. In addition, the model calibration is partly based on information
in the outlying areas, such as stream baseflow and well locations at the periphery of
the model domain. Baseflow data do not exist for streams closer to the proposed
mine.

Comment Response 339-54

MMC’s information on the Heidelberg Adit was incorporated into Section
3.10.3.1.1 of the FEIS. Thank you for the observations and opinion expressed in the
comment.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- . .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-55
The cumulative effects discussion reflects the cumulative effect results of the 3D
model. See comment response 339-52 regarding the likelihood of occurrence.
& These conditions are very similar to those found in the Libby Adit, highly suggesting that _
conditions in the Libby Adit are reascnable predictions of what will be expected to be CO mm ent ReS p onse 339 56
encountered in the mine vaid area. Thank yOU for yOUI’ comment.
3.10.4.5.2 Rock Creek Project Comment Response 339-57
s o N The agencies disclosed in Section 3.11.2.3.2 that Rock Lake was assumed to be full
age aragra - . - . « . .
cad s at the beginning of the 7-month winter period due to late fall precipitation. The 7-
339-55 ThB. chearwe: drakrlcin frarm e Rock Gree dod MOHLANGe MR DRSS My WIN (Targa berdan month period when Rock Lake is frozen was chosen based on field observations

the East Fork Bull River watershed. MMC believes the existing data and ather comments we have made .

on the model and the compartmentalization of groundwater will make this small impact likely not to made by the agenCIeS'

oceur, The Libby Adit fractures contral water pathways and there is mo evidence that drawdowns

through highly impermeable bedrock is cccurring. Comment Res p onse 339-58

T Section 3.11.2.3.2 was changed to eliminate monitoring of St. Paul Lake.

Page 258 Comment Response 339-59

General comment The cross reference was deleted in the FEIS.

339-56 The comments generated [n the Groundwater Hydrology section are applicable to many of the items

under thle Surface Water Hydrology section and will not be repeated.
3.11.2.3.2 Lake Levels and Volume
Page 262, 3 paragraph

Assuming the lakes would be frozen for the full 7-month period is conservative and that lake inflow and
339-57 cutflow would be equal is not a lkely scenario under general conditions during the first several months,
October, Novemnber, and sometimes early December can produce enough precipitation to recharge
storage that would cause this condition not to occur until later im that 7-month period. MMC does nat
disagree with using it as an analysis but feels the agencies should qualify it as a conservative approach
due to the normal precipitation cycle that oocurs in this region.

Page 262, 5™ paragraph

MMC monitoring of Lower Libby Lake and Rock Lake is ongoing with the assistance of USFS. Given the
339-58 description af 5t. Paul Lake and the depth mining will occur below St Paul Lake, MMC sees little value ta
monitoring lake levels.

3.11.4.3.1 Evaluation and Construction Phases (Years 1 through 9)
Page 277, 2™ paragraph

339-59 Reference tosection 3,11.4.3.1 is an incorrect reference,

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 13 of 40
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Com-
ment

Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

339-60

339-61

339-62

339-63

3.11.4.4.2 Operations Phase [Years 6 through 25)
Page 283, 1" paragraph

The agencies should be consistent in the terminology throughout the document with respect to low
flow, baseflow, predicted model baseflow when discussing reductions and comparisons, Specifically the
text indicates reduction in low flow would be most pronounced in the East Fork Rock Creek at the CMW
boundary and would be 21% of the baseflow. Based on previous analyses in the dotument this would
be 21% of the modeled baseflow conditions which as we've stated is an extremely low flow condition
that has an extremely low likelinood of occurring. When congidering Wegner's reference to natural
variability of 20% this is a non-measurable effect.

3.11.4.4.4 Post-Closure Phase [Years 31+)
Page 290, 3" paragraph

Based on the predicted model base flow the scenario described of when only deep bedrock
groumdwater supplies water to the lake needs to be qualified. The text suggests that the condition
described will occur frequently or on a regular basis in the summer and winter, This is incorrect since
the predicted model base flows are 50 much lower than the 70,, the likelihood of these conditions to
oceur regularly Is not possible. Therefore, MMC believes the text should be modified 5o the reader
understands the frequency of this oocurring. As stated before the predicted model base flow is so low
that it is only likely to occur ina 10 to 20-year period for a short duration of only a day or so. Current
Rock Lake monitoring data indicates that the 7-month period identified as difficult to monitor can be
monitored. The AMEC Geomatrix report, Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem for Rock Lake and Upper
Libby Creek Areas-2000, shows lake levels varied by almost a foot during this peried,

Page 291, Table 100

Previous comment has been made as to the relative conservativeness of the 7-month winter period
analyses. Combining this with the use of the predicted mode! baseflow the likelihcod of this occurring
more than one or two days out of a 20-year period is extramely remote. MMC beliaves it is important
for the agencies to discuss the potential frequency of this accurrence and that it is not likely to be the
full ¥-months and possibly not exist during the full ke of the project.

3.11.4.4.5 Effectiveness of Agencies’ Proposed Monitoring and Mitigation
Page 292, 2 Paragraph

There is data on Rock Lake levels that provide information that spans many years and provides valuable
data to demonstrate the natural variability of the lake level. Continuous maonitoring is occurring and
there [s two years’ worth of data and a third year of data collection underway, By the time the EIS
process is complete and the initiation of construction activities there will be several more years of
baseline data.

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 14 of 40

Comment Response 339-60

The purpose of Section 3.8.3 was to clearly define baseflow, 7Q, and 7Qo flows,
and how each of these flows was used in the analyses. In Section 3.11.4.4.2, the
first footnote to Table 95 in the SDEIS (Table 104 in the FEIS) indicated that
modeled baseflow values rather than 7Q,, flow was used for EFRC-200 and LB-
300. Baseflow conditions would occur at EFRC-200 during periods when the only
source of water to the upper East Fork Rock Creek is bedrock groundwater. The
frequency of such an occurrence is unknown. See comment response 339-46 for a
discussion of variability and measurability.

Comment Response 339-61

See comment responses 339-25, 339-52, and 339-57 regarding model results and
frequency of occurrence. The relationship between model-predicted baseflows and
estimated 7Q;, flow is not relevant to the anticipated frequency of occurrence. The
model-predicted baseflows may be too low and/or the estimated 7Qy, flow too high.
Comment response 339-25 discussed that the USGS equations used to calculate
7Q1o flows used drainage area and mean annual precipitation as the two variables,
and the equations may not yield reliable results for sites with characteristics outside
the range of the equation variables.

The discussion about effects on Rock Lake in the SDEIS stated that a trend may be
difficult to observe when the lake is ice-covered. The data collected by Geomatrix
using a datalogger in Rock Lake under the ice showed that a trend may be
measureable. During that period, the change in lake level was about 0.2 psi, or
about % foot. Avalanches occur frequently above Rock Lake that drop snow onto
the lake; this could affect the pressure readings in the lake during the winter.

Comment Response 339-62
See comment responses 339-25, 339-57, and 339-61.

Comment Response 339-63

The lake level data that MMC began collecting in 2009 and the less than 1 year of
additional data collected by Gurrieri in 1999 were used in the analysis. In the 2012
GDE report, Geomatrix reported “a substantial amount of “noise” appears from
May through July 2011 and from July through September 2012. The “noise” seems
to be the result of the barometric data logger and, therefore, may not be entirely
representative of actual lake level fluctuations.”
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ocumen -Kleprer Inin ervices, esponse
ment D t #339-Klepfer M S LLC R
Comment Response 339-64
As discussed in Section C.10.3.3.2, Wanless Lake is slightly larger and has a
slightly larger watershed than Rock Lake, is at a similar altitude, has similar
339_64 The use of benchmark lakes seems reasonable on the surface but the patential variability in the topography, iS IOCatEd Within the Revett fOfmatiOﬂ, iS biSeCted by the ROCk Lake
hydrologic setting with each loke in the area makes it difficult to select one :hatsgecifically matches fault, and is within the 3D groundwater model domain. The agencies selected
R e R e s s PR Wanless Lake as a good benchmark lake for Rock Lake. The purpose of monitoring
are extremely conservative (7-month) and lake level monitoring is effectively collecting baseline data . . . A N
that will meet monitoring objectives. a benchmark lake outside the estimated area of influence of mine effects is to be
S - — able to compare Wanless Lake to Rock Lake and separate changes due to natural
The use of reference streams for project monitoring needs to be carefully considered and should only be Varlablllty and Cllmate Change (WhICh are expeCted to be SImIIar n bOth Iakes due
" ofn roj o I i u r . .. .
339-65 used as a tool for project assessment because of the high variability in stream conditions and flows to their prOlelty) from mine effects.
throughout the area. C
omment Response 339-65
SARAZEL Pueturtion sed Constrection Phusss (Tean 1-4) Bear and Swamp creeks are located outside the area of mine influence, but still
Groundwater fairly close to the analysis area, so natural variability and climate change effects
Page 219, 3 Paragraph should be similar to those in Libby and Rock Creeks.
The document continues to reference that deep groundwater flow is animportant aspect of many of the Comment Res ponse 339-66
339'66 springs and streams in the areéa. Gurrien (2001] makes referénce to the same scenano feeding Rock . . .
Lake. MMC disagrees with the inference that deep groundwater is the source. All the data collected in Thls paragraph n Sectlon 313421 states that bOth Sha||OW and_deep groundW?.ter
the decline suggest otherwise and MMC believes strongly that near surface groundwater in fractured may be water sources to area springs, and that some springs receive a large portion
bedrock is not the same as deep jgmundwater:acaled im hedl:ock. The text thr!lJll.ughcutthe: document Of theil’ ﬂOW from deep groundwater. An example Of thIS iS SP'41 |Ocated above
suggests that deep groundwater is the only water source during low flow conditions and give the reader . .
a misconception of the hydrologic system. Most would attribute deep groundwater with a different ROCk Lak.ev WhICh IS Iocated on the ROCk Lake FaUIt' The Creek WaS. Observed by
type of hydroiogic system that is not present at the Mantanore Project the agencies in September 2007 during a very dry period to be flowing, and the
The suggestion that TDS may decrease seems overly predictive when the contribution of the theoretical Only source Of Supply was water from the ROCk Lake FaUIt'
339_67 deep groundwater is nat supported by current manitoring data. Comment Response 339 67
3.13.4.2.3 Closu d Post-Clo Ph i 25 . . . . . .
R T — TDS concentrations for groundwater are provided in Appendix K-4, for springs in
Page AL, 3" Parngragh Appendix K-2, and for streams in Appendix K-1. TDS concentrations are higher in
The reference that water may begin to flow ut of the underground mine workings and may mix with deep groundwater, so TDS concentrations in some springs may decrease in the area
339-68 groundwater and saturated fractures may not be the case in the Libby Adit and could be the case in the inﬂuenced by mine ianOWS
mine void area. MMC has been collecting pressure data on a continuous basis in the Libby Adit for two '
Wears Thr data that l_'\as been p.mv.ided ta the USP?cn a qut;rtrrl-,' basis :'ndil;a.:es h\rn‘r..aulir head n the CO mm ent ReS p onse 339'68
fractures is very consistent and is higher that the mine workings. When the mine workings flood itis . . . ; .
likely that the hydraulic head differentials will remain the same. Because of this and because many MMC CO”eCted l year Of mOﬂItOfIng data beglnnlng In September 2010 and
fractures dan't hold water, the suggestion that it may mix may nat be the case based on the data reinitiated monitoring in 2013 with significantly reduced monitoring freq uency to
callected in the Libby Adit. The mine void is expected to be similar to the Libby Adit and may hawe the ..
same conditions. This data from the Libby Adit should be considered and used in the mine model and Ilmlt the amount Of rEdundant data COIIECted and manag_ed' See comments
water quality considerations. responses 339-31 and 339-33. The 3D model and FEIS incorporated flow, pressure,
MMC Comments cn SDEIS 11/21/2011 and testing results from the Libby Adit.
Page 15 of 40
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- .. .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-69
The studies referenced in the agencies’ analysis (Gurrieri 2001, Gurrieri and
Furniss 2004) provide the basis for the agencies analysis on possible water quality
Page 333, 1" Paragraph Surface Water changes in Rock Lake discussed in Section 3.13.4.2.3. Rock Lake may become
e e i S somewhat more acidic due to a larger contribution of surface runoff to the lake,
339'69 groundwater and the lake would become somewhat more acidic and the loads of nutrients would be Wthh iS more aCidiC due tO atmOSpheriC deDOSition- Lakes in the Cabinet
reduced. MNMC does not believe that the studies referenced have any scientific evidence that clearly Mountains rely on groundwater as their primary source of dissolved solids and
:fr:‘:ﬂ:;fn:t"“s::m‘i’;"{";fﬂff‘z;”;":;2i;;ﬂﬁ’;e‘ ol A nutrients. Gurrieri and Furniss (2004) reported that a significant proportion of the
groundwater provides the majority of the water to the system. To further insinuate that there is-a nutrient load for use by aquatic organisms is contributed by groundwater inflow.
significant difference and that the water would become acidic has no basis at all. The text also Depletion of groundwater inflow by mining induced changes in hydraulic gradients
refere-rlre'.j that nllrat.rs wau-\:,i be 'edul:.ed. This seems unfounded given the nutrient deficiencies that and groundwater ﬂOW pathS may cause a Shlﬂ |n the hydrO|OQIC, Chemlcal, and
occur in high mountain lakes in the project area. The document spends an encrmaous amount of text on R N
nitrate load from mine activities; MMEC beliewes this section should be reviewed for consistency and to Consequently the blOlOglcal structure of Rock Lake.
put things in the proper context. Using the work acidic is totally inaccurate.
Comment Response 339-70
Page 333, 2™ Paragraph . . . . . .
- R This paragraph in Section 3.13.4.2.3 states that it is not likely that changes in water
339-70 AMAC o rm o fchanpoe bt Enst Fork Eull Ehvaraftee e tosuce s cwanuinind Thie quality in the East Fork Bull River would be measureable; this is not an
majority of the mine [s situated at an elevation well below where this discharge would occur. The . . .
imcartalnly of Whathiar It wil sctiialy Accur i:also I qusstion. Ragardiess, IE searmis as tholigh e ik overstatement. MMC would evaluate the possible discharge and potential effect to
wold water would be less likely to “turnover™ and most likely have a “short circult” flow that would not the East Fork Bull River as more information was collected durlng mining. The
I S VAt VIS W), Tt o [ Ameie THLC Ie Mgl UL AT LUt Ty T e S Rmap o agencies did not review any data that suggested flow in the mine void would most
Bull River would be measureable given the limited quantity of water that would discharge compared to R . . .
thie stream Thoer. likely have a flow path that would not mix with the flooded mine water.
Page 333, 3" Paragraph_Water Quality Comment Response 339-71
As mentioned previously pressure data monitaring in Libby Adit does not support a Large reduction in See comment responses 339-31 and 339-33 regarding leby Adit monitoring data.
339-71 S L D R S NMC made streamflow measurements between 1988 and 1993. MMC began
almos| years of stream flow momtonng has indicated mo measureal e flow impacts from exploration . - . gqe - -
activities. MMC understands the model shows this as a prediction but it is not supported by monitoring measurlng Stl’eamﬂOV\{ In 2007 The table prOVId_Ing measured hlgh and IOW ﬂOWS In
and the model as stated previously is really a worst case scenario. |t is mentioned throughout this anaIySIS area streams in the SDEIS and Appendlx K presents the number of
n:xumer:. MMC does not believe there is a deep bedrock groundwater system in the context as it is StreamﬂOW measurements at eaCh monitoring |Oca.ti0n. SeCtion 3113 and
resented. - - .
i Appendix K of the FEIS were revised to incorporate data collected through 2012.
LA Eifcts ot Dikcharga Data collected in Libby Creek after February 2009 may have been influenced by
Page 335, 4™ Paragraph adit dewatering and, for stations below LB-300 below the Water Treatment Plant
MMC agrees that Alternative 3 would likely be difference in the assessment from Alternative 2, OUtfa”) haV.e been affeCted by dISChargeS' It IS nOt pOSSIt_JIe Wlth the a.Va.lIabIe adlt tO
339-72 however, the text suggests that the Prichard and the Revett formation sulfide halo rock will influence conclude leby Creek baseflow has been affected by adit deW&terlng. NMC
f":‘ N‘*t“‘::;m‘;’_’-‘: “; ‘:‘mfi‘_"a":- The t‘”:*“‘ Libby *:‘“ “:f F'“-"i'-fi:'-‘;l‘“‘ "“t:'-"t'zh_ g2 reported flows from fractures (from piezometers drilled into fractures and faults) as
intercepie & Frichan crmation does Not sHow any walter quality 155ues a it seems tha' 15 Qa’ - -
should be used when making the analysis. See Appendix C comments for Revett formation sulfide halo hlgh as 120 gpm from the 5300 fOOt IeVeI (apprOXImately 11200 feet bgs)
(Appendix B, 3D model report). As comment response 339-163 discusses, the
MMC G tz on SDEIS 11/21/2011 . - . . - R . .

e Page 16 of 40 Libby Adit isotope samples indicate the adit inflow is snowmelt infiltrating from
the surface. The infiltrating water is being intercepted by the Libby Adit instead of
flowing to Libby Creek.

Comment Response 339-72
See next page.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-173




Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-72
Section C.9.4.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS disclosed that, based on monitoring data
from the Libby Adit and limited kinetic data, Prichard Formation does not appear to
comments. Regardless the volume difference from Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 are really not worth have potential to generate acid but it does have demonstrated potential to generate
notins..certa.-'nl\- from the stand paint of the Revett sulfide hala's, they should be virtually the same in low concentrations of metals potentia”y Significant for the h|gh qua|ity receiving
il water. The same is true of the lower-most Revett Formation, in the altered sulfide
Page 336, 3" Paragraph waste zones.
Sanitary waste disposal offsite was determined to be not feasible, but MMC has not seen the analysis
339'73 suggesting why. MMC understands the issues bul we may have to construct an expensive Water CO mm en_t Res po n_se 339-73 i i i
Treatment plant to meet the discharge numbers when we could work with the local community in The agen(ﬂes' anaIySIS that Of'fSIte Sanltary waste dISposaI was not feaSIbIe was
5uppnr1lrju their system In.sclvfne manner. We u-re nat cpw‘sr.d to the Alternative 3 proposal but we also based on discussions with MMC. MMC’s anaIySiS of Sanitary waste disposal
don’t believe that the feasibility assessment fully presents all issues. . . N . . . .
options (Geomatrix 2010a) did not include offsite sanitary waste disposal.
3.13,4.5.8 Effectiveness of Agencies’ Proposed Monitoring and Mitigation Plans Manitoring
e Cqmment Resporise 339-74
_ ) o In its Plan of Operations (MMC 2008), MMC proposed to use waste rock for
339_74 The text suggests that waste rock would be used throughout the site for construction purposes, This is

not correct; MMC proposes to use waste rock for the starter dam and possibly material for the main
dam but no other |ocations for construction purposes.

3.15.4.8 Alternative D-R- Miller Creek Transmission Line Alternative
3.15.4.8.1 Direct Effects
Page 357, 2™ Paragraph

It appears the impacts attributed to helicopter structure installation are overstated and may be
339-75 incorrect. Please refer to TL construction memao that MMC submitted to the agencies. In this memao we
proposed installing 16 structures using helicopters,

3.16.4.10 Cumulative Effects
Page 361, 1" Paragraph

339_76 MMC believes the cumulative effects are over stated in this section. The project activities for
Montanore are |ocated at the oot of the steep mountainous terrain of the CMW area, 1t is hard to
imagine how increased traffic could affect recreational experiences at Elephant Peak and Rock Peak and
the associated ridgeling. It also seems counter intuitive that the whole recreation assessment deems it
as a negative when more people decide to use public land for recreational opportunities.

3.20.4.1.6 ARlternative B-MMC's Proposed Transmission Line
Page 375, 3" Paragraph

The document presents 3 rangs of distances that residences are from the center ling of the transmission

339'77 line. The suggestion that residence may perceive air pressure changes as vibrations from helicopters
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 17 of 40

construction of tailings impoundment embankment, Ramsey Plant Site, and
Ramsey Adit portals. This use was described in Alternative 2. The text in the
impoundment sections of Chapter 2 and in Section 3.13.4.6.1 was revised to
indicate waste rock would be used only for impoundment dam construction in
Alternatives 3 and 4.

Comment Response 339-75

MMC did not propose using helicopter construction for structures in Alternative B,
but left it at the contractor’s discretion. The number of structures set using a
helicopter was revised in Section 3.15.4 of the FEIS. The SDEIS and FEIS
identified the number of helicopter-constructed structures as 26 in Alternative C-R,
16 in Alternative D-R, and 31 in Alternative E-R.

Comment Response 339-76

The discussion of cumulative recreational effects in Section 3.16.4.11 was revised
in the FEIS. Traffic and noise effects of the Montanore and Rock Creek projects
would not result in any cumulative effect.

Comment Response 339-77

Staging areas for any transmission line alternative have not been identified and
consequently, flight paths between staging areas and any helicopter-constructed
structures are not known. Fourteen residences or cabins are within 0.5 mile
Alternative B; three of these residences are within 450 feet of the centerline. Noise
from helicopters used in line stringing in Alternative B would be audible at these
residences.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- . .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-78
The alignment of Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R were revised in the FEIS such
that all residences are more than 450 feet from the centerline.
seems to be over stating the issue. There would be no flight paths directly over any residence by the
helicopters and there are few residents along the cormridor, 5o it seems highly undikely that this would Comment Response 339_79 i i i
eceur, Section 2.4.1.1 of the DEIS and FEIS indicated the Bear Creek Road would disturb
3.20.4.1.7 ARernatives C-R, D-R, and E-R-Other Transmission Line Alternatives 79 acres; the disturba_mce area for roads excluded 33 feet of existing disturbance
P — along roads. As Section 3.22.1.4.14 discussed, the area covered by asphalt and
' gravel by widening the Bear Creek Road would not be returned to pre-mine uses
339-78 The reference tnrc\ughoutln-is section clisc.;sse-s resider.\ces distance fram t_he -:ienterl-'ne,' however, the and the eﬁects WOUId be an irretrievable Commitment Of resources.
text only talks about one residence, It séems like the distance should be pinpointed exactly as opposed
i Comment Response 339-80
AL ARSIRTVeL Gy DA nd E-ROher TR o L M ruet s Section 3.23 of the FEIS was revised to incorporate information collected through
Page 377, 6™ Paragraph 2012.
Same comment as above. Comment Response 339-81
3.22.1.4.12 Irreversible and |rretrievable Commitments See comment response 339_80
Page 383, 1" Paragraph
The Bear Creek Road improvements would be insignificant to the existing Bear Creek Road prism. The
339-79 comment that native plant species waould be lost, while trus, MMC believes the loss would be
- insignificant. |n addition the comment suggests that there would be iretrievable loses to native plant
species in the mine project and transmission line. MMC believes that the native plant species will return
with reclamation that requires us to us native plant species,
3.23 Wetlands and Other Waters of the U.5.
3.23.2.1 Baseline Data Collection
Page 402, 3 Paragraph
339 80 This section should reference MMC's study plan that was completed surmmer 2011, and should
- incorporate the results into the analyses,
3.23.4.3.2 Indirect Effects
Page 408, 2™ Paragraph
339-81 MMC has initiated GDE inventory and other monitaring of the project area which should be referenced
- in this document, and the data should be used in the analyses; which it appears may nat have oocurred,
3.24.4 Environmental Consequences
3.24.4.1 Wilderness
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 18 of 40
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-82
As discussed in Section 3.25.5.2.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS, methods used to
estimate displacement effects from the Montanore Project and corresponding
Page 416, 2 Paragraph habitat compensation are described in greater detail in the Revised FEIS Analysis of
s o s g i Grizzly Bear Displacement Effects (ERO Resources Corp. 2015a). Due to the short-
iC has on numerous occasions commented on the reference to blasting at the Rock Lake ventilation N N N A
adit, for some reason the agencies and the resource specialist ignore the fact that no blasting will ocour term nature Of the Effect, the analySlS Of dlSplacemem effeCtS dld not |nCIUde
339-82 on the surface as all development would be from the mine void cut. MMC would expect one maybe: influence zones for explosive use and no displacement effects were attributed to
s T M R A T e T ST e e blasting at the ventilation adit. Because the effects of explosive use on wildlife
reasonable range of this is highly unlikely and to suggest a short term disturbance in the wilderness is .. K .. R
ridiculous, Further, the resource specialists continue to make an issue out of blasting for the Upper Would be negllglble, grlZZly bear mltlgatlon WOU|d nOt be needed and was nOt
Libby adit, it too would have one to two blasts that would be heard from a near distance. The included in the agencies’ Wildlife Mitigation Plan in the SDEIS or FEIS.
e el i s S e s Al Mitigation for impacts to mountain goats was modified based on MFWP comments
mitigation where the small disturbance footprint on the ventilation adit has a disproportionate amount ., i N
of mitigation compared to ather mine activities on the DEIS. In the agencies’ alternatives, blasting would not occur at the entrance
o to any adit portals during May 15 to June 15.
'age 416, 3" Paragraph
339-83 Experience at numerous mines demaonstrate that wildlife habituate to project activity and would CO mment ReS pO nse 339'83
i e e s i s Wildlife responses to disturbance are affected by numerous factors such as species-
continue to feed on returning salmon on the stream adjacent to the mine area. There are many other . . . . .
i e e s S el Bk specific behavior, the availability of cover, and exposure to repeated disturbance
R T and may differ considerably between species and between populations of the same
' species from different geographic areas. The KNF believes that conclusions based
o sl el on studies conducted in Alaska or other areas where environmental conditions may
339-84 The text should reflect MMC's proposed mitigation includes impacted non-wetland waters of the U5, favor tolerance of disturbance and where wildlife populations may be more stable
3,25 Wildlife Resources should not be broadly applied to wildlife populations from other regions that may
— be less stable or more vulnerable to disturbance. The 2013 BA provides a detailed
analysis of the effects of human activity on grizzly bear based on the most recent
Raoe Commens research available.
339_85 There are numerous references in the wildlife section that do ot match the July 2011 BA, MMC has
made some effort to identify them specifically but it is worth the agencies doing a thoraugh review to CO mment Res pO nse 339'84
ersure sl sections are consistent Section 3.23.4.10 was revised in the FEIS to reflect the mitigation plan for wetlands
3.25.2.2 Snags and Woody Debris and other waters of the U.S. that MMC developed for Alternative 3.
3.25,2.2.3 Environmental Consequences CO mm ent ReS po nse 339'85
FARESIL Tabia 188 The agencies reviewed the references in the 2013 BA and Section 3.25 and
339-86 Table 166 displays the potential changes to the Population Poténtial Level, yet it is not discussed Corrected discrepancies in the FEIS
anywhere im the test, other than by reference to the table. The text following the table discusses
Comment Response 339-86
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011 As discussed in Section 1.1 of the SDEIS, Section 3.25 of the SDEIS, with the
Paive 191 0 exception of the grizzly bear impacts analysis (section 3.25.5.2), which is presented
in its entirety, disclosed the effects on various resources from the modified
transmission line only. Sections of the DEIS that did not change were not repeated
in the SDEIS. Effects on potential population level are described in Section
3.25.2.1 of the DEIS and the FEIS.
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Com- .. .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-87
The 2015 KFP does not have a forest standard for ORD.
Comment Response 339-88
changes to snag levels relative to the forest standard of 40%, Text should expand on exactly what the . . R R
BB e e For a variety of reasons, different species demonstrate different degrees of
S sensitivity to human disturbance. The agencies’ analysis of human disturbance on
o wildlife is based on the best available science, as described in the FEIS.
3.25.2.3.2 Environmental Consequences
" a ; Comment Response 339-89
age 427, 3" Paragraph ) A .
TR e e e B T s Rt The title of Table 201 in the SDEIS was erroneous, and should have indicated that
330-87 e e s e it showed sightings from 2009. The table was updated in the FEIS to reflect

Page 428, 6™ Paragraph

MMC agrees with the statement concerning displacement of elk mowvement through the aréa, We also
339'88 believe that the same guestion should be raised with the analyses of grizzly bear displacement during
the same time frame, Why is the amount of cover sufficient for elk (a prey species) and insufficient for
grizzly bear? Why are the effects short-term for elk, yet long term consequences on displacement are
predicted for grizzly bear? This shows an inconsistent and overly conservative management approach
for grizzly bear,

Table 200, Credible Grizzly Bear Sightings, Credible Fernale with Young Sightings, and Known Human-
Caused Mortality by BMU in 2004,

Page 478

Table 201 only provides data from 2004 credible sightings of grizzly bears, while the previcus text
339-89 discusses augmentation. MMC believes this paints an incomplete picture of the current grizzly bear
population and should mention the augmentation program of 2011

Table 202, Existing Grizzly Bear Habitat Conditions by BMU,
Page 478

The information in Table 202 does not match the July 2011 BA
3.25.5.2.2 Affected Environment

Page 479, 2™ Paragraph

The text references bear use data in BMUS 5 and & from the [ate 1980%, |5 this the most current usage
data fior the area?

Page 485, 1" Paragraph
As in previous comments the data presented is different that the data in the July 2011 BA.

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 20 of 40

credible sighting data from 2012. Augmentation in the Cabinet Mountains is
discussed under Mortality, As summarized, the FWP augmentation effort appears
to be the primary reason that grizzly bears remain in the Cabinet Mountains
(Kasworm et al. 2013).
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-90
The SDEIS disclosed effects on grizzly bear based on 2006 baseline conditions,
which were the most current data available when the EIS analysis began in 2007.
changes to snag levels relative to the forest standard of 40%. Text should expand on exactly what the The 2011 BA addressed impaCtS tO griZZ|y bearS baSEd on 2010 habitat COﬂditiOﬂS,
PPLmeans and its use as a forest standard. using modified 2009 road data. The 2013 BA evaluated the impacts of Alternative
3.25.3.2 Elk 3D-R using a 2009 baseline (Bear Year 2009 road layer, modified and available in
T December 2010), but also incorporated the most recent road data through the
.25.2.3.2 Environmental Consequences . . -
summer of 2012 where available. A comparison done in September 2012 between a
PRERIAL S, Pl 2009 bear year nonactivity baseline and a 2011 nonactivity baseline demonstrated
I.frJ'f.lzl.u.f.ir‘-g whether or not the forest 5'..1mj.1rdllar ORD is being met, the actual standard should be that the baselines in BMUSs 5 and 6 would remain the same, while the baseline in
e I S OONROR R KRR IO e e BMU 2 would slightly improve. The baselines were corrected and updated in BMU
Page 428, 6" Paragraph 2 for the updated analysis. The moving window runs for BMU 5 and BMU 6 were
IMMC agrees with the statement concerning displacement of ek movement through the area, We alsa also updated at this time to incorporate small changes occurring outside of the
believe that the same ques'.:cn should be raised with 'll.-let analyses of grizzly bea|.- d-'SD|aC‘:='”19”tl during BMUS, but which S“ghtly affected habitat parameters in the BMUSs. The reanalysis
\h-e' same time frame. Why : the amaunt of cover sufficient for elk (a prey species) .1r|.tl imsufficient for Of Alternative 3D-R demonstrated the projected impaCtS dO not measurably Change
grizzly bear? Why are the effects short-term for elk, yet long term consequences on displacement are N R
predicted for grizzly bear? This shows an inconsistent and overly conservative management approach as a result of these UpdateS. Based on similar ChangeS to the remaining agency
for grizzly bear. combined alternatives disturbance boundaries between fall of 2011 and July 2012,
Table 201. Credible Grizzly Bear Sightings, Credible Fermale with Young Sightings, and Known Human- expected changes to grizzly bear habitat parameters would be comparable to
Caused hortality by EMU in 2004, Alternative 3D-R and the decision was made not to rerun core, OMRD, and TMRD
Page 478 for the remaining agency alternatives.
NG 4 2 o M R W SO s R R In addition, the SDEIS considered several ongoing or foreseeable federal projects
e ol i T R e as cumulative effects, as required by NEPA. According to the ESA regulations,
o ) future Federal actions are not included in the analysis of cumulative effects because
A they require separate Section 7 consultation. In the BA, the anticipated impacts of
Prge 478 proposed Federal projects in the analysis area that have already undergone formal
339-90 The information in Table 202 does not match the July 2011 BA or early Section 7 consultation, such as the Rock Creek Project, are included in
TR T T Mo PR baseline road densities. Although the grizzly bear impacts analysis in the FEIS was
. updated, baseline conditions shown in Table 220 may not match those provided in
Page 479, 2™ Paragraph
the BA.
339-91 The text references bear use data in BMUS 5 and & from the late 1980%, |5 this the most currént usage
data for the area? Comment Response 339-91
Page 485, 1" Paragraph The 2013 BA provides a detailed description of grizzly bear use of the analysis area
339-92 As in previous comments the data presented is different that the data in the July 2011 BA. based On_ the mOSt rec_ent data avallable’ InCIUdIng th_e mOSt re_cent ngZZIy bear
. observation data provided by the USFWS. Information on grizzly bear use of
AR RN Eond et BMUs 5 and 6 was summarized in Section 3.25.5 of the FEIS.
Comment Response 339-92
See response to comment 339-90.
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-

Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC
ment

Response

According to Table 203, and partnered with the mitigation that will take place prior to and during
construction, the HE value for BMU & increases between constructions and operations. Please explain
haw this is a greatér impact to HE during operations? 1tis understandable that the long term nature of
the operations period will have an impact to HE compared to the existing condition, however, there is
no mention of the mitigation plan, the lessened impact due to reduced helicopter use or road closures.,

Page 459, ™ Paragraph

The text suggests monitoring of habitat acquisition to determine its effectiveness in bear habitat loss,
339-93 MMC suggests that baseline data collection prior to the acquisition using bear scat, hair snag surveys, or
other methods might be valuable. This will help to ensure that land acquired is actually meeting the
chbjectives.

Page 488, 1" Paragraph

The statements made in this paragraph may not be fully accurate, the data suggests that all combined
339'94 action alternatives HE values increase between comstruction and operations. The text may paint an
owverly dire impact due to TL construction, a relatively short term event, and suggests that HE will be
impacted during the entire operational period. Due to the mitigation that will be in place prior to or
during the construction period, the HE value actually improves. As far as displacement is concerned the
agency’s road closures actually mitigate for almost 3,000 more acres than required for displacement
mitigation, ranging from 12,000 and 13,500 acres of displacement mitigatian.

Figures
Figure 56: Project Water Balance, Evaluation Phase, Alternative 3

The Insert is confusing while MMC understands the intent; there may be a better way to show where

339-95 the water is coming from

Figure 57: Project Water Balance, Construction Phase, Alternative 3

Same comment as abowve,

Figure 71: Predicted Are of Groundwater Drawdown Post-Closure Phase (Maximum Baseflow Change)
339_96 Figure 71 presents cumulative water table drawdown and should be presented im the true context of the

conservative nature of the hydrologic model, As MMC has stated previously on the numeric model, it is
allowing water drawdown to transcend geclogic features and boundaries that are known to exist. These
boundaries are very likely to be barriers to wateér movement, This figure is likely an extreme case of
drawdown predictions.

Figure 75: Cumulative Water Table Drawdown Post-Closure Phase (Maximum Baseflow Change)

Same comment as above,

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 21 of 40

Comment Response 339-93

The monitoring proposed in the agencies’ grizzly bear mitigation plan was designed
to confirm the effectiveness of mitigation measures. The data mentioned in the
comment were considered in developing baseline conditions without the project.

Item F.2 of the Grizzly Bear Mitigation Plan in the SDEIS and FEIS requires that
the Oversight Committee (see comment response 339-16) develop a
Comprehensive Grizzly Bear Management Plan. Item F.4 describes the objectives
and requirements of the Grizzly Bear Management Plan, which include monitoring
to confirm the effectiveness of mitigation measures. Item F.5 requires that
monitoring be conducted or coordinated by the USFWS.

Comment Response 339-94

The Access Amendment replaced the HE goal and linear ORD standard with
specific standards for core area, OMRD, and TMRD for individual BMUs. HE and
linear ORD were not evaluated in the FEIS, but core, OMRD, and TMRD were.

The analysis of grizzly bear displacement effects was revised in the FEIS to
incorporate transmission line construction timing restrictions described in the
agencies’ mitigation plan (Section 2.5.7.4 of the FEIS) and to better characterize
the short-term nature of the transmission line activities.

Comment Response 339-95

Thank you for your comment. The water balance figures were developed at the
request of the Environmental Protection Agency, which found them helpful.

Comment Response 339-96
See comment response 338-32.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- . .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-97
Thank you for your comment. Chapter 2 and Appendix C describe the timing of
required data collection, monitoring, and submittal of final design plans. For
Appendix C. Agencies’ Conceptual Monkoring Plans example, Section 2.5.2.6.3 described the final design process for the tailings
S dcion impoundment and associated facilities.
339-97 Page ¢-1,1" Paragraph Comment Response 339-98
MM plans the fallowing schedule ta develop and submit various plans to the agendies: The monitoring plans, as presented, are based on review of existing data,
: : : anticipated effects described in the EIS, and collaboration with cooperating and
« ROD-Plan of Operations-submitted shortly after ROD issued by agencies . . N R . N N
* Monitoring Plans-in phases as appropriate for activities in each phases of project [evaluation, Other r:eVIeWIng agenc'?s' _Appendlx C Was_ reVISed In the SDEIS to prOVIde the
construction, aperations) objectives of each monitoring plan and an implementation schedule.
* |mplementation of plans-concurrently or prior to the various project stages
s Site specific and issue specific as to the schedules that will maximize efficiencies, approval Comment Res p onse 339-99
process and permil project to advance unimpeded See comment response 339—98
MMC has reviewed the plan requirements and understands the importance of maonitoring and data
339-98 collection, however, we also believe that monitoring plan should be site specific, objective driven, and CO mment Res p onse 339' 100
based on the SDEIS and the DEIS analyses of significant issues. This plan appears to collect data in the H H H H H H
St bt S e b e koot g ek, SN Ralkocas 1 b Sectlo_n C.1 |nd|cate_s the agencies may call a meetlng with all oth_er r_elevant
important to minimize the collection of data that provides no benefit to the agencies or the project. agencies after submittal of a monitoring report to review the monitoring plan and
A A L G ot N oSN Al S Bt results, and to evaluate possible modifications to the plan or permitted operations.
R of the comments above, We understand this will take effort to review existing data, EIS analyses, and _
339-99 the establishment of reasonable objectives but believe this will provide an efficient and effective CO mment RES p onse 339 101 . .
monitoring program. MMC would suggest we start this immediately. Some of the required monitoring listed in Appendix C would be completed 1 year
339-100 MMIC feels the monitoring plan should specifically identify that provisions within this plan will change bEf.Ore the dewater!ng and extenS|-On of the leby Adit tO avoid the m0d9|eq effects
based on data collection and ather important aspects. 1t is inferred in the text but is actually a very during the Evaluation Phase. Section 2.5.6.2.1 and Section 1.3.1 of Appendix C of
IOpr AL pspest. ol the: moniodng program, the 2009 DEIS indicated the GDE inventory was to be completed early enough for
339-101 MIMC is concerned about the Banket requirement to collect at least one year of data before dewatering 1 year of baseline data to be collected before mining began, The pre-Evaluation
andfor extension of the Libby Adit is initiated. This could have serious implications to the overall project Phase monitoring was Clarified in Section C 10 Of the SDEIS again in the FEIS
schedule when 20 years’ worth of data and the fact that many of the monitering requirements can be . ' ! . !
done concurrently and still meet the chjectives. MMC would request that that be eliminated and and Ina 8/1/12 Ietter tO MMC In 20091 MMC Completed a GDE Inventory
specific targets and time frames developed in the detailed monitoring plan based on when activities and fOCUSIng on areas at or below about 5,600 feet on the north side of the leby Creek
impacts could occur. As an example, the SDEIS in general terms identifies little or no impact from the Watershed. Additional inventory in the leby Creek drainage was Conducted in
ratian: t the plan réguires monitosn rpricr to startin tivities, . . . A . . . .
iy e s S - 2010. The additional inventory consisted of inventorying GDEs identified in 2009
P Gel - R and the threatened, endangered, and Region 1 sensitive species lists. MMC
339-102 Monitoring report requirements seem to have some duplication with permits. MMC would like ta conducted an inventory of other mine areas, such as the Ramsey Creek, East Fork
rminimize the amount of duplication and would suggest that the reporting aspects be developed after ROCk Creek and EaSt FOI’k BU" RiVer dl’ainages in 2012 2013 and 2014
fimal permits are issued. ’ ’ '
) Comment Response 339-102
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011 . . . R . . . .
Page 22 of 40 Section C.1 was revised to indicate final reporting requirements would be described
in applicable permits or approvals.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- .. .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-103
The commenter correctly points out that some monitoring plans include aspects of
data collection which are not directly related to “compliance with applicable permit
Page C-1, 3" Paragraph stipulations,” although they do address water quality, which is addressed as a major
R TR R BT <0 U = A I < 1l issue. For some resources, notably hydrology and geochemistry, data collection
339'103 does not seem |ike these are the primary objectives. MMC believes monitoring is done to ensure focused on gaps n eXIStIng data-
compliance with applicable permit stipulations and to manitor the effects of the major issues identified
in the EIS process to ensure ming impacts are not greater than analyzed. It appears that some of the CO mm ent Res p onse 339' 104
monitoring is based on affects that were identified as insignificant in the EIS. There may be MMC’S comments on air quallty are addressed in responses o document 337
opportunities to stream|ing and minimize monitoring requirements were appropriate; or at a minimum -
lirnit the time period collection occurs. CO mment ReS po nse 339_105
LAk Cunkhy Potential for duplication of effort does exist with multiple reporting requirements,
339-104 Air quality comments will be submitted separately. and can be avoided with coordination of those requirements at the time permits are
i apoiting issue_d. Key participating agencie§ have requested the specific reporting o
I . requirements as a means of ensuring that data collected through the monitoring
age C-3, 2 Paragrap . . . . ..
program are disclosed publically, in a timely manner, and that the decision to
339-105 The monitoring plan should not include detalls of reporting requirements at this stage of the projects. proceed Wlth mining considers those data. WithOUt these specifics there iS agency
- To red nflicts with futur rmits and the monitoring plan, the USFS should simply be ied on . . . !
szt L A and public concern that data collected during the Evaluation Phase would not be
properly considered prior to initiation of mining.
.3 Cultural Resource
C.3.2 Locations, Parameters, and Frequency CO mment ReS p onse 339' 106
Page 4™ Pararach The agencies anticipate any p_ersonnel mvo!ved in project monitoring would adhere
e ol erminds the KAF and DEQLthat MEHA requirements wil et aceess to the profec to all applicable MSHA requirements. Section C.3.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS
i respectiully reminds the and DE W requirements will dictate access to the projec . . . . . .
339-106 and must be stringently adhered to during operations. In addition, most of the sites currently identified adequately descrlbed T“bal InVOIVement In CUltUral resource momtorlng'
are historical in nature and MMC would expect that invalvement af the local native communities would
focus on those pre-historic sites and relative importance to their culture. MBAC will work with the KNF CO mm ent Res po nse 339_107
to facilitate as much as possible for this to occur within the framewark of MSHA requirements., Section C.3'2 Of the SDEIS and FEIS required that monitoring be Completed by a
Page C-5, Bullets 3-6 qualified archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and
339-107 Section C.3.2, 2™ paragraph requires MMC to hire a qualified archaeologist to monitor Land disturbing GUIde“nes for ArChEOIOgy and HlStO“C Preservatlon (48 FR 44716)
- activities. This section réquires us to oblain one when we alréady have one and seems redundant,
C.4 Wetlands
C.4.1 Objective
Page C-5, 2™ Paragraph
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 23 of 40
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-108
The discussion on monitoring wetlands in the impoundment area referred to Section
C.10.5.5.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS, which discussed monitoring of wetlands north
The requirement to monitor wetlands in the impoundment area will not be possible as once of the impoundment area to assess potential effects of the pumpback wells. Such
339-108 construction starts the wetlands will be filled. This section should clarify the specific wetlands to be wetlands would not be filled.
monitoned
C.4.2 Locations, Parameters, and Frequency Com ment Response 339-109
— See comment responses 339-102 and 339-105.
339_109 Monitoring and reporting should be defined based on the core permit issued; it is premature to discuss Com ment ReSponse 339'110
I8t 10 pown: The agencies determined that the Montanore Project would result in an increased
€.5 Wildlife risk of wildlife-vehicle collisions caused by mine-related traffic as well as increases
5. LiosaHaiss; Parsnisturs sivd Fragaansy in other traffic nqt a§sociated \_/v_ith the mine. While the agenci_es agree that_MMC_
521 Gemaral Wildife cannot control wildlife mortalities caused by the general public, increases in traffic
volumes and speeds of vehicular traffic facilitated by widening and paving of the
PageC-7, 17 Paragraph Bear Creek Road (NFS road #278) and new bridge construction would contribute to
339-110 The requirement to monitor animals killed by vehicles needs to be clarified as MMC will not be an increased risk of vehicle-caused wildlife mortality. The agencies believe it is
snliktieisglrsopstinemeislon rim et Wb TS appropriate for MMC to monitor wildlife mortalities caused by vehicle collisions
the road corridor but may not be able to determine why the animal died (i.e. vehicle). along r'_oad_ways U.Sed for.access c_)r.haUI_Ing ore, and to Implement mltlgatl.on
, » _ - strategies if wildlife-vehicle collisions increased substantially. The agencies
MMC does not understand why wolf and black bear mortalities have to be repoarted within 24 hours . . .
339'111 when neither are T & E species. It is important to specifically define the species to be monitored on this underStand It may nOt aIWayS be pOSSIbIe tO determlne the Cause Of death for
section animals found along the roadways, but MMC would record data, such as if
€5.2.2 Grizzly Bear someone witnessed the animal’s death or if the carcass showed signs of disease or
- predation, that would provide evidence for determining the probable cause of death.
339-112 This section discusses MMC's funding of a bear monitoring program to identify a linkage area between CO mment Res pO nse 339'111
the Cabnatsfask ard (e CAbinets/NCOE. Spaciically, the plan calt for tces yearsof funding fox The agencies determined it is important to monitor black bear mortalities because
aerial surveys. What proportion of the linkage area funding would go to the aerial surveys? MMC I k b d . I b h . I d bl k b
suggests that similar data could be collected by using ground based surveys such as hair snags and/or b ac .e.ars an g“zz.y ears ave similar movement patternsl an aC ear
bear scat. This would provide actual habitat usage data, which could be collected several times mortalities may help indicate areas where grizzly bears may be most likely to cross
Hirglignoutthe pear. roads and thus be vulnerable to vehicle collisions.
C.5.2.3 Lynx
Comment Response 339-112
Page C-8, 2™ Paragrapt e e, . . . G
- e In the agencies’ mitigation plan, MMC would provide funding for bear monitoring
339-113 Nkt b ol incu il i e v oo in the area south of Libby between the Cabinet-Yaak Ecosystem and Northern
iC i fine with it, however, for clarty there will b& no recreational snowmobiling allowed in the . . - . g - - . ge .
projectares. ' ! gt Continental Divide Ecosystem as identified by USFWS. The linkage identification
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011 work along US 2 would involve 3 years of monitoring movements of grizzly and
Pape 2fof 30 black bears along the highway to identify movement patterns and key movement
sites. Other monitoring methods may be considered if approved by the Oversight
Committee described in comment response 339-16.
Comment Response 339-113
Thank you for your comment.
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Com- . .
Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
ment
Comment Response 339-114
The agencies are confused by MMC’s comment that the “generic term construction
should be modified and tied to specific project activities” followed by a suggestion
€.5.2.4 Mountain Goat that surveys not be tied to any specific activity. The agencies’ mitigation plan
S included monitoring during construction because the data collected would help
identify adverse effects on mountain goats that could also occur during operations.
Th i itoer i ic te 14 i [ iffi jmd t . . . . .. -
339-114 TRk menlyes icd 2 e anorel S o s RTINS (s e e Without these data, the agencies cannot determine the specific mitigation measures
specific project activities that were identified in the EIS as having the largest impact. Based on the DEIS R
write-up mountain goat winter range includes spruce-fir forest with typical 80% slopes, their summer that WOUId be most appl’Opl’l&tE.
range is associated with steep rock outcrop. 'When considering these it seems the only items where . . ., . . . .
major construction activities will occur would be the plant site and tailing impoundment. MNeither of MeaSUreS |nC|Uded In the agenCIeS alternatlves descrlbed In SeCtlon 2592 Of the
these are close o this type of habitat, therefare, the only remaining items are the Upper Libby Adit and SDEIS and Section 2.5.7.4 of the FEIS were developed to mitigate potential
:-::;T:r:hv::;Ia;::ufm:me:z::ln:nez:::;n::uuim:;;:::T:.TT o Mo displacement effects on mountain goats. Disturbance effects from human activity
i _ - _ would have a much greater impact on the mountain goat than physical impacts to
MM we ke Wace i pesmin i et e e soldenst, goat habitat, and are described in the analysis of impacts on mountain goats
C.6 Geotechnical (Section 3.25.3.3 of the FEIS).
C.B.2 L fons, P . and F
i Comment Response 339-115
PRI TR Section 2.5.2.6.3 of the SDEIS and FEIS described the final design process for the
MMC s concerned that the geatechnical monitoring plan for the tailings impoundment would have to tailings impoundment, including data collection, likely a preliminary and final
339-115 be submitted to the agencies prior to project initiation. MMC feels this task does not need to be tied to deSi n hase and a technical reVieW Of the final deSi n b a technical reVieW anel
initiating any aspect of the praject. Obviously, MMC will have to do the geotechnical work and the g . p ’ . g y p
design efforts prior to the start of construction on the impoundment. establlshed by the Iead agenCleS.
Fage C-10, Table C-2 Comment Response 339-116
339-116 Table -2 prciides & genark cusrvswiol what bt typically collected fora ballng impolind ment Table C-2 is based on MMC'’s proposed geotechnical monitoring shown in Table
EZ:;WS"‘:°¥f;";dl'“:”;"‘ﬁi:r‘;'“";l‘:§p;‘:;m:“‘:"‘:i‘::'rl?::’I‘;gii'sga::d‘fll 2.1 in Klohn Crippen Berger (2007) report: Montanore Tailings Facility, Updated
incorporate mondtoring that will be required by the design engineer. The design firm will be given Table DeS'Q” ASPECtS-_ AS_ Section C.1 dlSCUSSEq, Appendlx C contains the a_genC|eS’
C-2 as guidance for their ultimate standard operating procedure plars and QA/QC program, This Conceptual monltorlng planS fOI‘ Alternatlve 3 MMC WOUId deVeIOp flnal
Information ¥ e provided o sgencies Tor eview. monitoring plans for the agencies’ approval before the Evaluation Phase for the
39-117 The presiune transcucer eouiramant for th pond siaiation'can b socompiEed and. Wl ba mine alternative selected in the KNF’s ROD.
339- accomplished as part of the daily inspections by the operators, The design firm will establish free board
and wave run up storage capacities that must rémain at each stage to meet design critéria, Usinga Comment Res ponse 339-117
ressure t| ducer t i d levels i A . .
e R e e i MM(C proposed pressure transducers in a Klohn Crippen Berger (2007) report:
£7Salakieha Montanore Tailings Facility, Updated Design Aspects (p. 5). See comment
Page C-11, 6 Paragraph response 339-116.
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 25 of 40
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-118
MMC’s Plan of Operation contained a proposed geotechnical monitoring plan. The
agencies modified MMC’s proposed plan for Alternatives 3 and 4. Section C.7 was
MMC does not understand why we would have to submit initial plan prior to the evaluation phase as rEViSed in the FEIS tO indiCate an initial plan WOU|d be developed during final
339-118 there will be no major subsidence on gectechnical issue during the evaluation phase. The evaluation design and would be approved by the agenCieS and implemented before any
phase 5 intended to collect important data that is needed to prépare the plan and design for mine underground development began II"I the COﬂStrUCtIOI”I Pha.se
operations. Itis premature to develop a comprehensive geotechnical mondtoring program prior to the )
evaluation when we don’t know the geclogic conditions, MMC would develop the plan and provide it to
the agencies after the evaluation, sometime during the construction phase as appropriate based on data Comment Res.p.on.se 339-119 i i i i
callection and geclogic information prior to operatians. The proposed mitigation, which the agencies discussed with MMC in a February 2,
Page ©-12, 1* Paragraph 2009 conference call, was developed by the agencies’ independent consultant,
: _ : o s e — Agapito Associates, Inc. It was developed after reviewing the numerous technical
339_119 This paragraph spends a considerable amount of time relating the Troy Mine sinkhole and pillar fallures

to the Montancre Project. Numerous technical reports have been completed by Call and Nicholas and
Agapito with the same assessment. The non-yielding pillar designs are conservatively developed and
tihe risk of subsidence from any pillar fallure is an extremely low risk. Agapito specifically identified the
possibility of a sinkhale similar to the Troy as unlikely, further, Call and Nichalas estimated the maximum
elevation above the workings that could collapse was 380 feet. The suggestion that hydraulic effects
could be exacerbated is not the case. Depth to the zones that would have near surface fracture storage
is well above all of the mine vold areas,

MMC believes the Geotechnical monitoring will stand on Its cwn and there is no need to back caloulate
339_120 Troy pillar mine failures. There scénaria is completely differént and their mine voids are closer to the
surface than MMC's mine voids will be.

Page C-12, 2™ Paragraph

MMC understands the agencies interest in helping to develop the gectechnical data collection process
339-121 as it relates to subsidence. Given the lack of risk associated with subsidence and the importance of pillar
design and work area safety issues MM will need the flexibility to focus designs, monitaring, and other
important rock mechanic questions to meet company safety needs as well as MSHA rules and
regulations. MMC highly recommends that the agencies defer these specific issues to MSHA authority.

Page C-12, 4™ Paragraph

MMC's focus will be on MSHA and worker safety as the primary objective for ground control, when we

339_122 meet these criteria it will by default developed in an envircnmentally safe manner as well.
C.9 Geochemistry
General Comments
339-123 ¢ Geochemical monitering is more prescriptive as cpposed to the more appropriate approach of

performance based.

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 26 of 40

reports on the Montanore and Troy projects. The discussion of potential hydrologic
effects is warranted because the hydrologic characteristics of the Rock Lake fault
and the ore body are poorly characterized.

Comment Response 339-120
See comment response 339-119.

Comment Response 339-121
See comment response 339-119.

Comment Response 339-122

See comment response 339-119. MSHA’s jurisdiction is mine worker health and
safety during operations through closure. Other resources, outside of MSHA’s
jurisdiction, are potentially affected by subsidence.

Comment Response 339-123 and 339-131

The agencies determined the prescriptive approach is warranted, to address specific
questions or uncertainties for which data collection has not been performed. This
approach was based on significant consultation with reviewing agencies, and is
intended to offer MMC the opportunity to address the data collection during (rather
than prior to) the Evaluation Phase.
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Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-124 and 339-125
The decision matrix in Figure C-1 provides a general context for the more specific
test recommendations of the agencies monitoring plan. Insufficient data are
339-124 Figure C-1 Declsion Matrlx for Geachenmical Sampling Anslysis-is more inline with the presently available to establish meaningful performance based criteria, e.g. trigger
performance based approach however, individual monitoring detail has specific test levels, based on statistical analysis of confidence intervals for some parameters.
R A s e . Section C.9.7 discusses that the need to handle material selectively would be
Figure C-1-MMC suggests modifying the decisicn tree with performance based criteria as the . . . . .
339-125 decisTon tnas AGERYE Sat tinbitswhic are critioal 45 466 declslon Procets, MMCWI workwith reevaluated and criteria for material placement would be established following
the agencies to better refine this process as we believe itis the carrect approach. completion of the Evaluation Phase. Where possible, trigger values that would
339-126 “Uncertainties" This term s used loosely throughout the monitoring section. MMC disagrees enable mining personnel to identify rock for selective handling or to determine the
that there i this much uncertainty in the potential quality of waste rock and water chemistry for .y . . g
all phases of the operation. The historical aspect of water quality while Noranda operated was neEd for mltlgatlon WOUId be IdentIfIEd'
limited to nitrates, which i3 nat a gecchemical aspect of the rock. Water quality in Libby Creek
during the exploration activities was of extremely high quality. This information seems to be CO mm ent Res p onse 339_ 126
Tisseﬂ;'.aal;?lp minimize the use {:.‘1' umcertainty when it is clear there is sufficient information Elements Of uncertainty in Sampling adequacy’ analytical method coveraQE, and
rom the its to support otherwise. - - - - . ge .
AR gl T o i v e s dgtectlon I|m_|ts were described very speC|f|c_aII_y thrqughout_ Appen(yx C and were
339-127 Hewever, we believe it is impartant that test work be completed in a meaningful way as dISC|Osed dellberately to balance the uncertainties Wlth pOSSIble enVlronmentaI
Bppriad o ctnpletion sk for it sl of dolng bt o impacts. (See discussion of uncertainty, monitoring, and mitigation in Sections
339-128 VRN T AT I INSLIEKENTE KRTEREM IS 08 RIape raciear hen 3.8.4,3.10.4, and 3.11.4. The cited characteristics of Libby Creek at the time of

volume and geologic changes. MMC disagrees because of the lack of complexity with the Belt
Series geology.  There is much known about the system. MMC believes that a comprehensive
approach allowing the site gealogist to develop and select the sampling approach is best. They
will have the mast information, the best understanding of the geology, and first hand visual
access to the various rock umits.

QEMSCANSXRDFSEM-EDE-These are valuable exploration tools to identify mineralogy for various
reasons. |tseems that this requirement appears numerous times in the monitoring plan when
there may be little basis to support understanding mineralogy. Basic testing should be done first
and the results used to determine if mineralogy is an important aspect of water quality issves or
waste rock characterization information.

Nitrates-The geochemical section focuses on nitrates, which is not a rock quality or chemical
issue, Nitrates will be treated on water that is to be discharges, MMC understands the issue
but the fact that all water associated with the project will nat be released without treatment
seems to be overly emphasized and doesn't take into consideration the project details,

MM does not have access to Troy Mine data and this should be remaved throughout the
grochemical monitoring as a requirement for MMC,

MMC urges the agencies to work with MMC on refining the plan to be more performance based
versus prescriptive.

MNIC at the reguest of the agencies developed a Waste Rock Characterization Report September, 2009
whiere MMC divided the mine plan in to different phases. Each phase was correlated with specific drill
holes and gecchemical test work completed by Noranda, This document appears to be missing from the
SDERS, throughout the SDEIS it makes continuous reference to the uncertainty of acid generating
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NMC’s initial adit development support an overall low risk of water quality effects
during the Evaluation Phase, but are insufficient to resolve the identified elements
of uncertainty listed by geological formation in Appendix C.9. The geochemical
sampling and analysis plan (SAP) was developed to address the disclosed
uncertainty through analysis of additional samples obtained once underground
access is established during the evaluation phase.

Comment Response 339-127

The testing recommended in the SAP targets specific elements of uncertainty, as
discussed in Appendix C.9.

Comment Response 339-128

The proposed sampling plan considers both spatial and geologic changes, in
addition to volumetric considerations. Variation in sulfide mineralogy between the
altered waste zones in the lower Revett is a well-documented aspect of the Revett
geology, which is known to be regionally consistent (see Hayes et al, 1983).
Aspects of the geology that will be intercepted in adits and underground workings
have not yet been completely described in situ, but understanding of the regional
geology suggests that some variation in sulfide content should be expected within
the lower Revett altered waste zones (see Hayes et al. 1990). It may be that these
zones represent a minor volume of rock, but if they produce significant acidity or
metals, they may nevertheless influence overall water quality in weakly buffered
downgradient water with low background solute

(continued on next page)
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-
ment

Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

339-129

339-130

339-131
339-132

339-133

& Figure C-1 Decision Matrix for Geochernical Sampling Analysis-is more in line with the
performance based approach however, individual monitoring detail has specific test
reguirements as opposed to following the decision tree.

&  Figure C-1-MMC suggests modifying the decision tree with performance based criteria as the
decision tree doesn't set targets which are critical to the decision process. MMC will work with
the agencies to better refine this process as we believe it is the correct approach.

* “Uncertainties” This term is used loosely throughout the monitoring section. MMC disagrees
that there s this much uncertainty in the petential quality of waste rock and water chemistry for
all phases of the operation. The historical aspect of water quality while Noranda operated was
limited to nitrates, which i3 nat a gecchemical aspect of the rock. Water quality in Libby Creek
during the exploration activities was of extremely high quality. This information seems to be
missed to help minimize the use of uncertainty when it is clear there is sufficient information
from the adits to support otherwise.

¢  MMC understands the importance of testing and proposed waste rock characterization,
Howewer, we believe it is important that test work be completed in a meaningful way as
opposed to completing tests for the sake of doing tests

+ Volumefspatial-the monitoring plan suggests spatial sample selection is more prudent than
volume and geologic changes. MMC disagrees because of the lack of complexity with the Belt
Series geology.  There is much known about the system. MMC believes that a comprehensive
approach allowing the site gealogist to develop and select the sampling approach is best. They
will have the most information, the bast understanding of the geology, and first hand visual
access to the various rock units.

«  OQEMESCANXRD/SEM-EDE-These are valuable exploration tools to identify mineralogy for various
reasons. |tseems that this requirement appears numerous times in the monitoring plan when
there may be little basis to support understanding mineralogy. Basic testing should be done first
and the results used to determine if mineralogy is an important aspect of water quality issves or
waste rock characterization information.

s Nitrates-The geochemical section focuses on nitrates, which is not a rock quality or chemical
issue, Nitrates will be treated on water that is to be discharges, MMC understands the issue
but the fact that all water associated with the project will nat be released without treatment
seems to be overly emphasized and doesn't take into consideration the project details,

& MMC does not have access to Troy Mine data and this should be remaved throughout the
grochemical monitoring as a requirement for MMC,

*  MMC urges the agencies to work with MMC on refining the plan to be more performance based
versus prescriptive.

MNIC at the reguest of the agencies developed a Waste Rock Characterization Report September, 2009
where MMC divided the mine plan in to different phases. Each phase was correlated with specific drill
holes and gecchemical test work completed by Noranda, This document appears to be missing from the
SDERS, throughout the SDEIS it makes continuous reference to the uncertainty of acid generating

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 27 of 40

loads. Further, whole rock and acid base accounting data identify variability within
the Prichard formation (see Section 3.8.1.5.4 of the FEIS), which contradicts the
“lack of complexity.” Although this variability does not necessarily indicate a risk
to water quality, it does indicate that additional sampling in zones of rock that have
not yet been sampled or mined is warranted. The expertise of site geologists would
certainly be needed to describe and document spatial variation, or lack thereof, and
sound geological judgment will be essential in complying with the requested
sampling program.

Comment Response 339-129

The text has been revised to clarify that mineralogy is needed at multiple levels in
the sampling program. The sampling plan would involve two levels of
mineralogical characterization. Initial geological description is “basic testing” that
would be used to guide sample collection and subsequent analysis. Subsequent
static tests of sulfur and metal geochemistry would then guide the need for further
analytical mineralogy using the QEMSCAN/XRD or SEEDS.

Figure C-1 has been revised to clarify the intent for descriptive mineralogy to
accompany all sampling, while analytical mineralogy will be completed when
needed to answer specific questions regarding sulfide reactivity or metal release in
key lithotypes.

The need for screening level hand specimen mineralogy, followed by more
analytical mineralogy using QESCAN or other petrologic methods, is based on
review of existing data. A small number of samples have been recommended for
analytical mineralogy. The text has been revised to emphasize the need for
“analytical mineralogy” over a particular method (e.g., QESCAN or other), and to
indicate that analytical mineralogy may be set aside if future data support its
exclusion.

Comment Response 339-130

Thank you for your comment. When rock is blasted during the mining process, it is
coated with soluble nitrate-rich residue. Although it ultimately becomes a water
quality issue that requires water treatment, the source of the nitrate would be the
mined rock. For this reason, issues associated with nitrate release from mined rock
were addressed in the geochemistry section.
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- . .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-131
For the geochemical evaluation in the DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS, the agencies relied
on publically available Troy monitoring data for its analysis of water quality for
+  Figure C-1 Decision Matrix for Geachemical Sampling Analyss-is more In line with the underground workings and tailings seepage chemistry, in the absence of
performance based approach however, individual monitoring detail has specific test comprehensive kinetic and metal mobility data for the Revett Formation at
R A s e . Montanore. Publicly available documents are cited in the FEIS and listed in
&  Figure C-1-MMC suggests modifying the decision tree with performance based criteria as the .
decision trée doesn't et targets which anre critical to the decision process, MMC will work with Chapter 8 AS a fU" Scale, |0ng term geOIOgIC analog, TrOy data Oﬁer Valuable real'
the agencies to better refine this process as we believe it is the correct approach. time data that have been used to support the Montanore NEPA analysis and the
. "rneartainfies This bem it Lissd Inosely throughout e monttorng saction Mic disagrees agencies anticipate MMC would continue to consider the Troy data in its
that there is this much uncertainty in the potential quality of waste rock and water chemistry for . . .
all phases of the operation. The historical aspect of water gquality while Noranda operated was Ope.ratlons' Data genera‘!:ed by elther the Troy Mlne or the proposed ROCk Creek
limited to nitrates, which is not a geechemical aspect of the reck, Water quality in Libby Creek PrOJECt are pUbIICIy aVaIIabIe from the KNF or the DEQ
during the exploration activities was of extremely high quality. This information seems to be
missed ta help minimize the use of uncertainty when it is clear there is sufficient information CO mment ReS p onse 339- 132
from the adits to support otherwise.
* MMC understands the importance of testing and proposed waste rock characterization, See Comment response 339_123
li itisi k by d ingf
e e o Comment Response 339-133
*  Valume/spatial-the monitoring plan suggests spatial sample selection is more prudent than The agencies considered the referenced report in Section C.9.1 and included the
IR SIS O% M Bl s S Do R Rt a The e secra Il oo et relevant portions of the information provided in it. The low overall risk of acid
Series geology, There is much known about the system. MMC believes that a comprehensive . . . . - . - -
approach allowing the site gealogist to develop and select the sampling approach is best. They generatlon pOtentlaI IS reCOgnlzed as consistent Wlth the Clted NP/AP ratio for
will have the maost information, the best understanding of the geology, and first hand visual Evaluation Phase, which has been instrumental in supporting the decision to
BN R R SR ) o ) proceed with the evaluation adit. The available metal mobility data, however, are
«  OQEMESCANXRD/SEM-EDE-These are valuable exploration tools to identify mineralogy for various - - . .
reasons. |t seems that this requirement appears numerous times in the monitoring plan when InSUﬁICIent to Support the ConCIUSIc)nS nOted In the Comment'
there may be little basis to support understanding mineralogy. Basic testing should be done first
and the results used to determine if mineralogy is an important aspect of water quality [ssues or
waste rock characterization information.
s  Nitrates-The geochemical section focuses on nitrates, which is not a rock quality or chemical
issue, Nitrates will be treated on water that is to be discharges, MMC understands the issue
but the fact that all water associated with the project will nat be released without treatment
seems to be overly emphasized and doesn't take into consideration the project details,
& MMC does not have access to Troy Mine data and this should be remaved throughout the
339-131 grochemical monitoring as a requirement for MMC,
339-132 *  MMC urges the agencies to work with MMC on refining the plan to be more performance based
versus prescriptive.
339'133 MNIC at the reguest of the agencies developed a Waste Rock Characterization Report September, 2009
where MMC divided the mine plan in to different phases. Each phase was correlated with specific drill
holes and gecchemical test work completed by Noranda, This document appears to be missing from the
SDERS, throughout the SDEIS it makes continuous reference to the uncertainty of acid generating
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- - .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-134
Thank you for your comment.
Comment Response 339-135
potential, The document prepared by MMC helps to provide a better understanding of the . .- .
representativeness of drill holes to the various mine phases. The proposed Samp“ng program IS IIthOIOgy SpeCIfIC and addresses the key
The Waste Rock Characterization Report looked at the zone five to twenty feet around the ore zone that queStlon_S abOUt the Belt SupergrOL!p ||.th0|Og|eS that are eXp.lalned eXpIICItIy in
would mirnic the suggested halo zone that may exist for the Montanore deposit, While the raw data is Appt_andlx C. Waste rock (':haragterlza'tl'on has reIevanqe for |mpacts tq groundwater
in:ludedin.lhc_GEQmal-rix Waste Rock Mana?r-ment Flan report, MMC's repart takes it a step further to within underground Workmgs, in addition to the described adit and ta|||ng
PR SR SIS R Searinoe) - e v/ oy Sl - vl ARk £ et A e impoundment. Further, management of water from the lined facility and tailing
example, Stage 1 has a projected NPSAP ratio of 4 based on the geochemical analysis. Further, the . . . . R J .
metals that match the MPDES discharge criteria that exist for the praject are compared in this report as |mp0undmem aISO requ"es COﬂSlderatlon. The geOChemlcaI Sampllng and anaIySIS
well. Inthe report it shows that the metals when compared to the MPDES permit critéria are below or plan addresses these iSSUeS.
within the discharge limits; without treatment. |t sesms to MMC that this level of analysis in the
gecchemital portion of the document is valuable in helping to place in context the range of Comment Res ponse 339-136
tainti ted throughout. . . . .
e T, The paragraph discusses the comments and concerns identified during Draft and
The information presented in the Waste Rock Characterization Report will help to develop the Supplement Draft EIS pubIIC comment periOdS
339-134 geochemical monitoring program that needs much maore flexibility than presented in Appendix C. MMC ’
is willing and eager to sit down with the agencies to walk through the data and to develop the criteria Comment Res pO nse 339-137
that should be part of the decision tree,
See comment response 339-124.
C.9.1 introduction
Fage C-14, 5™ Paragraph
MMC believes that the concerns listed in this section, while things that need to be considered and
339_135 assessed, the risks are overstated. There are mamy factors that will influence water guality but the fact

that these are the Belt Supergroup Formation in and of itself should provide a significant inference as to
the lack of risk.

Page C-15, 2 Paragraph

MMC believes this paragraph is a perfect example of overreacting and forcing Montanore into a
339-136 perceived mald of all mineral deposits, regardless of the geology or mineralogy. lssues raised about
coordinating the collection and interpretation is unfounded based on all the data and infarmation
provided. Waste rock will be placed in only two areas, a lined facility at the Libby Adit and within the
tailings impoundment, both areas that are controlled and contained and pose little risk.

Page C-16, Figure C-1

MMC feels Table C-1 is a reasonable approach and should be the basis for the monitoring as opposed to
the Appendix C text. Instead of providing detail on what MMC would propose it is suggested that the
339_137 agencies and MMC develop this together as part of the FEIS.

Page C-17, 1" Paragraph

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
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Appendix M

Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- .. .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-138
See comment response 339-123.
Comment Response 339-139
339-138 Manitoring will be an ongaing effort throughout the project, it seems unnecessary to require specific
elements other than the basic plan prior to any mining activity. Data and results will be provided on a See comment response 339'97
régular basis to the agencies.
Comment Response 339-140
€.9.2 Mine Plan and Material Balance . . . .
i Table C-3 was revised to use a density of 12.18 cubic feet/ton, as suggested in
(17,5 Faragapd comment response 339-27.
339-139 For clarification purposes MMC intends to submit a ROD-Flan of Operations shortly after the ROD s

issued, MMC would expect the agencied approval on the modifications for the full progect, MMC
understands numerous plans and other items will require agency approval throughout the project life.

Page C-18, Table C-3

MMC provided the information to the agencies that are induded in this table, The criginal data was
339-140 provided im bank cubic yards because of the consistency in the use bank cubic yards (no conversion is
réquired). ERD converted these to tonnage values using a slightly different number than MMC, If tons
are going to be used than MMC recommends the agencies use 12.0 cftfton for the conversion. In
addition values reported in the table for Operations (Years 1-5) and [Year 6+) are incorrect for the
Revett non lead waste category and should be 383,160 tons and 402,858 tons respectively.

C.9.4 Evaluation Phase Sampling and Analysis
Page C-20, 2™ Paragraph
*..Prichard, Burke.. would be expased to changing weather conditions thraughaul mine e, *

MMC understands the intent but for clarity the Prichard and Burke formations have both been
339_141 encountéred by the Libby Adit and hawe gone through the weathering expodure changes and ather
iterns listed in this section. When MMC sampled the water when the adit was opened in 2006 the water
quality was extremely good. Since dewatering to the 7200 level water quality remains high, suggesting
that these exposure changes in the Prichard and Burke may not be as relevant as suggested in the
dotument, Years of data have been collected with little indication of elevated metals of reduced pH,
This would hopefully be used to minimize unnecessary testing when there has been little indication of
wiater quality issues. In this case MMC would suggest that simply static testing be completad on new
exposures to validate the conditions observed in Libby Adit.

Page C-20, ¥ Paragraph

MMC understands the comment that minimum requirements for a simple normally-distributed data set
339-142 would be used but the text goes further and sets values. Until we collect the data and do the analyses
we will not know the number of minimum samples required. Again MMC highly recommends that the
plan be focused on the decision tree with the decision tree being expanded significantly to include
criteria,

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 29 of 40

Comment Response 339-141

The justification for the limited additional characterization of the Prichard and
Burke formations recommended in the SAP (See C.9) has been provided in detail in
Appendix C.9.4.1 and C.9.4.2, respectively. To clarify, static testing and whole
rock lead concentrations alone are not sufficient to address the uncertainties
identified in waste rock sump water quality or in C.9.4.1.3.

Comment Response 339-142

The identified number of samples is considered to be a minimum necessary to
provide a preliminary evaluation of data adequacy for a simple, normally
distributed population. Further statistical evaluation of the collected data is
indicated to determine whether populations are normally distributed and if further
sampling, in addition to those identified, would be necessary. The text in this
paragraph has been revised to clarify that intent.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response

There is no way to fully understand the range of variability in mineralization prior to any sampling and
during initial sampling. Therefore, spatial and volume is the only way to get started and have a sense
that you've colleched a reasonable representation of the waste. Itis also important to look at the results
amnd not just be focused on statistics.

Page C-21, 1¥ Paragraph

“Likewise, extensive characterization of @ rock type represents o small percentage of the total ming
materizl..that represents a large partion of the woste.”

MM understands the comment and the approach but quantity of waste rock should not be the sole
339_143 basis for requiring samples, especially when considerable data already exists, This is an example of why
a performance based is a better approach if there is large consistency in reck characterization than it is
MMC's hope that this will drive testing necessary not just shear volume.

If the data shows mo potential or an insignificant potential then sampling and mitigation should be
modified accardingly.

Page C-21, Table C-5

339-144 BAMC fs not sure how this table fits in to developing the monitoring program but the initial data from
Libby Adit and other data collected suggests that weathering probably plays little role in these low
sulfide high carbonate type of systems.

Defining lithology at this point is probably premature and may not be relevant to what is actually
menitored in the mine workings. Geology and the understanding of its relationship to mineralogy and
other important factors will be developed as we move through the project. The agencies should not get
attached to the lithologies in the table as they will probably be redefinad.

339-145 The table makes reference to the use of waste rock in construction of roads and other facilities, this is
incorrect, MMC only propased the use of waste rock in the construction of the tailings facility. The DEIS
indicates that mine waste rock would be used for the rock toe berm. MM feels that the rock toe berm
will not be necessary and after geotechnical investigation and final designs it will be better understood,
Therefore, it is important that the document include waste rock for the starter and main dam
canstruction, This is required for several reasons mostly dealing with the timing of waste generation
and the need to place it directly to minimize costs, If a rock toe berm is required the material that was
proposed for the starter dam would be used for the construction of this berm,

C€.9.4,1.5 Future Geachemical Analyses
Page C-24, st bullet

339-146 Waste rock used for the construction of the tailings impoundment will be contained and no water will
leave the site, the text suggests that water quality downgradient of these facilities will be impacted.

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
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Comment Response 339-143

The text has been revised to re-emphasize this fundamental aspect of sampling
practice, which is addressed by the recommended sampling program.

Comment Response 339-144

All rock experiences weathering, and the rock in question is not a “high carbonate
type of system.” The lithologies as defined in Table C-5 are based on the
fundamental geology of the Revett-style Cu-Ag deposits (Boleneus et al. 2005), and
are the foundation of the analytical framework for the geochemical sampling and
analysis program. Any redefinition of fundamental geologic description would need
to be justified.

Comment Response 339-145

Table C-5 was revised to eliminate the use of waste rock for road construction. The
agencies assume that the rock toe berm or tailings impoundment components would
be constructed using waste rock.

Comment Response 339-146

The text suggests that the quality of water with potential to be affected must be
considered. In the case of the tailing impoundment, seepage would affect
groundwater beneath the tailings impoundment up to the pumpback wells. While
groundwater downgradient of the pumpback wells would not be affected if capture
was maintained until cessation of the pumpback well system, the need to
understand the potential change in water quality upgradient of the pumpback wells
was not removed by MMC’s commitment to capture tailings seepage.
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-147
e agencies agree that the Burke Formation has been fully exposed in the Libby
Adit. An additional 68,000 cubic yards of Burke Formation would be encountered
This is incorrect. Performance is preferred over prescriptive and this bullet suggests kinetic testing is during the COﬂSthCtiOﬂ phase (M MC 20093) The Statement in the 3rd bU”et Of page
needed and seems to jump past the decision tree process. C-25 is meant to indicate that sampling would be conducted in new exposures, to
€.9.4.2.4 Conclusions confirm consistently of the mineralization throughout the project area. The text has
been revised to clarify this point
Page C-25, 3" bullet '
339-147 MMC believes that the adit is currently in material that is generally thought of as trarsitional material CO mm ent RES pO nse 339'148
ARt e Inirke s cemi Uy mrm L Solute transfer during leaching is a function of mineral surface area and the dilution
€.9.4.2.5 Future Geachemical Analyses that results from the water:rock ratio. Rock tested in humidity cell leach tests has a
Page C-25, 6" bullet much higher surface area than most rock under field conditions, so the humidity
339-148 The particle size analyies required is premature and MMMC i unclear a8 1o the technical issues associated Ce" tes_ts_commonly OverpredICt t_he mass tranSfer due to IeaChlng. A part_ICIe size
with this material. The Libby Adit has gane through the Burke and is currently in the transition material anaIySIS ISa S|mp|e and |neXpenS|Ve Way for the mass tranSfer measured Ina
into the Revett formation and it has not exhibited any indication of water quality issues. Particle size column leach test to be scaled for application to a field scale model. Future models
HORR A E EE AE S S rRR H PA of groundwater chemistry based on solute release from waste rock backfilled into
€.9.4.3.1 Revett Barren Lead Waste Zone (Galena hal) underground workings, as well as ore exposed in the back and rib, would benefit
Page C-26, 2" Paragraph from such scaling of laboratory leach data.
339-149 Risk-MMC understands the importance of testing the lead waste material however; we think the Com ment Response 339_149
- analyses presentéd in the section should put everything in its true context. The tatal amount of lead 0 . .
waste projected to be generated is 620,338 tons over the life of the project represents approximately Because the Iead WaSte WOUId be 18 /0 Of the Waste prOjected over the ||fe Of the
18% of the waste generated for the project. When compared to the total ere production of 120 Million project; its characterization and management would be important. Its volumetric
h-:ms it re:-resen‘.s-tl.sz%-whlcnus an |n5|gn|f|:a-'1tamc>l.!nt of mate-'na-larh: is the appropriate comparison percentage relative to ore iS unimportant in thlS context. |t was Weakly aCidiC in
since the waste will be disposed underground. The void space relative to the small tonnage of space . . . . . .
even under flooded conditions can not pose a significant risk to the project. Existing data while limited klneth teStS (See Geomatrlx 2007a)1 Wlth elevated pOtentlaI for metal release, and IS
still provides some basis of placing “sideboards” ta the risk perception, The text further suggests that therefore designated for backfilling and subaqueous placement. It has demonstrated
the mine void when not filled for 490 years as if this has any real basis for such a small quantity of pOtential to a.ffeCt water quallty
aterial rélative 1o the valume of water,
Conclusions Disposal underground would offer important advantages in reducing the magnitude
o of sulfide oxidation, but it should not be construed to resolve all possible concerns
about mined material. Until waste placed underground was saturated, it would be
339150 TINAGHIY o SN IR M 0 W OAE M AT REOR WO I T e exposed to oxygen and sulfide oxidation would occur, along with associated metal
- uncertainty of this material is mot as dramatic as suggested and believes that static testing should be N . .
done as tha basis for considaring additional besting. release. Once saturated, stored oxidation salts and soluble metal minerals could
i i i dissolve, thereby releasing solutes of potential concern to groundwater. The relative
mass of dissolved metals that might be released to the volume of affected
Fifth bullet groundwater needs to be measured for a representative sample of rock to test the
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011 validity of the commenter’s assumption that the barren lead waste “cannot pose a
f - .ge - - . . .
il o significant risk to the project.” The existing whole rock and static data cannot be
used to “place sideboards to the risk perception.”
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-150
Testing and management of the barren lead zone has been defined as an important
focus for the Evaluation Phase. Due to the risk of acid generation established in
339_151 This bullet is unclear as to why particle size analyses should be run on the barren lead waste. This seems prEViOUS teSting (See kinetiC rESU|tS reported by GeomatriX, 2007&), bOth StatiC and
like an unnecessary test that would be required if the results from static tests and subsequent tests kinetic testing is warranted, with more thorough characterization of potent|a| for
A P ST T e release of metals other than lead. This requires completion of leachate metal
Water Quality Monitoring analyses at appropriate detection limits, which has not been done for the barren lead
All bullets zone in previous kinetic tests.
339-152 MMC does not have access to Troy Mine monitoring data and believes the requirement for us to Comment Response 339-151
continue to evaluate this would be better suited 1o focus on the material mined at the praject. MMC
proposed to place barren lead waste into mined out voids that will ot have water therefore it seems See comment response to 339_147
unnecessary 1o sample water quality in the mine voids downgradient from the placement of the waste,
Also, the second bullet does not address the fact that the majority of the water will be entering from the CO mm ent RES pO nse 339'152
Fesiine: pok the mine wold.: Water enteving the mine vod, besied ene misdelis somewiat evenly See comment response 339-131 regarding the publicly available Troy data and
distributed along the Rock Lake Fault minimizing the amount at any given peint of the mine void, The - - .
reference to nutrient concentrations seems somewhat irrelevant given the small guantity of waste and comment response 339'149 for dISCUSS|on Of ISSUES related t_o barre_n Iead zone i
the potential nitrate volume that could even be présent and water that would contain nitrates will be waste. |n the FEIS, pOSt—Closure water management was FEVIsed to |nC|Ude plugglng
eAlesied and tredied, each adit near the mine void soon after mill operation ceased. Consequently, very
£.9.4.3.2 Revett Formation-Non-Lead Barren Waste Zone little of the water entering the mine void would be from the adits. The reviewer is
P g oA referred to the discussion provided in Section 3.13.4.2.3 of the SDEIS and FEIS,
» ) o which describes the issues associated with predicting discharge from underground
MMC does not Tully support the position of a defined halo 2one(s) as described in the text, Of course we .
339-153 will understand this as we progress towards the deposit. The Waste Rock Characterization Report Worklngs to grOUndWﬂter.
discussed previously provides information on waste renes arcund the ore (5 feet and 20 feet). The data
does not support this concept: howewver, there is limited data. CO mm ent ReS p onse 339_ 153
et Foermtiiidire Given the limited data about the non-lead barren zone, the agencies believe
C.9.4.3.2 adequately describes the available data, risk, and uncertainty with this
€.9.4.4.5 Future Geochemical Analyses
waste type
Page C-29, 3 Paragraph
; ;o : : R G : Comment Response 339-154
The requirement to review information used in the SDEIS and DEIS will obviously be important during . o )
339-154 the initial stage of the project, However, MMC feels strongly that the most appropriate comparison will In a thorough review Of eXIStIng data. from a” three Of the Revett depOSItS, the
be the data collected with previous work that has a spatial representation of the ore zone. if this data is agenc|es have determlned that there |s ||tt|e rlsk in proceedlng Wlth Evaluatlon
nat conclusive, certainly looking at the Rock Creek and in particular the Troy data will have some value - ags e - -
e T e o B e aa ot s e Phase work while specific identified data gaps in the collective database are
addressed. In other words, the agencies do not believe that the data collected by
€.9.4.4.6 Water Quality Monitaring - -
NMC are sufficient.
Page C-29, 1" Bullet
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
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Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-155
The agencies agree that as additional data were accumulated at Montanore, the
Troy Mine data would have less relevance as a full scale geochemical analog than it
339_155 As mentioned numerous times continual comparisan with the Troy Mine will have less and less value as dOES pFESenﬂy In the meantime, the agenCieS determined the Troy Mine data are
actual mine data is available. some of the best available data.
R - Comment Response 339-156
bR The agencies disagree that the statement is misleading. Greater surface area creates
Page C-30, 7" Paragraph more opportunity for metal dissolution. This is why rock is ground for processing.
The comment that the surface arsa of ground talings gioes Increase metal release and tafling effluent s Low concentrations of dissolved metals have been measured in Troy Mine tailing
339-156 ot based on what data has been collected on the project. This may be true but it s aso likely that the pond water, as well as in Rock Creek tailings analyses. There are no available metal
:::Iar;l::w differance will be very insignificant. Combine this with the low risk, the sentence is mOblllty data f0r Montanore tailings, apart from teStS run at relatively hlgh
detection limits for a subset of the metals of concern.
€.9.4.5.5 Future Geochemical Analyses
A Comment Response 339-157 _ _ _ _
: s T : oo Thank you for your comment. These points were discussed in Section 3.9.4.3.2 of
The mill process is designed to remove the sulfides which contain the metals that are associated with
339_157 water quality issues, The quantity of sulfides that will remain after the milling process will be the SDEIS and FEIS-
significantly less than the criginal ore which also has very low sulfide content. Also, the remaining
matérial which is quartzite and siltite will be homogeneous and numercws waste characterization tests Co mm ent Res p 0 n s e 339' 158
on tailings seem unnecessary. MMC will be tracking sulfide recovery as part of the nommal mill data The monitoring described in Section C9456 is Consistent Wlth the water
collection and MMC anticipates deing limited and representative sampling during the project, resources monltorlng In Sectlon C 10 Sampllng dOanradIent Of waste fac|||t|es
L33 Operntions Fhuse Samphagand Anabyat would provide MMC and the agencies with the opportunity to compare field scale
Page C-31, 3 Paragraph weathering and solute release with results of generally more conservative
The requirement to monitor water quality downgradient of certain facilities that contain waste will Iaboratory tests. The talllngs Impoundmer:'t IS an example Of a |OC.at|0n Where it
339-158 already be done under the water sampling requirements for various waste streams at the mine. The would be useful to document the relative influence of waste rock in a starter dam or
primary area for waste disposal is the tailings impoundment that will be associated with the starter dam berm on Water quallty |f design features SUCh as CompaCtion Of coarse Sand were
andfor rock toe berm. In the case of waste rock used for the starter dam, coarse sand will be placed . . . . . . .
i s ek rock it Bt (s bt crmperted ranin g areen wipoRlie, Walse taRlbratise mclugjed, in situ monitoring 9qu|d be used to document the extent to_whlch this
and other similar conditions. If waste rock is used for the rock toe berm the scenario discussed may praCtICE succeeded in minimizing oxygen exposure or water |nf||trat|0n, as
have slightly more validation than if used in the starter dam. This is a good example of prescriptive described in the comment
versus performance requirements, '
£.9.7 Data Analysis Comment Response 339-159
Y D The use of a NP/AP ratio is consistent with the GARD guide (International
Network for Acid Prevention 2008).
MM disagrees with the suggestion that a simple NP/AP ratio would be the only basis for requiring a
339-159 kinetic test. It should be based on sulfur content and make-up along with metal leaching information.
Again the decision tree should build these critéria a holistic approach to analyzing.
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response

Page C-33, 4™ Paragraph

MMC disagrees with the statement that a minimum of 20 weeks should be followed and terminated
339-160 only with regulatory approval. MMC is concerned about the process of obtaining agency concurrence
and coordination of the termination of test work, Based on the plan there is a large number of kinetic
test work that will have to be completed, What is really most important is what the results are from the
test. Secondly, are the values within a range that would be problematic from a water quality
standpoint?

C.10 Water Resources
Page C-33
General Comments

MMC has reviewed the Water Resource Monitoring Plan and provides the following thoughts and
339-161 suggestions that would improve the monitoring program,

Mare site specificity is necessary;
The use of bench marks and reference sites must be carefully evaluated;
The timeframes are of serious concern to MWMC;

Consideration of the remoteness of many of the sites, the staffing, and activity within the

wilderness area should be considered;

& Overall reporting needs to be reviewed to allow time to properly analyze and cormpile the data;

¢ There is really little opportunity to assess the effectivenass of the specific monitoring
requirement; and

* Manitoring requirements do not seem to correlate with the risk potential and significant

impacts identified in the SDEIS.

C.10.1 Introductions and Objectives
Page C-33, last Paragraph

MMC is concerned that the monitoring program was developed on the basis of the statement “could be
339-162 affected by the mine.” Not everything affected by the mine operations will have a significant or even
measureable affect and to develop the plan to monitor for every affect is over reaching and negates the
walue of having the analysis to begin with. This is why MMC feels strongly that the agencies should work
with us to go through the analyses, identify the most significant elements, and focus the monitoring
program on that which can effectively be monitored.

C.10.3 Pre-Evaluation Phase
C.10.3.2 Groundwater Dependent Ecosystem Inventory and Monitoring

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 34 of 40

Comment Response 339-160

Thank you for your comment. The subject of when a humidity cell test should be
discontinued is a common point of concern. In fact, this issue has caused ASTM to
initiate an ongoing review of its protocol to provide more explicit recommendations
about when to terminate column tests.

The current ASTM standard for kinetic testing recommends a minimum of 20
weeks, so that sufficient time is allowed for sulfide oxidation to develop in partially
buffered systems, but there are many examples of humidity cell tests which did not
deplete available alkalinity and become acidic until after 20 weeks. The decision to
terminate a kinetic test therefore needs to be based on professional judgment and
analysis of relative trends in acid production and depletion of alkalinity.

Because there is no cut and dried answer about terminating a humidity cell test,
many agencies now ask that the decision to terminate tests be reviewed with them
before cells are taken off line. As a practical matter, it is generally simpler and less
expensive to review the decision with the agencies than to incur the time and cost
associated with repeating the test if the agencies believe that all necessary
information has not been gathered. For these reasons, humidity cell test results are
often reviewed with agencies prior to termination.

Comment Response 339-161

Thank you for your comment. Specific changes made to Section C.10 are discussed
in the following responses (339-162 to 339-183).

Comment Response 339-162

While it is true that not all effects would be significant or measureable, the agencies
chose locations where they believe impacts might be measureable, likely as changes
in trends over time.
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Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-163
The agencies disagree with this comment. The few isotope samples collected by
MMC so far have been valuable in defining sources of water to different areas of
€.10.3.2.1 Previous Inventory and Current GDE Manitoring the project. For example, the Libby Adit samples showed that inflow to the adit is
s e not deep old groundwater but rather snowmelt infiltrating from the surface. This
i _ S _ _ implies a direct connection between surface resources and the underground void.
339'163 MNIC has col!e:.le:ﬁ usc:.upes as referemced in this section w.t.h!'m:.ed results. It is nctclearltha-tthls The iSOtOpe Samples CO”eCted in the Poorman impoundment Wetlands were aISO
methodology will identify ground water or near surface precipitation, The latest GDE monitoring repart . . A .
for 2011 will contain these results, instructive in showing that some of the wetlands are surface water supported and
T T others are groundwater supported.
Page C-39, 1" Paragraph Comment Response 339-164
The text has a réquirement tostart data collection one year before the extension of the Libby Adit See Comment reSpOI’lSE 339'101.
339_164 commences. As identified in the text MMC has indtiated the majority of the program and those which
have not started are either associated with bench mark or solated and remote from the mine activities, CO mm ent RES p O n S e 339' 165
As identified in the SDEIS there would be little impact to water resources during the evaluation phase. ThlS paragraph SayS in the first sentence that the ﬂOWS to be measured are for
Therefore, the one year réquirement i5 Not Necessany ta ensuré data is cbtained for these sités. MMC . - - -
would request that the language be changed so that this would not cause a delay of up to two years. streams not Currently belng m.onltored " The agenCIeS agree that hlgh ﬂOW data are
depending on when the approval is sbtained. 1t will take appreximately theee months of pumping and not needed for the purposes discussed in this paragraph; therefore, the first sentence
rehab work to gat to the current face and than another six mentht juck ta reach the depcst. in the paragraph on streamflow in Section C.10.3.2.2 of the FEIS was modified.
Page C-40, 4™ Paragraph Streamflows in the GDE inventory area would be measured weekly in August
Same of the locations that are proposed for monitaring may nat be accessible based on the snow through mld-OCtOber'
339-165 conditions and the amount of flow existing at the site. Bi-monthly flow measurements for late spring
and early summer are excessive. There is a large amount of data already collected on the stream CO mm ent ReS p onse 339' 166
systems that provide historical data for this time pericd. Since this is high flow periods and impacts AS discussed in SeCtion C10332 Of the SDE'S and FE'S benCh mark springs
would expect to be non-measureable it seems unnecessary to collect such detailed data. . . ! .
outside the area, but close to the area potentially affected by the Montanore mine
ELLEZ 3 Contiived GUE MonNarng would also be monitored because it may be difficult to separate the effects of mine
Page C-45, 1" Paragraph dewatering from other effects.
339-166
The requirement to effectively detect and minimize stress to flora and fauna from effects on surface
water or groundwater due to mine dewatering is overly ambitious. MMC strongly believes that while
menitoring may help to understand some aspects of the plant community, there are so many ather
influences that it will be unlikely to distinguish stress specifically associated with a slight reduction in
water resources, Further, MMC believes most of the springs currently identified are not supported by a
deep bedrock ground water system.
Same comment on the ane year requirement
£.10.3.3.3 Other Surface Water Monitoring
Page C-47, 1 Paragraph
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
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Com- .. .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-167
Collecting vertical profile water samples as discussed in this paragraph is routinely
done in lakes and would be completed as per Forest Service protocol. It is not
Dr. Kline has attempted in past years to sample the Rock Lake watsr colurn with minimal suceess. known that changes in lake temperature or quality due to mining would be
339-167 Given the remoteness of the |ake and the unlikely change lake temperature and/or water quality that unmeasurable. Samp“ng lake inflow and outflow only would not provide
8 TR s DLV TR (Y SARPLM [ SRTY  M  E s Se information on changes that might happen at different depths in the lake.
inflow/outflow in a lake sample will meet the same objective.
€.10.4.2 Groundwater Dependent Ecosystern Monitoring CO mm ent RES p onse 339' 168
Page C48, 1% Paragraph Section C.10.3.2.3 described the objective of the GDE monitoring and Section
_ o o _ C.10.8.3 discussed modification to monitoring plans.
339'168 The blanket requirement to continue GDE monitoring after the preé-evaluation phase does not permit
the maodification of the program to reflect results obtained, ability to meet the objectives, and the _
effectivensss of the procedure. MMC récommends that continuation of the monitering would occur on Comment Response 339 169 A ) ) A
those sites determined to be applicable. The KNF and the USGS have experience measuring streamflow during high flow,
s e Wt Moritorne including mountain streams. MMC could seek expertise in high flow monitoring to
} avoid dangerous conditions.
Page C-30, 17 Paragraph
MMC is concern about the requirement to measure flows eight times per years in particular the peak CO mment RES p onse 339' 170
339'169 flow as in mmtol-me rracr_ws thereis a sale-ly i-ssu.e of brl'r!g able to enter the s.'.ream for flow The ﬂOW data Collected by M MC from September 2009 to 2012 are Useful.
measurements. Since continuous flow monitoring s there it seems we can avoid these unsafe - - .y .
conditions. However, to develop an understanding of natural flow variability in an area that
would be affected by mine inflows is very important, so additional data need to be
Table C-8. Surface Water Monitoring Locations-Evaluation Phase - - .
collected at these locations during the Evaluation Phase.
Page C-51
: ? ; s Comment Response 339-171
The requirement to do bi-weekly flows at LE-50 and LB100 during the bow flow periods is unnecessary.
339_170 The agencies should look at the weekly stréam flow variations collected from these sités during the last See response tO 339'167
two years,
N N ) _ ) Comment Response 339-172
In addition to the comparability concern MM has with Wanless Lake the requirement to do vertical . . ; .
339-171 profile sampling in the center of the lake raises the same level of concern MMC has with requirement, As discussed in Section 3.11.4.5.6, the accuracy of various flow measurement
Table C-10 Proposed Monitoring Parameters and Required Reporting Values for Surface Water mEth_Ods 1S knOWn. The EXIStIng and draﬁ renewal MPDES permlt haS thlS
Samples requirement.
Page C-53, Table C-10
339-172 The reporting requirement to flow measurements to an accuracy of 10% is not reasonable or
determinable,
C.10.4.4 Groundwater
C.10.4.4.1 Mine Area Locations and Frequency
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
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Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs
Com- L .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-173
The intent of the underground monitoring is not to monitor only locations where a
piezometer is likely to produce water, but to establish the overall heterogeneity of
Page C-54, 2 Paragraph the groundwater system for improvement of the 3D model. A measurement of zero
i , ; ; pressure at some location is still useful information. In addition, biasing the data
t is premature to specifically select a number and [ocations of the piezometers underground, Geology N . .
339'173 and the existence of water bearing fractures will play a significant role in the location of these, MMC CO”eCtlon tOW&rdS areas Of 0bV|OUS Water prOdUCtlon WOUId SkeW the da-ta

SUggests that we réview the Noranda mapping that was completed on the Libby Adit and various memos
that describe wateér bearing units and testing completed in 1992, This data set will provide infarmation
as to where the best location for first station. MMC will review and provide a technical mema to the
agencies that can be used while we work on Appendix C revisions,

Page C-54, 4™ Paragraph

The requirement to establish two stations as prescribed in the text most likely will not encounter water
339'174 bearing structures. MMC has provided the agencies with a memao data 1992 where Noranda tested the
fracture systems and many below the 5200" level had little or no water, this seems like an important
factor in exactly where these would be placed

Page C-56, 1" Paragraph

Iotope data has been collected on the Lbby Adit and the results were not conclusive, if further testing
is required of the isotopes MMC would like to see a limit if the data continues to be inconclusive.

339-175

C.10.4.4.2 Libby Adit Site, Libby Plant Site, Poorman Impoundment Site, and Libby Loadout
Page C-56, I Paragraph

The selection of the well locations and the number of wells should be based on field and geotechnical
imnestigations that will be part of the dam design effort, This would also include which ones should be

339-176

nested based on geotechnical drilling results.
10.5.3.2 Suspended Sediment
Page C-64, 1 Paragraph

MMC is interested in discussing 3 cooperative approach to the continuous suspended sediment
339-177 monitosing being conducted by the KNF. As the agencies know MMC has done some research on the
use of these continuous monitoring devices and have been informed by the manufacturers that these
will not calibrate for the conditions at Libby Creek. It would be helpful if the KNF could send us the
information on the device they are using.

MMC has some reservation with the use of LB-3000 as the monitoring location as there are significant
339-178 attivities that occur between this station and the mine site that are unrelated to mine activities, How
would we determine the cause of increased sediment? There may be a way for MMC to do periodic
sample collection below activities that would help to provide additional information. Either way MMC
will work with the KNF in addressing this issue.

MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
Page 37 of 40

collection process for improving the 3D modeling. Areas with little or no water
production may eventually provide water pressure information. The intent of the
underground monitoring program is to systematically install piezometers to obtain a
relatively non-biased data.

Comment Response 339-174
See comment response 339-173.

Comment Response 339-175

See comment response 339-163. The agencies will continue to use isotopes as well
as other geochemical indicators as tools to define the groundwater flow system and
interactions between surface water and groundwater.

Comment Response 339-176

Section C.10.4.4.2 was revised to indicate specific location and number of wells to
be located below the impoundment would initially be based on hydrogeologic data
collected during the geotechnical investigation of the impoundment site. One
objective of groundwater monitoring is to provide confirmation that the pump back
well system was capturing all potential seepage from the impoundment. The final
number and location of these wells would depend on the nature of the
hydrogeology and the initial monitoring results.

Comment Response 339-177

The agencies appreciate that MMC will work with the KNF on this issue. Section
C.10.5.4 states that any other suspended sediment monitoring required by the
MPDES permit or any other permit or approval also would be implemented.
Comment Response 339-178

See next page.
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Com- . .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-178
The KNF conducts continuous suspended sediment monitoring during the ice-free
period with an automated sampler near LB-3000 on Libby Creek. MMC would
Page C-64, 4" Paragraph either fund the existing KNF monitoring or they would implement their own
R S R 7 I DR S ST = monitoring efforts in I__|bby Creek. In lieu of coIIectlng yvater sam_ples for anal_y5|s
339-179 Updated Plan of Operatins March 2008 that provides for additional seeding and other efforts and 3 of total suspended solids (TSS), MMC may use a turbidity meter in concert with the
modification of the release eriteria based an the exhibited site conditians. TSS Samp]ing to establish a re|ati0nship between turbidity and TSS. Once a
Table C-14, Water Balance Monitoring Requirements. statistically valid relationship between the turbidity meter results and the TSS
- results was established and approved by the agencies, MMC may use a turbidity
meter. The agencies are not aware of the significant activities between LB-3000 on
MMC is not proposing to use processed water for dust suppression at any other facility except the B -
339-180 tailings impoundment area. Therefore, the reporting of water used on a daily basis would come from a the mine permlt areas.
separate source which does not contribute nor subtract from the water balance intended with this
table. That information will be kept but separately. CO mment ReS p onse 339_ 179
2 . : : . The discussion regarding release criteria is typical to close out a stormwater permit;
e requirement to monitar the pond areas and the approximate wet and dry beach is unnecessary at .. . A .
339-181 this frequency. Further, MMC is not sure what the sgencies call wet or dry beaches in the dar ares, additional release criteria are not necessary for this purpose.
these are not typical monitoring and certainly will not provide amy information valuable to the water
balance, As built drawings and other data collection that will be developed in the final design will CO m m ent Res po n Se 339'180
provide pertinent information and should be considered by the agencies. The agenCieS agree
C.10.7.3 Groundwater Flow
Comment Response 339-181
€.10.7.3.1 Mine A . . .
e MMC proposed the monitoring of beach areas on page 2 of Klohn Crippen Berger
339-182 Page C-69, 2 Paragraph Ltd. (2007)_
The proposed plan for Alternative 2, which is assumed to have been incorparated in to Alternative 3,
distusses water management and grauting. |n this plan MMC would grout water bearing units CO mm ent Res p onse 339- 182
discovered as we are advancing the workings. If grouting was effective and reduced inflows, then MAMC The agencies agree |f grouting was effective and reduced inﬂOWS, the reporting
does not think the process is needed as described in this section. We know from the Libby Adit that the re Uirements in ClO 7 3 1 WOUId not be trl ered
5200 level has a major water producing unit that has been grouted successfully. q e gg '
C.10.8.3 Data Reporting Comment Response 339-183
339-183 Page C-71 and C-72, Last Paragraph The agencies do not believe that submitting water quality and flow measurement
The monitofing program emvisioned in Appendix C will have various sampling dates during any given data Wlthln 10 Worklng days after recelpt Of flnal Iaboratory reSUItS WOUId be
period. If MME is required to report everything within 10 working days, we would be notifying the onerous. Laboratory results could be provided electronically to the agencies. If
agencies on a weekly if not more frequent bass. We do not think this was the intent of the reparting submittal of brief reports described in Section C.10.8.3 following each sample
r irement, I h ification of am 3 | rwithin . . .
ST A RN SO S T T e N e interval was not determined by the agencies to be useful or was too onerous for
reasonable period of time after recelving the lab work. . A ) )
MMC and/or agency staff overseeing the project, this requirement may be
Alsa the requiremeant for brief reports (s also onerous and will not provide valuable data as it takes time . .
to develop trends. MMC beligves that this is also extreme duplication with what will be in the annual I’eCOHSIdered by the agenCIeS
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
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Com- - .
ment Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC Response
Comment Response 339-184
C.11.8 was revised to describe the conditions specified in DEQ’s standard
operation procedure (DEQ 2011b) in which chlorophyll-a sampling would not be
reports, Because of the sheer volume of data created by this monitoring plan it is expected, based on required and the dOCumentation I'EC]UirementS in |ieU Of Sampling.
our current efforts for reporting on Permit 00150, that 0 days may not be sufficient time to do all the
presentations, complete analyses, and other items needed, CO mm ent Res p onse 339'185
RiMAG U raiad thi nesd Sor Trecusnt Comnnica tions snd arersight by hési garnciess we-walld C.11.8 was revised to indicate that DEQ’s standard operation procedure provides a
suggest we develop a more streamline and timely manner to provide information to the agencies as part single transect adaptation of this method for large rivers where 40 times the average
¥t o W cadiorveh Apgorel i C: o lorkiey wetted width would result in a sampling reach greater than approximately 500
With the advancement of electronic capabilities there are plenty of oppertunities to upload data timely meters in Iength, Previous data on stream widths indicates that the eleven-transect
il emcasn o heapsonas. method would likely be appropriate for the chosen monitoring sites.
C.11.7 Periphyton and Benthic Chloraphyli-a
Comment Response 339-186
Page C-75 . .. . .
C.11.8 was revised to eliminate this requirement.
The SDEIS identifies 150 mg/m” as the chicrophyll-a threshold for nuisance algae. Chicrophyll-a samples
339-184 that MMC collected following DEQ methods at LS macroinvertebrate sample locations during August Comment Response 339-187
2011 ranged from 1.1 to 1.4 mgfm’ [data to ke included in the MPDES annual aguatic monitoring . - - . . 5
el e 1 furaa s Dbiieke, Tt 6 dHiomabl o Conenirations ardl W ralsdeti C.11.8 was revised to make the monitoring consistent with DEQs standard
threshold, a preliminary screening based on DEQ microalgae thickness and filamentous algae length Operatlon procedure.
(DEQ 2011 periphyton S0P) would be appropriate to determine if chlorophyll-a sampling is justified.
DEQ should identify a scheme to allow field determination of the need to sample chloraphyll-a CO mm ent RES p onse 339'188
The 2011 DEQ chlorephyll-a sampling method allows collection of samples across a single transect C.11.8 WaS revised tO deSCribe the COﬂditiOﬂS SpeCiﬁed in DEQ’S Standard
339-185 rather than at 11 transects along a reach that is 40X the average wetted width, if 40X wet width excesds Operation procedure in which Scrubbing could occur.
“approximately S00 meters”. Based on available data, 40X wet width will be ~350m for L9 and ~500 m
for L3, DEQ should identify the single transect method at L9 and L3 as being suitable for meeting the
monitoring objectives, when preliminary soreening justifies chlorophyll-a sampling,
Mo justification s provided for the requirement to ecllect algae samples on appreximately the 10™ day
339-186 of the three sampling months, This requirement is likely to create unnecessary scheduling challenges. A
two-week window for each of the thres months (e_g. the first two weeks of the mionth) should be
specified by DECQ.
The summer chlorophyll-a sampling at all sites will be conducted at the macroinvertebrate sampling
339-187 locations, MMC expects to collect these samples to improve interpretation of macroinvertebrate results,
regardless of preliminary algae screening results, If preliminary algae screening dictates that
chlorophyll-a sampling be conducted, DEQ should clarify whether the five chlorophyll-a samples, from
the macroinvertebrate locations, will count toward the total number of required chlorophyll-a samples,
Eiven that they will not fit into the DEQ chlorophyll-a sampling design.
The requirement to get agency approval to scrub additional delimited areas should be removed, as it
only serves to improve data quality and is best judged at the moment of sampling. Furthermaore,
339-188 serubbing of up to three areas is described in the DEQ 2011 chlorophyll-a SOP. The 2011 data fram L9
MMC Comments on SDEIS 11/21/2011
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Com-
ment

Document #339-Klepfer Mining Services, LLC

Response

were based onscrubbing 4 to 5 delimited sreas at each of the five sampling locations, This was factored

into caleulation of chlorcahyll-a concentrations,

MMC Comments an S0DELS

1142172011
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Com- .
Document #346-Poore, Roth & Robinson, P.C.
ment
MNTR ‘!q;':
LA OFFICES OF EE .? J Zﬂ'ﬂ
PoOORE, ROTH & RoBinsoN, P.C, .
A PROFESEICHAL CORPORATION 2 ﬁ&CElVED
1341 HARRISON AVENUE
ROBERT C. BROWH B0, BOX 2000 RETRED
BREHOON J. ROHAN BUTTE MONTARA 50702 URRAH L ROTH
AOHN P, DAS Y THOMAS M, WELEDH
PATRICK M. SULLIVAN TELEPHOME (408 407-1200 -
LEE BRU FRX (400 TaZ.004 JAMES A POORE. M.
J RICHARD ORZOTTH E-NAL proraw com {1018-2002)
CHARLES K 5MITH ROBERT & POORE
SYHTHIA L WaLKER (I8 200T]
DOMALD ¢ ROBINSON
(19412011}
December 19, 2011

Ms. Lynn Hagarty

Kooenai National Forest

31374 U8, 2

Libby, Montana 59923

Dear Ms, Hagarty:

346-1 We are counsel for Montanore Minerals Corporation which is the owner of the

Montanore Project. On behalf of Montanore Minerals Corporation, we submit the
attached Comments to the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Montanore Project. These comments on behalf of Montanore Minerals Corporation are
in addition to comments previously submitied by Montanore Minerals Corporation.

Thank you for your adention to this matter and if you have any questions or
would like to discuss this matter further with us, please give me a call.

Very truly yours,
POORE, ROTH & ROBINSON, P.C.

By

T. Bichard Orizoti™J

TRO:et

Enclosure

cc:  Mr. Glenn Dobb
Mr. Eric Klepfer

WpersgtiPralaw Docemert\ 1755 TIAF312816 dos
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ii Comment Response 346-1

Thank you for your comment. For a number of reasons, the DEQ does not agree
that the statutes and rules are being applied retroactively or that application of the
statute and rules impairs a vested right. Among those reasons are the following:
First, Noranda Mineral Corp.’s (NMC) petition and the BHES Order applied to
only certain water quality parameters (see Section 3.13.1.1.1 of the SDEIS and

| FEIS). For other parameters, the nondegradation law and rules in effect when the

BHES Order was issued continued to apply and prohibited an increase in the
concentration in any parameter not referenced in the Order. Second, the 1993
nondegradation statute took effect prior to issuance of the NMC’s Operating Permit
#00150. The 1994 nondegradation rules merely implemented the 1993 law. Third,

| NMC did not commence operation under the operating permit prior to the adoption

of the law or the rules. The operating permit provides that, before commencing
operation under the permit, the permittee (now MMC) must be in compliance with
the water quality laws, “as amended.” Neither NMC nor MMC commenced
operations under the operating permit before the 1993 nondegradation statute, the
1994 nondegradation rules, and the 1995 outstanding resource water statutes had
become effective.
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DEC 2 1200

COMMENTS TO RECEIVED
SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENT
IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE MONTANORE PROJECT

In the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (*SEIS”) the
Department of Environmental Quality {*DEQ") takes the position that for parameters
not covered by the November 20, 1992, Order (the “Order™) of the Montana Board of
Health and Environmental Sciences ("BHES") relating to the authorization to degrade,
the applicable non-significance criteria established by the 1994 non-degradation
administrative rules apply unless Montanore Minerals Corporation (*MMC™)' obtains
an authorization to degrade pursuant to the current non-degradation stamte. For the
reasons discussed more fully below, MMC disagrees with DEQ's position on the
ground and for the reason that it would serve to “retrcactively” apply the 1994 non-
significance criteria to activities that were clearly authorized under both the 1992 Order
and the subsequently issued Operating Permit No. 00150 (“Permit 00150™) in direct
contravention with established principles of Montana law.

A.  Permit 00150--Background.

The permitting process for the Montanore Project in 1989. In that year,
Noranda obtained an exploration license from the Montana ent of Statc Lands
(“DSL") and other associated permits for construction of an exploration adit from
private land n upper Libby Creek and thereafter began excavating the Libby adit, The
exploration license provided for a system of waier quality measuring poinis. In
addition 1o water quality monitoring, Noranda conducted other activities om the project
under the exploration license, including the construction of over 14,000 feet of the
Libby adit.

In the latter part of 1989, Noranda also filed a Petition for Change in Quality of
Ambient Waters (lg:mon) with BHES for the Montanore Project. MNoranda filed the
petition pursuant 1o Mont. Code Ann § 75-5-303 because it was known that its proposed
method of mine water discharge would lower the water quall%Il'ur certain parameters in
the surface and ground water where the ambient quali those parameters was
higher than the applicable water quality standards. In 1989, Mont. Code Ann § 75-5-
303 provided as follows:

75-5-303. Nondegradation policy. The board shall
require:

(1) that any siate waiers whose existing quality is higher
than the established water qualiqr siandards be maintained at
that high quality unless it has been affirmatively
demonstrated to the board that a change is justifiable as a
result of necessary economic or social development and will

not preclude present and anticipated use of these waters; and

! In B006, the name of Noranda Minerals Corporation was changed (o Montanore Minerals Corporation.
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(2) any industrial, public, or private project or development
which would constitute a new source of pollution o high
quality waters, referred to in subsection (1}, to provide the
degree of waste treatment Necessary to maintain that existing

high water quality, (Emphasis added.)

With its Petition pending before BHES, Noranda continued construction of the
Libby Creek Tunnel. The excavation of the Libby Creek Tunnel involved the use of
explosives that contained nitrogen compounds. During construction, seepage water
from the interior of the Libby Creek Tunnel was pumped to a solids separator, and then
down gradient to three leach fields, a percolation pond, and/or other infiltration
facilities, Some of the seepage water entered the waste tock pile and some of the
seepage water was used for dust control and irrigation at the site. Construction of the
Libby Creek Tunnel was halted on November 26, 1991, because the above described
uses of the 5;.,-.&?3& water was determined to constimte violations of the Montana Water
Quality Act (WQA) as it contained elevated concentrations of nitrogen compounds.
Prior to cessation of construction activitics, the Libby Creek Tunnel had been extended
a distance of approximately 14,000 feet from the Libby Creek Adit to a point well
within the boundaries of the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness Area.

Though construction of the Libby Creek Tumnel ceased i 1991, formal
proceedings to address the alleged violation of the WOQA as well as the overall
permitting process for the Montanore Project continued. With regard to permitting, the
final Environmental Impact Staternent (“EIS™) for the entirety of the proposed
Montanore Project was completed following the cessation of construction activities.
Additionally, on November 20, 1992, approximately one year after the cessation of
construction activitics associated with the Libby Creek Tunnel, BHES issued its above
referenced Order. The Order was fully consistent with the then existing requiréments
of Mont, Code Ann § 75-5-303 in all respects and included specific parameters for
chromium, copper, iron, manganese, zinc and total dissolved solids in both surface and
ground water and for total nitrogen in surface water and for nitrate plus mitrite n
ground water, The Order additionally provided, in pertinent part, as follows:

FINAL DECISION AND ORDER

The petition of Noranda to lower water quality in the
groundwater _and surface water adjacent 10 the proposed
Montanore Project is granted with the following conditions:

LR

Surface and ground water monitoring, including
biological menitoring, as determined necessary by the
Department, will be required to ensure that the allowed
levels are not exceeded and that beneficial uses are not
impaired.

(4)  The Eoard adops imo this Order the
maodifications developed in Alternative 3, Option C, of the
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Final EIS, addressing surface and ground water monitoring,
fish tissuc amalysis and instream biological monitoring.
Monitoring plans shall be submitted to the Department at
least 180 days prior to any new or increased anticipated
discharge from the Montanore Project and must be approved
in writing by the Department prior to the commencement of
any activity that would cause degradation of surface or
ground water in the project area. The monitoring plan shall
contain a system of surface and ground water monitoring
locations sufficient to determine compliance with this Order.

EEE

(8)  The provisions of this Order are applicable o

surface and ground water affected by the Montanore Mine
Projec ted in Sanders apd Lincoln C ntana
and shall remain in effect during the tional life of this
mine_and for so long thereafter as necessary. (Emphasis
added.)

Also following the cessation of construction activities, in order to address the
alleged WQA wiolations, the Montana Department of Health and Environmental
Sciences (“DHES™) filed an action against Noranda alleging that Noranda had violated
and was violating the WQA and the admindstrative rules adopted under the WQA. The
action was resolved on May 12, 1993 with the entry of Findings of Fact, Conclusions
of Law, Judgment and Consent Decree (the “Consent Decree™). The Consent Decree
recognized the Order and adopted the limits for inorganic nitrogen established in the
Order. The Consent Decree resolved the litigation filed by the DHES against Noranda
relating to past and present compliance with the WQA and regulations implementing the
WOA.

Two days following entry of the Consent Decree, on May 14, 1993, DSL fully
authorized the Montanore project by issuing Permit 00150 to Noranda. In order to
provide continuity, the provisions of the previously issued exploration license were
incorporated into Permit 00150, DSL's issuance of Permit 00150 immediately after
entry of the Consent Decree did not aceur as a matter of happenstance. DSL could not
issue Permit 00150 until immediately after the Consent Decree was entered because
certain of Noranda's authorized activities affecting water quality were ongoing (e.g.,
dewatering activities and associated monitoring activities) and Noranda, by the express
terms of permit 00150, was precluded from “commencing any activity authorized by™
Permit 00150 uniil it was in compliance with the WQA.  The requisite compliance
could not have occurred until after entry of the Consent Decree.

The wssuance of Permit 00150 served lo authorize the Montanore Project for the
period required to complete the operation and remains valid as a matter of law. In that
regard, Mont. Code Ann, § 82-4-337(2), provides:

? The Momana Depariment of Health and Environmental Sciences is now known as the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality (* DEQ")
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(2) The operating permil must be granted for the period
required to complete the operaton and 15 vahd untl the
operation authorized by the permit is completed or
abandoned, unless the permit is suspended or revoked by the
department as provided in this part,

Though Noranda gave some consideration to abandoning of the Montanore Project in or
about 2002, Noranda did not acally proceed with abandonment and Permit 00150 has
never been suspended or revoked.

With regard to water quality, the terms and conditions of Permit 00150 are
comprehensive and serve (o require extensive monitoring of waler quality and
mitigation of unanticipated effects on water quality. Specifically, Autachment 1,
Section 2 of Permit 00150 provides:

2. Monitoring.

Noramnda must implement the monitoring plans identified in
Attachment 2 w this document. se  include the
monitoring plans for hydrology, aguatic life, the wiling dam,
and the tailing impoundment. These monitoring plans must
be modified as the data indicate a need for ¢ . In
addition, if monitoring data reveals unanticipated effects on
water quality, aquatic life, or tailing impoundment stability,
Moranda must proceed, in consaltation with the Department,
o develop additional mitigations to assure compliance with
standards and to assure tive reclamation.

Antachment 2 of Permit 00150 similarly confirms the goals of the moniworing
programs and the duty to provide corrective action whenever performance standards
have not been achieved:

The Is of these monitoring pro ., described In
(:haptes‘:az of the Final EIS, a?'rcst?n{slj quantify any
measurable environmental impacts accompanying construc-
tion, operation, and reclamation of the mine; (2) evaluate the
accuracy of projections of impact; (3) document compliance
with regulatory performance standards and  permit
conditions; and (4) determine whether changes to project
operations or additional mitigative actions are required to
correst any unanticipated impacts or to prevent future
violations of regulatory requirements.

Whenever performance standards, such as surface or ground
water quality standards, have not been achieved, Noranda
must implement corrective actions approved by the agencies.

Artachment 2 also reguires that the extensive monitoring programs must be maintained
during the life of the project.
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Cansistent with the above, Attachment 2, Section 9 of Permit 00150 provides, in
pertinent part, as follows:

9. Water Resources

a, Moranda may not initiats mine-related dismrbances or
resume adit construetion until supporting final designs for
water disposal and treatment, which provide additional detail
and are consistent with (1) preliminary designs, (2) the
BHES Movember 20, 1992, decision on Noranda's petition
to modify ambient quality and (3) Attachment 2, are
submitted to the agencies. If any changes from the
preliminary design are mecessary, Noranda must apply for
agency approval of the changes. . . .

LR

f. If long-term withdrawals of surface water are necessary,
MNoranda must first notify the Department and must modify
the aquatic monitoring program to take into account such
withdrawals. Withdrawals may not proceed prior to the
Department's approval of an u aquatic monitoring
plan. Noranda may not withdraw any surface water for
operational use when flows at the point of withdrawal are
less than the average annual low flow. In lLieu of measured
annual fow flows, calculated low flows at the point of
withdrawal, using data from similar drainages, are
accepiable.

* & %k

j. Noranda must implement monitoring at Rock Lake to
provide data to estimate a baseline net groundwater seepage
for the lakes and to allow subsequent detection of small
changes in net seepage due w dewatering effects of the
iject. All major water budget variables must be accounted
or  andfor  estimated for, including evaporation,
precipitation, surface water inflows and outflows,
groundwater inflows and outflows and continuous lake
levels. The lake monitoring system design and evaluation
must be coordinated with the Department and the Kootenai
National Forest (KNF). Monitoring data and evaluation
must be submitted with the anmual reports. If substantial
increased mine inflows occur in the vicinity of Rock Lake,
Noranda must submit continuous lake level data, weather
permitiing, and any other lake level data accumulaied during
the year within 5 working days of the increase in inflows
and must provide data and evaluation at an increased
frequency as determined by the Department.
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In September of 1995, the Montanore Project was temporarily suspended by
Noranda. The project remained in that status unfil approximately 2006. In 2006,
pursuant to the terms of a Stock Transfer Agreement between MNoranda Finance Ine.
(“Noranda Finance™), Newhi, Inc. (*Newhi”) and Mines Management, Inc, (“MMI"),
Newhi acquired from Noranda Finance all of the outstanding shares of capital stock of
Noranda. Shortly thereafter, the name of Noranda was changed to Montanore Minerals
Corp. ("MMC"), At present, MMC is seeking the following described minor
amendments to Permit 00150 from DEQ:

* Expansion of the 1992 approved permit area from 3,424.4 acres to 3,682
acres and the permitted disturbance area from 1,272.4 acres to 2,582 acres.
(Table 2-1 of Final EIS)

» Construction of an additional underground ventilation infrastruciure that
would result in about 1 acre of disturbance on private land near Rock Lake.

& Relocation of the concentrate loadeut facility o the Kootenai Business Park
located in Libby (private land) resulting in less than 1 acre of disiurbance.

+ Other minor changes to comply with the conditions in Permit 00150,

E. s Amendments to Nondegradation Policy and Promulgation of Administrative
ules,

Effective April 29, 1993, the Montana Le&islamrr. amended Mont. Code Ann.§
75-5-103 by defining the terms “degradation” and “high quality waters” and
substantially amended the nondegradation policy set forth at Mont. Code Ann § 75-5-
303 to read, in pertinent part, as%nllnws:

75-5-103. Definitions.

* & %

{4) “Degradation” means a change in water quality that
lowers the quality of high quality waters for a parameter.
The term does not inclode those changes in water quali
determined to be nonsignificant pursuant to 75-5-301(5)(c).

X

(%) “High-quality waters means waters whose quality for a

eter is better than standards established pursuant to 75-

-301. All waters are high-quality water unless classified by

the board within a classification for waters that are not

suitable for human consumption or not suitable for growth
and propagation of fish and associated aguatic life,
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75-5-303. Nondegradation policy.

* &k

(2) Unless authorized by the department under subsection
(3), the quality of high-quality waters must be maintained.

(3) The department may not authorize degradation of high-
quality waters unless it has been affirmatively d.emc-mtrated
by a preponderance of evidence to the department thal

(a) degradation is necessary because there are no
economically, environmentally, and technologically feasible
modifications to the proposed project that would result in no
degradation;

(b) the proposed ﬁ:arcuecl will resull in important
economic or social development that exceeds the bcmﬂ to
society of maintaining existing high-quality waters
exceeds the costs o society of allowmgﬂegmdamn of hngh—
quality waters;

{c) existing and anticipated use of state waters will be
fully protected; and

(d) the least deﬁ:ﬂmg waler quality protection practices
determined by department to  be  economically,
environmentally, and technologically feasible will be fu.]ly
implemented gy the applicant prior to and during the
proposcd activity,

1993 Montana Session Laws, Ch. 595, Section 3. The same legislation, however,
expressly provided that the new nondegradation policy applied only to “requests to
degmade state waters filed with the department after” April 29, 1993. (Emphasis
added.) Id. at Section 10.

In 1995, a.mungmhcr things, the Legislature adopied a definition of “ outstanding
respurce waters” and a ban on the issuance of authorizations to degrade the same.
referenced provisions provide as follows:

75-5-103. Definitions.
LR
(20) “Outstanding resource waters™ means:
(a) state surface waters located wholly within the boundaries

of areas designated as national parks or national wilderness
areas as of October 1, 1995; or

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project

M-208




Appendix M Response to Comment on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Com-

ment Document #346-Poore, Roth & Robinson, P.C. Response

MHTR 228

(b) other surface waters or ground waters classified by
the board under the provisions of 75-5-316 and approved by
the legislature,

75-5-303. Nondegradation policy.

* % ok

{7) The board may not issu¢ an authorization (o degrade
state walers Ihat are classified as oulstanding resource
walers.

1995 Montana Session Laws, Chapter 405, Sections 1 and 2 and Chaprer 501, Section
5. Unlike the 1993, legislation, the 1995 legislation did not include any express
applicability provisions.

BHES adopted administrative rules for the implementation of the mndcgradauon

policy in 1994 pursuant to the rulemaking authorty granted to it n the 1993

nts to Mont. Code Ann, § 75-5-303. Responsibility for admimistering those

rules was transferred from BHES to the Board of Environmental Review (BER) m 1996

and the rules were amended in 2000 and again in 2006, The current nondegradation
rules are set forth at A.R.M § 17.30.701, et. seq.

The administrative rules inchude criteria for determining non-significant changes
'Euuwmer quality. In that regard, ARM § 17.30.715 provides, in pertinent part as
ollows;

{1} The l‘cllqwmg criteria will be used w determine whether
certain activities or classes of activities will result in
nonsignificant changes in existing water quality due to their
low potential to affect human health or the environment.
These criteria consider the quantity and strength of the
pollutant, the length of time the changes will occur, and the
character of the pollutant. Except as provided im (2),
changes in existing surface or ground water quality resulting
from the activities that meet all the criteria listed below are
nonsignificant, and are not required to undergo review under
75-5-303, MCA:

(a) activities that would increase or decrease the mean
monthly flow of a surface water by less than 15% or the
seven=day 10 year low flow by less than 10%;

*E ok

(2) Notwithstanding compliance with the criteria of (1), the
department may determine that the change in water quality
resulting from an activity which meets the criteria in (1) is
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degradation based upon the following:
(a) cumulative impacts or synergistic effects;

(b) secondary byproducts of decomposition or chemical
fransformation;

(¢) substantive information derived from public input;

(d} changes in flow;

(&) changes in the loading of parameters;

(f} new information regarding the effects of a parameter; or

(g) any other information deemed relevant by the department
and that relates to the criteria in (1).

(3) The department may determine that a change in water
quality resulting from an activity or category of activities is
nonsignificant based on information submited by an
applicant that demonstrates conformance with the guidance
found in 75-5-301(5Mc). In making a determination under
this subsection, the department shall allow for public
comment prior o a decision pursuant to the public notice
procedures in ARM 17.30, Eﬂ-'fg.

(Emphasis added.)
C. Comments and Discussion.

It is serded in Montana that a “retroactive law™ is “one which takes away or
impairs vested rights acquired under exisling laws . .." Porter v. Galameau, 275
Mont. 174, 911 P.2d 1143, 1148-49 (1996); Wallace v. Dept. of Fish, Wildlife and
Parks, 269 Mont. 364, 889 P.2d 817 (1995). While there is no absolute prohibition
against retroactive laws, Mont. Code Ann. § 1-2-109 provides that: “No law contained
in any of the statutes of Montana is retroactive unless expressly so declared.” The
statule “creates a i0n against construing a stafute retroactively.” Penrod v.
Hoskinson, 170 Ml;m. 277, 281, 552 P.2d 325, 327 (1976). The statute, however,
applies only to substantive rights. New legislation “which affects only procedural
matters and does not relate to substantive rights of the parties does not fall within the
ambit of § 1-2-109." 5z Comp Ins. Fund v, Sky Country, Inc. 239 Mont. 376, 379,
780 P.2d 1135, 1137.

It is axiomatic under Montana law that the administrative agencies cannot adopt
retroactive rules for the purpose of implementing stamites which are not expressly
declared o be retroactive. In that regard, it is we]l settled in Montana that
adminisiralive agencies “enjoy only those powers conferred upon them by the
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Legislamre.” Bick v, State, Department of Justice, Division of Motor Vehicles, 224
Mont. 455, 456, 730 P.2d 413, 420 (1986); Awo Parts of Bozeman v. Employment
Relations Division Uninsured Employers' Fund, 2001 MT 72, § 38, 305 Mont. 40, 23
P.3d 193. In other words, “administrative agencics arc bound by the terms of the
stamutes , . . granting them their powers and are required to act accordingly.” State ex
rel. State Tux Appeal Board v. Montana Board of Personnel Appeals, 181 Mont. 366,
593 P.2d 747 (1979). Consequently, “[a]dministrative rules must be strictly confined
within the applicable legislative guidelines.” Bick, 224 Mont. at 456, 730 P.2d at 420.

Where administrative rules conflict with the legislation from which they are
derived, it is well setiled in Montana that the administrative rules are invalid. See
Mont. Code Ann. § 2-4-305(5) and (6); see also Haney v. Mghoney, 2001 MT 201,
4 6, 306 Mont, 288, 32 P.3d 1254 (*[S]tate agencies may not enact administrative rules
inconsistent with statutory law™); Tayler v. Taylor, 272 Mont. 330, 899 P.2d 523
(1995) (*[R]ules adcpwg by administrative agencies which conflict with s@mtory
requirements or exceed the authority provided by stamite, are invalid™); Bick, 124
Mont. at 458, 730 P.2d at 421 (An administrative rule “must not engraft additional and
contradictory requirements on the statute, and it must not engraft additional non-
oﬂnlradiclogv requirements on the statute which are not contemplated by the
Legislature™).

In the instant case, DEQ's stated position—that for parameters not covered by
the Order, the applicable non-significance criteria established by the 1994 non-
degradation administrative rules apply unless MMC abtains an authorization to
degrade pursuant to the current non-degradation statute—constitutes a clear attem
to apply the substantive requirements of the 1993 and 1995 amendments and
administrative rules to the very activities previously considered and authorized by way
of the Order, the Consent Decree and Permit 00150, in direct contravention with
established principles of Montana retroactivity law, In the case of the Montanore
Project, it is clear that (i) MMC acquired vested rights by of the authorizations
included within the Order, the Consent Decree and Permit 00150 at the times they were
issued and (ii) those authorizations were granted for the time required to compleie the
project and remain valid today. It is likewisc clear that application of the 1993 and
1995 amendments and administrative rules could serve to divest or mmpair MMC's
vested rights.

As detailed above, the Order, the Consent Decree and Permut 00150 mclude
comprehensive provisions relating to water quality monitoring and explicit requirements
relating to mitigation of unanticipated effects on water quality, including monitoring
and mitigation of unanticipated impacts on flow., Notwithstanding those explicit
provisions, DEQ, under its stated position in the SEIS, would now subject the very
activities authorized under and pursuant 0 the Order, the Consent Decree and the
Permit (0150, 1o the substantive requirements now set forth in ARM § 17.30.715(1)(a)
and, potentially, as a result thereof, the ban on authorizations to degrade outstanding
resource walers now set forth at Mont. Code Ann. § 75-3-303(7). Accordingly DEQ’s
stated position cannot be maintained under Montana law. In the event there are
unanticipated effects on water quality (including flow impacis), MMC will proceed, in
consultation with the Department, to develop additional mitigations as contemplated and
required under Permit 00150.

-10-
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Chapter 1 COMIMENTS ... .ocuiiie ettt sttt ettt sre et e beeseenaeseeereeeeseeenean M-214
1000 Purpose and Need: General comment about P&N ...........ccccv i M-214
1002 Purpose and Need: Comment about DEQ’S P&N.........ccccccvvveiiiiiiicic e M-214
1100 Existing Permits and Approvals: Comment about existing DEQ Permit #00150.......... M-214
1500 Agency Decisions: General comment about deciSioNs ...........cccevveveiiiieeneieeeee e M-215
1501 Agency Decisions: Comment about KNF’S DECISION ........ccccevcvveiieeieeieeieeseesieseesenens M-216
1502 Agency Decisions: Comment about DEQ’S DECISION........c.ccevviiiviiiiiieie e e M-217
1510 Agency Decisions: Suggested SDEIS ..o M-218
Chapter 2 COMMENTS ..ot M-218
2033 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated: Comment about tailings disposal

ANAIYSIS .ottt et e re e nre e reera e reare e nenre e M-218
2034 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated: Comment about tailings impoundment

STEE ANAIYSHS ...ttt M-222
2037 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated: Comment about joint venture (Rock

(08 1= 1o LY ol ) - Ta o] ) ISP M-225
2039 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated: Comment about transmission line

ANAIYSIS 1.ttt r e e e e te e re e re e reenreenreenreeas M-226
2051 Suggested New Mine Option/Alternative: Suggested plant and adit option.................. M-226
2052 Suggested New Mine Option/Alternative: Suggested tailings disposal option.............. M-226
2054 Suggested New Mine Option/Alternative: Suggested LAD Area option...........c.cccue..... M-227
2056 Suggested New Mine Option/Alternative: Other suggested option ..........ccccccvvvvivennnene M-227
2071 Suggested New Transmission Line Alignment: Suggested transmission line

AIIGNIMENT.....e ettt b e M-228
2185 Financial Assurance: Comment about financial assurance ...........cc.cccocveveveiieienennne. M-229
2186 Financial Assurance: Suggested change in financial assurance...........ccccoeceevevvervesneane. M-231
2216 MMC’s Proposed Mine: Suggested change in water use and management................... M-231
2219 MMC’s Proposed Mine: Suggested change in transportation and access.............ccou... M-234
2220 MMC'’s Proposed Mine: Suggested change in reclamation..........cccccceeveveiiiineve e, M-234
2221 MMC'’s Proposed Mine: Suggested change in other components/activities (not

MONItOring OF MItIGAtION) ......eoiii e M-235
2315 Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative: Suggested change in

tailiNGS MANAGEMENL........c.iiiiiiie et re et s re e e sreeneens M-235
2316 Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative: Suggested change in

water uUse and MaNAQEMENT .........eciiviie e sre e re e sreesreesneeenes M-236
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Chapter 1 Comments

1000 Purpose and Need: General comment about P&N

141-3  The US can easily meet its domestic needs for copper and silver without mining the CMW. States
there are other sources and if there is a need for these materials domestically, it is not a vital need and it is
not a need that has to be met now.

141-3  Would you please ascertain the likely destination of this project’s ore and the percentage likely to
be refined in the US?

Response: Sections 1.5.2 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS disclosed that domestic (U.S.) consumption of
copper and silver has exceeded production, a pattern that has existed for over 10 years. The analysis was
updated in the FEIS. All action alternatives would include the processing of ore in an on-site flotation mill
and the production of a metal concentrate. The concentrate from the mill would be trucked to the Libby
load-out facility and transported by rail to an off-site refining facility. The destination of the project’s
concentrate for further refining and consumption is not known, and not relevant to assessing environmental
effect of the Montanore Project.

1002 Purpose and Need: Comment about DEQ’s P&N

52-1  This seems a substantial amount of system resources for the BPA to deploy on a project benefiting
relatively few, and requiring the construction of 16 miles of additional 230 kV line and infrastructure in
mountainous terrain. This new construction appears to have few off-site system benefits and dead ends at
the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness.

52-3 If this power was redeployed to provide rate relief and future growth in the residential,
commercial, and industrial sectors currently supplied by FEC and other co-ops, a logarithmic increase in
jobs would occur and the benefits would flow to a much larger segment of the population.

141-2  The redeployment of this power to the residential, commercial, and industrial sectors of our
community in the form of rate stability, to mitigate future rate increases, or to provide for future growth
would seem more cost effective, environmentally friendly, and a greater good to a larger segment of our
population.

389-13 The Forest Service has not considered other ways to power this project that would not require
building a transmission line, such as the use of solar energy or biomass to generate electricity.

Response: Section 1.5.4 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS disclosed the need for the transmission line.

1100 Existing Permits and Approvals:. Comment about existing DEQ
Permit #00150

109-2 Please address why MDEQ has allowed resumption of what are clearly “mine-related activities”
without a comprehensive grizzly bear management plan in place (Condition 3) and without adhering to
numerous other conditions of the Noranda Record of Decision.

Response: Section 1.3.2.4 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS discussed that following the acquisition of NMC
and DEQ Operating Permit #00150, MMC submitted, and the DEQ approved in 2006, two requests for
minor revisions to DEQ Operating Permit #00150 (MR 06-001 and MR 06-002). The key elements of the
revisions include: excavation of the Libby Adit portal; initiation of water treatability analyses; installation
of ancillary facilities; dewatering of the Libby Adit decline; extension of the current drift; and underground
drilling and sample collection.

109-1 Because of the potential for overlapping issues that may impact the approval of Revett’s Rock

Creek Project, Revett has a strong interest in how the FS undertakes its evaluation of both the Libby Adit
and the Montanore Mine. Revett has invested thousands of hours and millions of dollars in the permitting
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of its Rock creek evaluation adit and mine. Such investment could be jeopardized by improvident
permitting decisions regarding the Libby Adit. Mines Management Inc. has written to the Forest Service
and the USFWS asserting that the Montanore Project was never abandoned and therefore should be
included in the environmental baseline for the Rock Creek Project. This assertion is contrary to the record
and forces Revett to submit these comments in order to defend the conclusions contained in the Rock Creek
permitting documents.

109-5 Please explain how these activities are consistent with the statement by the USFS in the Draft EIS
that MMC “is allowed to treat free flowing water from the adit” and why these activities which include
rebolting, drilling and blasting are determined to be “neither mining nor mine-related construction”.

109-17 Has MMC commenced activities concerning the Libby Adit without Forest Service authorization?

109-18 Revett requests that the Forest Service investigate this situation and determine whether MMC has
commenced actions concerning the Libby Adit without the required authorization from the Forest Service
which could also be in violation of the Endangered Species Act.

136-1  As of right now, MMI is operating without federal permits, dewatering the adit.

Response: The KNF issued a notice of non-compliance to MMC on August 21, 2009 for conducting
dewatering activities in the Libby Adit without an approved Forest Service plan of operation. The notice
required MMC to complete certain activities to be in compliance with Forest Service mining regulations.
MMC has complied with the terms of the notice of non-compliance.

Validity of Hard Rock Operating Permit #00150
109-10 Commenter is concerned that the operating permit 00150 is invalid.

109-11 Commenter is concerned that the operating permit 00150 is invalid because the operation
authorized by the permit has been abandoned.

248-28 Because Noranda expressly abandoned the Montanore project in 2002, DEQ should treat this as a
new application rather than an amendment to an existing permit.

248-28 Noranda formally abandoned the project by means of letters sent to the agencies in September,
2002.

335-3  The Montanore project should be considered a new application by MTDEQ just as it is by the
Kootenai National Forest. It is not a modification of an existing project plan, but an entirely different
project by an entirely different operator.

248-8 DEQ should treat this mine as a new proposal, and fully review it for compliance with the Metal
Mine Reclamation Act and the Water Quality Act. Further, both Agencies need to more fully review the
proposal under NEPA and MEPA.

Response: Section 1.3.2.3 of the DEIS and FEIS discussed that NMC’s DEQ Operating Permit #00150 and
MPDES permit were not terminated because reclamation of the Libby Adit was not completed.

1500 Agency Decisions. General comment about decisions
109-1 Revett requests the agencies to use a permitting process for the Montanore Project that is
consistent and fair with the process used at the Rock Creek Project.

109-2  Revett simply requests that each mining project be fully and fairly analyzed following the same
diligent process as was mandated by the USFS for the Rock Creek Project. This is the only way final
decisions for both projects can be defensible.

Response: Section 1.6 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS disclosed the roles and responsibilities of the
agencies with permitting and regulatory responsibilities and the applicable laws and regulations to which
the Montanore Project and other similar proposals would be subject.
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141-8 It is stated several times that the respective agencies must follow the law and permit this mine if
certain requirements are met. Please remind the deciders that the law is rarely black and white. It allows for
considerable discretion. Discretion allows you to take into the consideration the effects of implementing
these laws and the effects this may have on others.

Response: Section 1.6 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS disclosed the agencies’ decision-making process and
the discretion each decision-maker has regarding approval or disapproval.

202-44 The DEIS listed many important mitigation measures without any detailed analysis of their
implementation or effectiveness. The revised DEIS must include, and make available to the public, detailed
discussions of all mitigation measures.

Response: The agencies included a discussion of the implementation and effectiveness of mitigation
measures in the SDEIS. The discussion was revised in the FEIS to reflect changes in mitigation measures.

202-45 40 CFR §1502.22 imposes three mandatory obligations on the Forest Service in the face of
scientific uncertainty: (1) a duty to disclose the scientific uncertainty; (2) a duty to complete independent
research and gather information if no adequate information exists (unless the costs are exorbitant or the
means of obtaining the information are not known); and (3) a duty to evaluate the potential, reasonably
foreseeable impacts in the absence of 45 relevant information, using a four-step process. The Forest Service
has failed to meet these requirements in the face of substantial uncertainty regarding numerous foreseeable
environmental impacts of the Project — deferring review until after the FEIS and ROD were completed.

Response: The agencies used the best available scientific information in disclosing anticipated
environmental impacts and disclosed the uncertainty in the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS. Scientific uncertainty
was described in each resource section, where appropriate.

248-2 Is anyone at the Agencies at all concerned about MMC’s complete lack of experience and
expertise as an operator of a project of the size, scale and complexity as the Montanore Project?

Response: The proponent’s experience and expertise as an operator is not outlined in federal or state
statutes or rules as a criterion in the agencies’ decision-making process.

1501 Agency Decisions: Comment about KNF’s Decision

109-7 The FS must evaluate whether the Libby Adit and Montanore Mine are connected actions pursuant
to 40 C.F.R 1508.25 (a)(1) and must be studied comprehensively in a single EIS....

109-8 The Libby Adit and Montanore Mine are cumulative actions requiring comprehensive study in a
single EIS.

109-9 The Libby Adit meets the legal requirements for when an EIS must be prepared.

Response: Section 2.5.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS described the Evaluation Phase, in which the Libby Adit
Evaluation Program would be implemented. In 2008, the KNF decided the best approach for disclosing the
environmental effects of the Libby Adit evaluation program was to consider this activity as the initial phase
for the overall Montanore Project EIS. The Libby Adit evaluation program would be the first phase of the
Montanore Project in Alternatives 3 and 4.

182-2  P.12. KNF sharing monitoring and inspection responsibility with DEQ. Just what does this mean?
If the Troy mine is to be an analogue then KNF responsibility / actuality will be next to negligible. This
needs to be fleshed out. How inclusive is it? Will KNF have authority to enter mine property (especially
forest lands used by project) w/o permission?

182-6  P.118. When accessing areas regulated by the Mine Safety & Health Administration, KNF
personnel would check in at the mine office before entering regulated areas. This does not make sense on
USFS property roads and could be used by the mine to hide activities they don’t want to see the light of
day.
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Response: The Troy Mine administration is not considered to be an analog for the administration of the
proposed Montanore Mine. The majority of the Troy Mine project area is located on private land, whereas
the majority of the proposed Montanore Mine project area would be on National Forest System (NFS)
lands. The Forest Service would monitor the Montanore Mine site for compliance with an approved Plan of
Operations and required monitoring and mitigation measures on National Forest System lands. The Forest
Service would have access to all of the project area located on National Forest System lands, and would
coordinate with the mine operator when accessing private lands. DEQ would monitor the entire mine site
for compliance with the Operating Permit and transmission line certificate, including monitoring and
mitigation measures. Both the Forest Service and the DEQ may need to coordinate with MMC when
entering certain facilities on the mine site to ensure MSHA compliance.

202-9 It appears the agencies do not know what the actual likelihood of acid generation is, and that there
is insufficient information to make an informed decision. A simple statement that risk would be “mitigated”
is not sufficient. What criteria would the agencies use to make decisions related to whether mine
development would proceed or additional mitigations would be provided following review of this
additional characterization? Would the public be involved in this decision-making process?

Response: The risk of acid generation is generally low and was discussed in detail in Appendix C.9 of the
SDEIS and FEIS. Geochemical data analysis and development of handling criteria was discussed in Section
C.9.7 of the SDEIS and FEIS. The agencies roles, responsibilities and decisions are discussed in Section
1.5 and 1.6 of the DEIS, SEIS and FEIS. Under various laws, the KNF’s responsibility is to ensure that
mining activities minimize adverse environmental effects on National Forest System lands and comply with
all applicable environmental laws. The Montana legislature has passed statutes and the Board of
Environmental Review has adopted administrative rules defining the requirements for construction,
operation, and reclamation of a mine and transmission line, discharge of mining waters, discharge of
emissions, storage of hazardous and solid wastes, and development and operation of public water supply
and sewer systems. The DEQ is required to evaluate the operating permit modification, certificate, and
license applications submitted by MMC. All final mitigation and monitoring plans would be available for
public review.

344-1 The SDEIS is a very anthropocentric document and pro-business by design. The KNF is upfront
about this stating “the objective of the KFP for mining activities is to encourage mineral development
under the appropriate laws and regulations and according to the direction established by the plan (KFP Vol.
1, 11-8, Locatables) and again when it says “the KNF Supervisor will issue a decision on MMC’s proposal
in a ROD. The decision objective is to select an action that meets the legal rights of MMC...” P. 94 This is
status quo, very deeply within the box thinking, and there’s a place for it, but I’m not sure it should be the
prime directive.

Response: Section 1.6.1 of the DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS accurately described the KNF’s roles
responsibilities and decision objectives. This section also accurately describes the applicable laws and
regulations.

1502 Agency Decisions: Comment about DEQ’s Decision

202-42 Why is a high hazard dam that contains 120 million tons of tailings exempt from Montana’s Dam
Safety Act? Other options for the tailings impoundment that would not create such significant long-term
impacts to the watershed should have been analyzed.

Response: Section 1.6.2.4.1 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS discussed the Montana Dam Safety Act. The
section was revised in the FEIS to indicate that the Montana Dam Safety Act applies to the construction,
repair, operation, and removal of any dam or reservoir that impounds 50 acre-feet or more at normal
operating pool level, the failure of which would be likely to cause loss of life. Dams constructed under a
valid MMRA operating permit would be regulated under MMRA, rather than a DNRC dam safety permit,
during mine operation and closure until reclamation bond release. After the reclamation bond was released,
the impoundment would be subject to DNRC oversight and regulation if it met the definition of a high-
hazard dam.
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1510 Agency Decisions. Suggested SDEIS

98-2  The results of the Poorman Impoundment Alternative evaluation final design process, if this is
selected as the preferred alternative, should be disclosed to the public, probably through a SEIS process.

331-15 The SDEIS plans on delaying a consideration of impacts until final design. The SDEIS repeatedly
(34 times) plans to determine the mine plan and associated impacts during “final design.” How will the
public be able to comment, if the direct impacts would be determined during final design? There should be
another opportunity for public involvement when these decisions are made. Thus, a new Draft SDEIS must
be prepared, with full public involvement.

Response: All final design plans would be available for public review. The KNF would conduct additional
NEPA analysis if the data collected during final design require substantial changes in the selected
alternatives that are relevant to environmental concerns or constitute significant new circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action, as required by 40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1). If MMC submitted final designs that were not materially different from the conceptual
designs of Alternative 3, the DEQ would approve the final designs. If the analysis of the data collected
during the Evaluation Phase caused MMC to submit final designs that are materially different from the
conceptual designs of Alternative 3, the DEQ would require MMC to submit an application to modify its
operating permit. The DEQ would conduct the appropriate level of MEPA review on the application.

Chapter 2 Comments

2033 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated. Comment about
tailings disposal analysis

Paste Tailings

182-5 P.102. The Poorman Impoundment Site is amenable to high-density (paste) tailings deposition
from the upstream slopes, whereas Little Cherry Creek site has limited capacity for high-density deposition.
In light of the Rock Creek requirements for paste tailings deposition why isn’t it a requirement for this
project and why hasn’t the Poorman site been investigated as thoroughly as the Little Cherry Creek site?

248-15 The Agencies’ cursory examination of dry placement of tailings, which suggests a predisposition
on the part of the Agencies for surface disposal at the Little Cherry Creek site, is wholly inadequate. Where
is the comparison of the relative impacts dry tailings disposal versus the impacts of surface disposal in
Little Cherry Creek? Dry placement of tailings appears to be a fully practicable alternative taking into
consideration at least the factors of existing technology and logistics in light of the overall project purposes.

248-18 As in the case of dry tailings disposal and hydraulic transport and filling, the Agencies also seem
to shortchange the viability and practicability of high density slurry/paste disposal methods. As noted by
the Agencies (DEIS, page 204), high density slurry/paste technology is in essence an improved hydraulic
transport and filling method of tailings disposal. It has the advantages of not needing much drainage and
not needing the removal of fine tailings material. These are both cost reducing factors.

248-18 |If this tailings disposal method is the preferred alternative for the Rock Creek project, why has it
not been more seriously considered or adopted for the Montanore Project?

Response: The agencies’ analysis of surface tailings disposal methods was updated for the SDEIS and was
discussed in the Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO Resources Corp. 2011a). The design
considerations at the Rock Creek Project are different from the Montanore Project. The agencies analyzed
various surface disposal methods to avoid or minimize effect on wetlands and other waters of the U.S.
Effects on wetlands was identified as a key issue during project scoping (see Section 2.1.2.1.7 of the DEIS
and FEIS). The analysis also was completed to determine if an alternative surface disposal method was
practicable. Section 2.13.6.2 of the SDEIS (2.13.7.2 of the FEIS) disclosed that compared to thickened
tailings deposition, paste or filter tailings deposition would not likely reduce the impoundment footprint
enough to substantially decrease the acreage of wetlands affected at the site. Reductions in the volume of
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tailings deposited at the surface due to the use of paste or filter tailings would not be directly proportional
to reductions in the required surface area, due to the convex topography at the Poorman site.

Backfilling of Tailings

74-13 It would be prudent to backfill the mine to minimize effects on groundwater hydrology and
probabilities of subsidence.

74-14  Reclamation plan should employ backfilling in addition to the room and pillar method already
under consideration in order to minimize the potential for subsidence and for groundwater contamination.

74-19 Taking all possible measures to prevent subsidence, now and in the future, including backfilling
the mine void.

182-9 P.202-5. Dry placement tailings. Because of the costly dewatering, labor intensive transportation
requirements and inefficient use of backfilling space, the lead agencies eliminated dry placement of
tailings. It is not the province of the lead agencies to make a determination based on costliness to the
project proponents. It is their responsibility to disclose the impacts and the possible tradeoffs being made.
Where are the realistic economic evaluations that would disclose the public losses and private gains from
the public domain?

182-8 P.195. The lead agencies used a capacity requirement of 120 million tons, and either surface
disposal, underground backfill, or a combination to match the Little Cherry Creek tailings impoundment
capacity. How is the public to understand why this practical procedure is eliminated if no cost estimates
associated between it and other methods cited are developed or shown?

182-9 Paste tailings. Based on the lead agencies preliminary economic analysis of incorporating
underground backfilling into the Montanore Project, paste backfilling would likely make the project
uneconomical (Agapito Associates). It is not a requirement within the province of the permitting agencies
to make or facilitate a projects economic viability. It is the requirement of the permitting agencies to
disclose all impacts and ensure they conform with the requirements of existing laws.

182-10 Furthermore, why is it that “A detailed discussion of the relationship between mining cost, copper
and silver prices, cutoff grades, and reserve tonnages at the Montanore Project is beyond the scope of this
study,” is off the table? The cost of doing business does not and should not be limited when equally
valuable national resources are potentially liable to as a result of this irrevocable commitment to private
interests. It also appears the Agapito Associates analysis was only conducted on the MMC preferred
alternative as it continually messages the exceptional distances that both water and tailings would have to
be delivered. The discussion does not appear to take into account Alt. 3, the agency mitigated alternative
that locates the tailings impoundment (Poorman) closer to the mine and locates all of the mine adits in one
location (Libby Creek).

182-10 P.211-12. Tailings disposal techniques: in every instance, conventional, partial, dry the agencies
dismissed the proposal as making operations economically unfeasible. It is not the agencies duty to propose
alternative methods based on the economic profitability or feasibility for the company. The criteria that are
supposed to be used are those that maintain the other multiple uses and environment.

327-26 However, as is true in many other sections of the SDEIS, this viable option to minimize wetland
destruction in the Kootenai National Forest is summarily dismissed because “backfilling at Montanore
would result in significantly greater capital and operating costs than would normally be associated with
room-and-pillar mining projects.” Because “significantly greater” is not quantified in terms of dollars and
cents, this dismissal of backfilling is meaningless. We believe that wetlands are too critical to the overall
health of the Kootenai National Forest to dismiss a thorough exploration of any plan, no matter the cost,
that would minimize their destruction.

327-27 We believe that the backfilling Alternative to the current Poorman Creek Tailings Impoundment
plan must be revisited and a new study commissioned based on site-specific data. Actual costs in U.S.
dollars, reasonable cost comparisons of backfilling vs. impoundment of all tailings, and a basis in fact using
an as-yet undeveloped Poorman impoundment design is the only way that the permitting agencies can
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definitively evaluate whether backfilling as an environmentally preferable alternative to a toxic tailings
edifice.

342-22 The Agencies’ review and rejection of tailing backfill methods is based principally on the
economic effect of mine profitability, and not on impacts to environment or population.

Response: The agencies analyzed tailings backfill as a method to avoid or minimize effect on wetlands and
other waters of the U.S. Effects on wetlands was identified as a key issue during project scoping (see
Section 2.1.2.1.7 of the DEIS and FEIS. The analysis also was completed to determine if an alternative to
surface disposal of tailings was practicable. The agencies’ analysis of backfilling of tailings was updated
for the SDEIS and was discussed in the Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO Resources Corp.
2011a). The agencies considered cost because under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines, an alternative is practicable
if “it is available and capable of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and
logistics in light of overall project purposes” [40 CFR 230.3(q), 230.10(a)(2)]. A 1993 joint Corps/EPA
memorandum stated the determination of what constitutes an unreasonable expense should generally
consider whether the project cost is substantially greater than the costs normally associated with the
particular type of project. The agencies determined that backfilling would result in greater capital and
operating costs than would normally be associated with associated with room-and-pillar mining projects.

182-9  Pneumatic placement. The main drawbacks to this method are the limited capacity (typically less
than 200 tons per hour) of the blowers used to inject the solids into the transport pipe....... Why is it that in
the water treatment section the company says it can simply add units to increase capacity, but here the same
application of process is made into a major meltdown?

Response: Limited capacity was only one reason pneumatic transport and placement of tailings was
infeasible. Other reasons were the limited distances that materials can be transported, and the large
compressed-air volumes necessary for transport.

182-9  Placement of tailings underground as backfill would reduce the potential for surface subsidence,
but would not reduce the potential for the collapse of the underground workings. Regardless, there is a low
probability for surface subsidence without backfill under the current mine plan.

Response: The agencies agree.

182-9  Hydraulic filling could be employed at Montanore, provided that adequate underground drainage
capacity is provided. Because the sand tailings represent about 90 % of the material suitable for placement
hydraulically, the lead agencies eliminated hydraulic placement as an acceptable option for Montanore. If
backfilling is an alternative that reduces surface and biological impacts then it should not be eliminated as
an option. It is most interesting to note that most if not all alternatives that are costly to implement, but
most protective of environmental factors are eliminated from further consideration.

248-16 As in the case of dry placement of tailings, the Agencies have not subjected hydraulic transport
and placement of tailings to a rigorous analysis and comparison of its impacts versus surface disposal at the
proposed Little Cherry Creek site as proposed.

Response: Hydraulic transport and placement of a portion of the tailings underground as a means to reduce
surface impacts was disclosed Section 2.13 in the SDEIS and FEIS, and in the Tailings Disposal
Alternatives Analysis (ERO Resources Corp. 2011a). The DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS discussed that hydraulic
placement would be limited to the sand tailings and the fine tailings would still require surface disposal.
Instead of using sand tailings for the dams, hydraulic placement of sand tailings as backfill would require
borrow for the dams. Both the borrow areas and the disposal area would be affected, increasing surface and
biological impacts. The impacts to wetlands which were identified as a key issue and which were
incorporated into the analyses under the 404(b)(1) Guidelines were disclosed in the SDEIS, FEIS and
supporting documents. Section 2.13.6.2 of the SDEIS and section 2.13.4 of the FEIS compared acres of
wetlands disturbed under various surface and backfilling scenarios.

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project M-220



Appendix M Responses to Comments on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

202-42 Alternative 3 did not require the diversion of a perennial stream, but was dismissed because of the
smaller capacity for tailings. Other options should be considered to limit the volume of tailings to avoid the
diversion of Little Cherry Creek, such as the backfilling of the tailings.

243-3 At least three reasonable alternatives to the tailings disposal method were not evaluated fully.
These three methods - dry placement of tailings, hydraulic transport and placement of tailings, and high-
density slurry or paste disposal - were all discussed but eliminated without full consideration. The omission
of further discussion of paste disposal is most striking in light of the fact that paste disposal was the method
chosen for the nearby Rock Creek project.

Response: Alternative 3 was not dismissed but was identified as the KNF’s preferred alternative in the
SDEIS and FEIS. The agencies’ analysis of backfilling of tailings was updated for the SDEIS in Section
2.13.3 and was discussed in the Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO Resources Corp. 2011a).
Section 2.13.4 of the FEIS summarized the agencies’ analysis of backfilling of tailings.

248-15 The Agencies cite two “drawbacks” to this tailings handling and disposal methodology, i) the need
for a dedicated fleet of vehicles to transport the tailings, and ii) the inability to place the backfill close to the
roof and loss of backfill space as a consequence of the clearances required of truck dumping. Neither of
these two “drawbacks” appear to be insurmountable problems in disposing of the tailings. Large
construction projects routinely employ large fleets of dedicated vehicles to move material. It is therefore,
difficult to imagine that a limited fleet of dedicated vehicles to move dry tailings would constitute a
significant problem (particularly since this system is routinely used in other mining operations such as gold
mines in Nevada, coal mines in Wyoming, underground salt mines in Louisiana and tar sands operations in
Canada, as well as in large landfill operations throughout the United States. The second “drawback” cited
by the Agencies (actually characterized by the Agencies as a “serious” drawback), concerned the inability
to place backfill to the top of the mine roof and the loss of backfill space due to the clearances required for
truck dumping. Did the Agencies investigate how other mining or large construction projects handle this
issue?

Response: The basis for eliminating dry placement of tailings was logistics as described in Section
2.13.2.5.1 of the DEIS, Section 2.13.4 of the FEIS, and in the Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis
(ERO Resources Corp. 2011a) referenced in the SDEIS and FEIS. Most of the operations mentioned in the
comment are surface operations and not underground operations. The elimination of backfilling as a
practicable tailings disposal alternative was evaluated in the Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO
Resources Corp. 2011a) as part of the SDEIS analysis and in conformance with 404(b)(1) Guidelines where
the economic analysis was based on operational needs and data specific to the Montanore Project.

342-6  “Typically denser tailings material would reduce the footprint of a tailings impoundment.
However, the deposition requirements to achieve the required impoundment capacity for tailings disposal at
the Poorman site ... would require an increase in the footprint for the thickened tailings deposition area over
that for slurry deposition.” (emphasis added) This is inconsistent with the Agencies’ conclusion (ERO
Report, Executive Summary, page ii):”The Agencies identified the Poorman impoundment site as the least
environmentally damaging alternative for surface tailings disposal...”

Response: The sentence in the Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO Resources Corp. 2011a)
should be clarified, as discussed in this response. The agencies’ analysis of a conceptual design at the
Poorman impoundment site indicated that the site could not hold 120 million tons of tailings using slurry
deposition, primarily because of the projected shortage of cyclone sand available for dam construction. If
thickened tailings were deposited at the site at a tailings volume equal to the maximum slurry deposition
capacity of the site, the size of the impoundment would be slightly smaller.

342-6  So, the Agencies are favoring and recommending a tailings deposition method without knowing if
the method will actually work. This uncertain assumption then drives the selection of the Poorman
impoundment site. What happens if the “simulated tailings” prove to be not suitable for thickening or if the
needed tailings density cannot be achieved? Furthermore, maintaining a “near 100% efficiency” in the
thickening circuit does not constitute a realistic expectation.
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Response: The agencies’ analysis concluded that thickened tailings deposition is technically feasible based
on the best available information. MMC would conduct additional analysis of the tailings properties after it
obtained ore samples during the Evaluation Phase. Section 2.5.3.5.2 of the DEIS and SDEIS and Section
2.5.2.6 of the FEIS discussed the final design process. The KNF would conduct additional NEPA analysis
if the data collected during final design require substantial changes in the selected alternatives that are
relevant to environmental concerns or constitute significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action, as required by 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1). If MMC
submitted final designs that were not materially different from the conceptual designs of Alternative 3, the
DEQ would approve the final designs. If the analysis of the data collected during the Evaluation Phase
caused MMC to submit final designs that are materially different from the conceptual designs of
Alternative 3, the DEQ would require MMC to submit an application to modify its operating permit. The
DEQ would conduct the appropriate level of MEPA review on the application. An inability to reliably
achieve the design criteria for tailings density would be an example of such a situation during final design

342-7  Since the Agencies have determined that certain non-slurry disposal methods are indeed
practicable disposal methods, why have the agencies not examined their use at alternative potential tailings
impoundment sites? Why have the Agencies limited their consideration of non-slurry disposal methods
(e.g., thickened, paste and filter disposal) to just the Poorman site (and the Little Cherry site)?

342-8  With the determination that certain non-slurry tailings disposal (e.g., thickened, paste and filter
disposal) methods are in fact feasible alternatives, how would their use at some of the rejected tailings
impoundment locations affect the tailings impoundment selection process? Most of the non-slurry disposal
alternatives (but, ironically, not the method favored by the Agencies, thickened/cyclone deposition), would
result in a lower overall impact of the tailings impoundment site, including a smaller impoundment
footprint (but not the method favored by the Agencies, which, as noted above, would result in a larger
impoundment footprint).

342-9  So, use of filter tailings would reduce the size of the impoundment, reduce the size of the
impoundment dam, result in significantly better slope stability and result in significantly better seepage
control. Clearly, filter tailings would result in significantly less overall environmental impact and damage.
ERO evaluated filter tailings disposal within the context of the Poorman tailings site. How would the use of
filter tailings impact the evaluation of other potential tailings sites such as Midas Creek, Standard Creek,
Crazyman Creek and Upper Hoodoo Creek?

Response: The agencies’ used a sequential process to identify alternatives. The analysis of surface
deposition method was made after identifying potential sites. Based on a number of environmental and
engineering criteria, the agencies identified sites that are likely to result in the least environmental damage.
The basis for eliminating other sites is described in the Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO
Resources Corp. 2011a) and summarized in section 2.13 of the SDEIS and FEIS.

2034 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated. Comment about
tailings impoundment site analysis

243-3  There are numerous instances where the Agencies either did not evaluate an alternative or
eliminated a reasonable alternative from review. These include failure to fully evaluate two tailings
impoundment site alternatives — the Standard and Midas sites — that had previously been identified as
preferable to the sites currently under consideration.

248-11 Inexplicably, while the Agencies noted that it was not clear why the Standard Creek site had not
been investigated further, they made no effort to investigate the Standard Creek site and did not include it
in alternatives evaluated even after the Corps requested a reevaluation of alternative impoundment sites.

248-12 The Agencies need to fully evaluate the Standard Creek tailings site impoundment alternative.

311-1 By failing to objectively evaluate reasonable alternatives that are available, namely the alternative
impoundment sites like Midas Creek, Upper Standard Creek, Crazyman Creek and Upper Hoodoo Creek,
on a consistent basis and in combination with the different tailings disposal methods now deemed feasible,
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342-4  The SDEIS states, however, makes no mention of the existence of bull trout in Midas Creek, one
of the two impoundment sites deemed the “most desirable alternatives” by MKE. In Table 9 of the ERO
Report, the Upper Midas site is listed as eliminated due to “bull trout habitat”. This is not consistent with
the description of bull trout habitat waters outlined in the SDEIS. Similarly, the upper Standard Creek site,
the second impoundment site identified by MKE as “most desirable” is also eliminated due to “bull trout
habitat”. While Standard Creek is listed in section 3.6.3.9.6 of the SDEIS as being occupied by bull trout,
Standard Creek is effectively blocked by an old beaver dam structure at Standard Lake and it is difficult to
imagine that any bull trout are able to move upstream of Standard Lake. The Midas Creek site and the
upper Standard Creek site seem to have been arbitrarily dismissed from Level 11l consideration based on
incorrect classification as bull trout habitat.

342-4 The Agencies need to re-examine the suitability of the Midas site and the upper Standard Creek
site, particularly in view of the potential for using one of the non-slurry tailings deposition methods that the
Agencies have now determined to be practicable alternatives,

Response: Section 2.13.2.4 of the DEIS, Section 2.13.4.2 of the SDEIS and Section 2.13.5 of FEIS
disclosed the agencies’ evaluation of the Standard and Midas sites for tailings disposal. The agencies’
analysis of tailings impoundment sites was updated in the SDEIS and was discussed in the Tailings
Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO Resources Corp. 2011a).

342-3  If a 2000-foot buffer were applied to the Poorman site, the Poorman site would have been
discarded at this initial Level I screening because the 2,000 buffer would push the impoundment 2,000 feet
from LPMC’s property boundary and would result in a site without sufficient capacity to accommaodate 120
million tons of tailings. Instead, the Agencies ignored this criterion for the Poorman site and placed the toe
of the impoundment 250 - 300 feet from LPMC’s property

342-4  The Agencies compound the error of their impoundment selection process by then applying a
different method of tailings disposal to the Poorman site than they apply to any other site evaluated (other
than, evidently, the Little Cherry Creek site). For all tailings impoundment sites evaluated, other than the
Poorman site, conventional slurry tailings are considered as the disposal method. For the Poorman site, a
different method of tailings disposal must be used due to capacity limitations.

342-9  The Agencies need to evaluate other potential tailings sites on the same basis as the Poorman site.
They also need to more fully evaluate the various tailings deposition methods at various impoundment site
alternatives to determine which would have the least overall environmental impact. This analysis needs to
include the impacts to LPMC land. Without the application of consistent evaluation criteria, the Agencies
have no basis for concluding that the Poorman site results in the least overall adverse environmental
impact.

Response: The area around all impoundment sites except the Little Cherry Creek and Poorman sites was
enlarged by 2,000 feet to standardize disturbance areas for the impoundment sites during screening. The
disturbance area around Little Cherry Creek and Poorman sites was not enlarged during the screening
because the disturbance area for these sites was known at the time of the screening analysis. The buffer also
was used to account for tailings impoundment site evaluations in prior alternatives analyses that were
completed using lower impoundment capacity requirements than currently necessary for the Montanore
Project. During alternatives development before the DEIS was issued, the agencies developed six options
for an impoundment site between Little Cherry Creek and Poorman Creek (Poulter 2007). Three Poorman
Creek options were eliminated because the dam was sited on private land that was not owned by MMC, and
that could not be reasonably obtained. Two options were eliminated because they did not have adequate
capacity or required large dam volumes. The option retained was subsequently refined.

342-5 Now, however, a number of these non-slurry disposal methods do appear to be practicable tailings
disposal methods and it is only by considering these alternative methods of handling tailings, that the
Poorman site might be able to accommodate 120 million tons of tailings. None of these non-slurry disposal
methods were considered for any other potential tailings site, however (other than, apparently, the Little
Cherry Creek site). Again, this reflects a flawed analysis methodology which appears to be designed to
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achieve a predetermined outcome, namely the selection of the Poorman site for tailings disposal to the
exclusion of other potential sites.

Response: Section 6.0 of the Final Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO Resources Corp. 2011a)
disclosed that the tailings disposal method has a relatively minor effect on surface disturbance and effects
on waters of the U.S.

342-7 It seems that the Agencies considered the Midas Creek site to be a viable location for a tailings
impoundment for combined MMC/Revett mining operations, however it was eliminated from consideration
in the Level 11 screening in the SDEIS for tailings impoundment locations for the Montanore Project.

342-10 If the agencies were focused on minimizing the extent to which RHCAs would be affected then
they should be focusing on Crazyman Creek and Upper Hoodoo Creek rather than Poorman and Little
Cherry Creek as impoundment sites.

342-10 As summarized in Table 10 on page 57 of the ERO Report, in addition to less impact to RHCAs,
the Crazyman Creek and the Upper Hoodoo Creek sites would have other advantages over the Little Cherry
Creek and Poorman Creek sites, including a smaller footprint, much shorter dam crest length and less
impact to critical bull trout habitat and no impact to grizzly bear core and grizzly bear habitat. As discussed
in 1, D above, the use of paste or filter tailings disposal methods would result in further benefits and lower
overall environmental impacts by significantly reducing the height of the impoundment dam structures,
reducing overall impoundment capacity requirements, increasing tailings slope stability and provide
significant benefits with respect to seepage control.

342-18 By failing to objectively evaluate reasonable alternatives that are available, namely the alternative
impoundment sites like Midas Creek, Upper Standard Creek, Crazyman Creek and Upper Hoodoo Creek,
on a consistent basis and in combination with the different tailings disposal methods now deemed feasible,
the Forest Service is failing to meet the requirements under the Organic Administration Act and the
Multiple Use Mining Act to minimize adverse environmental impacts on NFS lands. In addition, as noted
above, the Agencies have failed to address impacts to LPMC lands resulting from the Montanore Project as
they are required to do pursuant to NEPA and MEPA.

Response: In their analysis of a combined MMC/Revett mining operation, the agencies assumed for
analysis purposes a second tailings impoundment in Midas Creek. Standard Creek and Midas Creek sites
were eliminated in the agencies’ impoundment siting alternative analysis because of bull trout or grizzly
bear habitat. Effect on RHCAs was one of numerous criteria used in the agencies’ three levels of screening.
The Crazyman Creek and Upper Hoodoo Creek dams would be nearly twice as high (600 feet or more) as
the Poorman or Little Cherry Creek dams. High embankments (greater than 400 feet) often pose design and
construction problems that could be avoided by better siting (Environmental Protection Agency 1994). The
agencies concluded that the Poorman site was a better site than either the Crazyman Creek or Upper
Hoodoo Creek sites.

342-11 In view of the fact that the Agencies, MMC and the Agencies’ and MMC’s consultants have never
initiated any contact with LPMC and have never inquired about a pipeline route through its private
property, it is not clear what “correspondence” in the project record ERO is referring to. This of course
raises the question of how the evaluation of the Crazyman Creek and the Upper Hoodoo Creek sites might
change if a pipeline route through LPMC land were available.

Response: The commenter is correct that neither the agencies nor MMC’s consultants contacted Libby
Placer Mining Company regarding a pipeline route through its property. The agencies’ tailings disposal
alternatives analysis indicated the pipelines to the Crazyman Creek and Upper Hoodoo sites could not
follow the Libby Creek Road (NFS road #231) because it is on private land owned by the Libby Placer
Mining Company. Among other correspondence, the commenter submitted the following comment on the
DEIS: “The Agencies should assume that sampling stations LB-1000, LB-800, RA-600, (and possibly a
sampling station in Poorman Creek) will not be available in connection with a water monitoring program
for the Project.” (See comment response 248-9 on p. M-366 for comment.) The agencies did not eliminate
the Crazyman or Upper Hoodoo creek sites from detailed analysis because of the agencies’ assumption that
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Libby Placer Mining Company property was not available. The sites would have a greater effect on
perennial streams than the Poorman site and would require more stream crossings by tailings pipelines than
the Poorman and Little Cherry Creek sites. They also would have substantially greater impacts on aquatic
resources than the Poorman site and overall would not offer environmental advantages over the Poorman
site.

342-12 The Agencies must abide by the provisions of NEPA and MEPA and consider the impact of the
Poorman site to Libby Placer Mining Company property. When impacts to LPMC lands are considered,
LPMC believes that other potential tailings sites would be less environmentally damaging.

342-23 As noted several times above in this comment, the Agencies have failed to address impacts from
the Montanore Project to LPMC as they are required to do under NEPA and MEPA.

Response: The DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS disclosed the effect of the mine and transmission line alternatives
on private property.

2037 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated. Comment about joint
venture (Rock Creek/Montanore)

29-1  Ajoint venture approach would permit the mine to drive the additional one-quarter mile to the
west to intercept the existing Rock Creek Mine. Its adit, located at a much lower elevation and sheltered by
a cliff from the wilderness, could supply a much less intrusive ventilation shaft.

29-1  From the perspective of a resident of the State of Idaho, the benefits of the copper-silver are body
located under the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness should accrue to the State of Montana and so should the
environmental risks of its extraction. | have been informed by friends, who have long careers in the mining
industry, that stable development of the entire ore body has its best chance of success as a joint venture by
the two companies proposing to develop it Such development would only logically be supported by a single
direction of entry into the ore body, rather than the current Revett Mining proposal of entering from the
west, and the Montanore proposal from the east. A combined effort would solve an additional problem for
the mining companies and the agencies. The first proposed mine will be required to mitigate grizzly habitat
impacts, as will the second, but the second will likely be required to mitigate the cumulative impacts of
both, making it a far more difficult proposition. A joint venture entry removes most, if not all, cumulative
impact issues. Libby deserves one stable mining enterprise, rather than two with a lesser chance of survival
due to

29-1  asingle entry approach from the east side of the mountain range should be encouraged by state
and federal public policy

60-11  Also, I’m wondering why is it that the Revett and Mines Management can’t both use the same
tunnel or adit, if you will, to get to their respective ore bodies which are next to each other. It makes sense.
It’s less of a footprint on the ecosystem, on the wildlife, et cetera, et cetera.

72-27  The first gentleman that spoke, suggested why can’t they both use the same portal? And | don’t
know that there’s any authority to require this. But consider that if both — it’s essentially one body.
There’s a fault, but if it all came out this side, you would have a lot more steady stayed employment for a
lot longer for this community. You wouldn’t have the boom and bust effect. You wouldn’t have double the
impact.

97-5  For now, these are my final statements on Montanore outside the Lincoln County Courthouse:
“Me thinks” it would be a good idea for Revett Minerals Corp. and whomever is operator of the Montanore
project to jointly use the existing Libby Creek adit to access their copper-silver ore bodies that are adjacent
to each other: minimal political, physical, carbon, and costs’ footprint.

182-2  P.29. Joint venture dismissed as non-significant issue. Dismissal of a joint venture in an area that
is classified as GB Situation habitat 1, where the potential of two independently operating mines has the
potential to cut said habitat in %2 and preclude interaction between elements of an already endangered
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population is not insignificant. The regulatory agencies refusing to explore an alternative that looks at this
possibility are not only neglecting their responsibility to ESA but also to the proponent developers.

243-3  The Agencies did not evaluate the logical alternative of a joint venture with Rock Creek.

248-4  The Agencies discussed the subject of combining the two mining developments in Section
2.13.3.6 (page 213) of the DEIS. The Agencies acknowledge that a combined mining development would
likely provide for a more cost efficient operation as compared to two separate operations. While
acknowledging that they have no authority to require this alternative, the Agencies in any case go on to
state that this alternative was dismissed for “environmental, engineering and legal reasons”.

Response: The Agencies discussed the subject of combining the two mining developments in Section
2.13.3.6 of the DEIS and 2.13.3.2 of the FEIS. The analysis, in Section 2.13.2.2 of the SDEIS, was revised
and an expanded discussion was presented in the Tailings Disposal Alternatives Analysis (ERO Resources
Corp. 2011a). The agencies determined that they did not have authority to require Revett and MMC to join
their proposals into one operation, and joint operation is not a reasonable alternative and therefore was
dismissed detailed analysis. The agencies’ final analysis of combing the two mining operations is disclosed
in section 2.13.3.2 of the FEIS.

2039 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated: Comment about
transmission line analysis

354-1  Cost estimates for above-ground transmission line construction, impact mitigation and removal at
end of mine life ought to be given also, so that the reader can better judge the issue. The analysis is
assumed that duct banks for underground line will be encased in concrete. Is this strictly technically
necessary?

Response: Costs for all transmission line alternatives were presented in Section 2.8 of the DEIS and
updated in Section 2.8.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS.

2051 Suggested New Mine Option/Alternative. Suggested plant and
adit option
327-15 If avoidance of wetlands destruction means moving its milling operation to the Libby Industrial

Park, then MMC must assume the cost of the requisite transportation. This should clearly be a primary
consideration that would avoid rather than destroy.

Response: Transporting up to 20,000 tons per day of ore would be logistically difficult and create high
traffic volumes on access roads. Assuming 20 ton trucks, which is the legal limit on US 2, 1,000 one-way
truck trips would be necessary or 2,000 trucks per day for a round trip. It would be more than one truck
every minute.

2052 Suggested New Mine Option/Alternative.: Suggested tailings
disposal option

182-3  An unlined 6-foot-wide ditch paralleling the entire length of the road and pipelines would intercept
any released tailings.

Response: The agencies’ mitigation to bury double-walled pipelines, coupled with MMC’s proposed leak
detection, should minimize the risk of pipeline rupture and tailings release.

327-27 By far the best and most environmentally acceptable alternative to the Poorman Creek Tailings
Impoundment is transporting the tailings out of the Kootenai National Forest to a processing facility located
on private property such as the Libby Industrial Park.

331-14 A location for the tailings impoundment must be found that would not result in a loss of wetlands.
Can waste rock from the Montanore Mine be transported to the town of Libby where there are no wetlands?
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331-46 The tailings should be transported to one of the abandoned mine sites for W.R. Grace. These sites
are already compromised by environmental degradation. Relocating the tailings impoundment for the
Montanore mine would protect the Libby Creek watershed from the expected long-term impacts.
Relocation of the impoundment to the W.R. Grace site would protect wetlands and the fisheries of Little
Cherry Creek, Poorman Creek, and Libby Creek.

Response: Transporting up to 20,000 tons per day of tailings to any offsite facility would be logistically
difficult and create high traffic volumes on access roads. Tailings would be shipped with some moisture.
Paste tailings has 33 pounds of water for every 100 pounds of tailings. Assuming 20-ton trucks, which is
the legal limit on US 2, 1,333 one-way truck trips would be necessary or 2,666 trucks per day for a round
trip. It would be nearly two trucks every minute 24 hours per day. The agencies did not consider offsite
disposal as a feasible alternative. Waste rock would be used in the tailings impoundment dam or stored
underground in Alternatives 3 and 4.

2054 Suggested New Mine Option/Alternative: Suggested LAD Area
option

182-16 In addition, to ensure proper monitoring of the facilities, real-time public video monitoring of the
areas should be required.

Response: The agencies would administer the activities to ensure compliance with DEQ Operating Permit
and Forest Service Plan of Operations. The agencies determined a visual video record of the construction
was not needed to ensure such compliance.

2056 Suggested New Mine Option/Alternative.: Other suggested
option
202-42 Another alternative that was not reviewed regards the USFS’ authority, under the Wilderness Act,

16 U.S.C. § 1134(a), to exchange private interests within a Wilderness Area as a means of protecting
Wilderness values.

331-46 Land exchange to avoid intrusions into the Wilderness and impacts to Wilderness resources/values

Response: None of the agency alternatives would create surface disturbance in the CMW. Section 1.2 of
the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS indicated all access and surface facilities including the 230-kV transmission
line would be located outside of the CMW boundary.

202-44 Since completion of the evaluation adit is the next step in the “logical sequence” of developing the
ore body, that phase is the only phase that can be considered for approval at this time.

331-46 Approving only the pumping of the evaluation adit water at the current time. This will allow the
agencies to obtain critical information on water quality, hydrology, dewatering, etc.

Response: In 2008, the KNF decided the best approach for disclosing the environmental effects of the
Libby Adit evaluation program was to consider this activity as the initial phase in the overall Montanore
Project EIS. The Libby Adit evaluation program would be the first phase of the Montanore Project in
Alternatives 3 and 4.

331-46 Alternatives that would not require any claimed “exemption” from water quality or other
environmental standards. This would include alternative facility and/or treatment locations and/or designs
to either avoid discharges or the need for perpetual treatment.

Response: The agencies considered all reasonable facility location alternatives, as discussed in Section
2.13 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS. The agencies did not identify any reasonable alternative that would
avoid discharges. The need for perpetual treatment is not known. Anticipated post-mining water quality is
discussed in Section 3.13.4.2.3 of the SDEIS and FEIS.
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2071 Suggested New Transmission Line Alignment: Suggested
transmission line alignment

Buried line

53-2  The proposed buried line will follow NFS road #231, and be buried under the road and/or nearby
adjacent to the road. It will have the curving/ meandering plan view alignment of the road.

53-3 A connecting segment from the east end of NFS road #231 at highway US 2 to the proposed
Sedlak Park substation on US 2 is about 4 miles in length. This segment could also be buried-in highway
US 2 right-of-way if MDT is agreeable.

53-2 If a buried line can be built in less time, which seems likely, them a comparison with time to build
an aboveground line is not a key issue.

143-1  Another route for a buried electrical transmission line is via and along Miller Creek Roads (NFS
roads #4724 and 4780 to and then along #231).

327-11 Put the power lines underground along an established roadway — Fisher Creek Road — and save
untold acres of established grizzly bear habitat.

327-22 The rationale for excluding the underground power line option is weak. This option should have
been included so that a more comprehensive analysis could have been done. It is the responsibility of the
Agencies to weigh a number of factors in its evaluations and choices, yet in this case they have really
utilize only one—cost—and even that criterion has not been subjected to comprehensive analysis.

Response: Section 2.13.10 of the SDEIS and Section 2.13.11 of the FEIS included the agencies’ analysis
of underground installation of a transmission line. The DEQ considers cost an appropriate criterion based
on MFSA (75-20-301, MCA), which requires the DEQ to determine that “the facility minimizes adverse
environmental impact, considering the state of available technology and the nature and economics of the
various alternatives.” MFSA also requires the DEQ to determine “that the facility or alternative
incorporates all reasonable, cost-effective mitigation of significant environmental impacts.”

Proximity to residential property

12-1  The new ‘safe’ distance from these lines is 400ft.-from residential property lines/yards-not the
200ft as reported in the ‘outdated’ DEIS.

19-1  the line to be a minimum of 450 feet from any residences

100-1  We just wanted to ask you again to please keep the transmission lines for Montanore Mines at a
safe, (healthy?) distance away (400ft. Minimum) from all residential property lines.

103-1  If they must be than they should not be closer than 2000ft of any residential property lines, public
roads and recreational areas.

108-1 At or close to the west property line of Section 32, a new alternative location is proposed. This
location bears north/northwest across Section 36 and diagonally across Section 26 from the southeast
comer to the northwest comer, and continuing into Section 22 near the southeast corner, across Miller
Creek and tying into the proposed North Miller Creek Alternative (Alt B) or the Modified North Miller
Creek Alternative (All C).

145-1 Please do not come closer than 2000ft from our home/property lines and family recreation areas.

147-1  If these lines must be than maybe if they are done right the first time (no closer to residences and
the recreating public-(Howard Lake area) than two thousand feet).

240-1 We would not feel safe or with peace of mind with these lines any closer than 2000ft of our
property lines or any other residential property lines (as in our neighbors-the Rose’s). Howard Lake
recreation area, and public roads.
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290-3  We are requesting varied viewings from our home and cabin rental sites.

327-18 The homes of the four full-time Midas Mine residents are the only residential structures within ten
miles, yet the proposed power line route seems to gravitate towards them without any apparent rhyme or
reason. Surely, if DEQ officials can seriously consider moving the lines 1,000 feet from the far less remote
Roger Guches residence, they can relocate those which practically run through our land several miles away.
If the current proposed alternative remains in place, this should be done.

360-2 I respectfully submit my plea to you to consider relocating the main transmission line
approximately 1000 feet further north. The best way | have of explaining where the new location might be
is as follows: A small ridge runs parallel along my north property line.- Current plans indicate the line will
run along the south side of the ridge, which is close to my property. | request the line be run along the north
side of the ridge which I estimate to be about 1000 feet further than planned.

364-1 1 would just propose that it would be located just slightly north of me to be out of eyeshot, earshot
and for health-issues wise.

Response: The alignments of transmission line alternatives C-R, D-R and E-R were modified in the SDEIS
and again in the FEIS to reduce effects on private land. All residences are more than 450 feet from the
alignments of transmission line alternatives C-R, D-R and E-R. Residences more than 450 feet for the
centerline were considered to be “Category I” homes in the EMF assessment. Category | homes would have
electric field strength always less than 50 VV/m and the magnetic field strength always less than 1.0 mG,
regardless of the pole type. Exposures in Category | homes are characterized as having “no recognized
potential for a health impact from exposure to EMFs” (Asher Sheppard Consulting 2007, 2012).

Other options

147-1  They should not be put in our national forest at all. Maybe it would be possible for the Montanore
Mine to run on generators (muffled for noise)

236-1  Where ever possible, sitting towers, should considered over/through existing harvested areas, as
these areas have existing road facilities, and clearing should be minimal.

Response: Section 2.13.10 of the FEIS was revised to disclose that on-site generation was not reasonable
because of high capital costs and the likelihood of other environmental concerns, such as air quality. The
preferred location criteria, which are listed in DEQ Circular MFSA-2 and discussed in the Draft Findings
for Transmission Line Certification Approval section of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS Summary, include
locations in logged areas rather than undisturbed forest and locations that use or parallel existing utility
and/or transportation corridors.

238-1 The size of the power line should reflect the amount of power through the line only lower power
smaller lines. No mine or running the lines up and mining from Rock Creek only.

241-1 1told you at the meeting that the only way the transmission lines would not be in view from our
house is if you ran them up Rock Creek.

Response: Locating mine facilities and associated transmission line on the west side of the Cabinet
Mountains was eliminated from detailed analysis, as discussed in Section 2.13 of the DEIS, SDEIS and
FEIS.

2185 Financial Assurance: Comment about financial assurance

74-14  An adequate Reclamation bond to repair all potential physical, ecological and experiential
damages to the CMW resource, both now and in the foreseeable future, must be posted.

74-18 [The DEIS] fails to provide full financial information that would indicate MMC’s compliance with
relevant legislation for public consideration.
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97-5  Ensure that residual funds are set aside for future generations as the mines will close . . .Ensure
that residual funds are set aside to perpetuate healthy, local flora and fauna . . .Ensure that residual funds
are set aside to protect wildlife, fowl and aquatic animals

111-1 Is the reclamation bond sufficient to cover actual costs of reclamation and which set of
reclamation standards (as per the Metal Mines Reclamation Act) are going to be required? If this project
were to proceed, after 100 years, would the area look as it did before the massive extraction of these rocks?
Would the ecosystem function, sufficiently, to allow species who depend on this habitat be able to find
there way through the next 100 years

141-3 My concern is the costs of treating water for decades or in perpetuity is not calculated or part of
any cost benefits analysis. What is the value to our community of a permanent source of pollution? The
costs of water treatment forever would eventually exceed any benefit. Whereas permanent water treatment
may be a likely scenario, it is unrealistic to expect any business to be around for even a few centuries let
along always. Few make 50.

182-6  P.107. The pump back recovery wells would located beyond the dam toe, and would be designed
to collect seepage not collected by the drain system. This sounds like a perpetual system and would have to
be addressed in the amount of reclamation bond posted.

182-7 P.120. The length of time these closure activities would occur is not known, but may be decades
or more. With an unknown such as this how do the permitting / regulatory authorities plan to bond for this?

182-17 15. P. 467. “The agencies estimate that it would take about 70 years for the groundwater level to
return to steady state conditions.” 70 years before steady state conditions and the probability of mine-water
discharges via whatever routes. How much longer beyond this time-frame before associated impacts might
be perceived? What will the long-term bonding requirements of such a scenario entail? Is such a bond
simply a long-term promissory note or a cash bond that secures interest over time, and whose interest can
be utilized for inflationary increases in the cost of mitigation if required?

331-31 Itis suggested that bonding for the proposed project would likely be in the form of an “irrevocable
line of credit”. If the project were to enter into bankruptcy in the future, would securing the bonding in this
way guarantee adequate funding for reclamation? Reclamation bonding must be fully secured prior to the
turning of dirt.

202-10 The DEIS contains insufficient information on bonding, particularly regarding water quality.
There is limited information regarding a transmission line bond for clean up and reclamation and for the
$6.2 million bond required by the Forest Service for reclamation. We could find no information pertaining
to a bond to cover long-term water treatment, as is required. Under NEPA, the EIS process must allow the
public to fully participate in the bonding process.

235-2  The reclamation plan should provide sufficient funds to ensure that the tailings impoundment
surface will be fully restored and revegetated with native flora. The fund amount should be indexed to
inflation.

331-18 Regarding perpetual treatment (for the mine void, seepage, groundwater impacts, or any other
aspect of the project) that is not allowed under federal or state law. Admitting the potential for perpetual
treatment is essence admits that reclamation will never be fully accomplished. As all mine operations must
be reclaimed under the Organic Act/228 regulations and related federal law (such as the Mining and
Minerals Policy Act of 1970), the failure to achieve reclamation requires that the Plan of Operations and
metals mining permit be denied. It should be noted that having a financial assurance/bond in place to cover
perpetual treatment is not a substitute for reclamation.

331-31 The SDEIS states that the possibility exists that the responsibility for reclamation of the project
may one day fall on the agencies. The bonding amount should reflect this contingency by estimating
agency time and resources that would be consumed managing the site. How can there be a public comment
period on the bond amount for reclamation if the total amount will not be known until after the ROD is
released? Will there be another comment period available after the bond amount is issued?
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331-31 What if the treatment extends beyond 100-years? The bond should cover long-term water
treatment that would be required for more than 100-years.

331-32 The SDEIS states that treatment will be required for decades or more, and will bond for up to 100-
years. The logic for not requiring bonding beyond that 100-year window is flawed. The SDEIS wrongly
assumes that water treatment will become more economical in the future so additional bonding should not
be required. (SDEIS Section 1.6.3.2.3, Pg 30) Water quality standards may also be more stringent in future
so treatment options in 2011 may be considered grossly inadequate in 2111.

343-1 Further, from what | have read in the Wall Street Journal, Mines Management has nowhere near
the funding they need to begin mining, let alone meet standards this report requires them to meet.
Apparently hundreds of thousands of my tax dollars have been spent preparing this impact statement for a
corporation that may well, in the end, decide not to proceed. Our tax dollars and your extensive efforts will
then have been wasted. Why is there not requirement that a corporation put money up front for the
development of this kind of report? It could be remitted to them, at least in part, when they actually begin
operations.

344-2  The assumption that “the cost of water treatment will become more economical with technological
advances” is unsubstantiated and solely in the interest of industry. There is no evidence that water treatment
for an entire aquifer has become more economical, or that technological advances will ever restore this
watershed to preindustrial levels. If we are going to permit perpetual water degradation, we must have in
place an adequate bond that is designed to protect the public for a similar amount of time and is not so
heavily discounted that it will be inadequate after only 100 years.

344-2 The SDEIS states many times water treatment may be required for perpetuity and that the length
of time treatment is required is unknown. By only projecting the DCF for 100 years, the public is again left
holding the bag for long term cleanup, which seems what this projection is designed to do.

389-13 How will we know whether the reclamation bond is adequate? Is it possible to anticipate long-
term, persistent impacts in such a way as to make them compensable? The reclamation bond is likely to be
grossly inadequate to cover the damage to public resources this mine will cause.

Response: Section 1.6.3 was added to the SDEIS to discuss financial assurance and the agencies’ approach
to calculating a reclamation bond amount. Section 1.6.3.2.3 discussed long-term water treatment and
reclamation bond considerations. Section 1.6.3.1 discussed that a bond must be in place before issuance of
an operating permit or approval of a Plan of Operations. The agencies calculate a long-term water treatment
cost using a discounted cash flow (DCF) analysis, where the annual treatment costs are converted to a net
present value (NPV). Projecting the DCF over 100 years is in line with federal guidelines contained in the
USDA'’s Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and Related Land Resources
Implementation Studies (USDA 1983).

2186 Financial Assurance: Suggested change in financial assurance

74-9 If there is a need for additional positions to monitor and protect grizzly bears, it is the Forest
Service’s responsibility to secure adequate funding for these positions.

Response: As discussed in the agencies’ grizzly bear mitigation plan in the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS, MMC
would provide funding for the additional positions to monitor and protect grizzly bears as result of the
Montanore Project.

2216 MMC'’s Proposed Mine: Suggested change in water use and
management

152-17 The seepage collection pond, downstream from the tailings impoundment, will have a liner
designed to achieve permeability of 10-6 cm/s (DEIS, page 52). Neither the text nor cross-section (figure 9)
shows the thickness of the liner. Without the thickness it is impossible to assess the efficacy or usefulness
of the liner. Note that this permeability equals 0.0028 ft/d, which is not a very low value for a liner; at a
gradient equal to 1.0, seepage will pass a 1 foot thick liner in less than a year.
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Response: The agencies would require a geomembrane liner for the Seepage Collection Pond under all
alternatives. The geomembrane thickness would be on the order of 80 mil to 100 mil. The industry-
recognized test for ggomembrane permeability measures the gas diffusion rate through the membrane with
the assumption that the material is homogeneous across the test sample with respect to physical and
chemical characteristics. This test measures the transmission rate of a liquid in its vapor or gas phase
through the membrane. Typical values for gas diffusion are on the order of 1 x 10 to 1 x 10™ cms.
Higher permeabilities through installed geomembranes arise from manufacturing defects or poor quality
control during installation. With proper quality assurance and quality control during manufacturing and
pond construction, the permeability of the lined facility can be reduced to below the 1 x 10® cm/s cited in
the DEIS and FEIS, and would likely be on the order of 1 x 10°° cm/s.

Post-closure Water Management

141-4  ASARCO who developed the Troy mine often used as an analog for this project, has since sold
out and been in bankruptcy since 2005. While it is possible to create a perpetual source of water pollution,
it is not possible to create a responsible party in perpetuity. A more prudent design would be a project
where permanent water treatment would not be necessary or expected. If this cannot be done under any
alternative, please reconsider the need for this project. Allowing permanent water degradation, even with
treatment, shifts the costs of this project to future generations who will receive none of the benefits.

152-17 The DEIS also plans for 5 gpm to seep to the groundwater after operations cease. This means there
will be a continuous source of contaminants into perpetuity. This also means there will also be a substantial
amount of water captured by the underdrain system after operations cease. The agencies do not have a plan
for handling this continuing seepage in perpetuity.

200-6 Itis likely that the Land Application Disposal would be required in perpetuity and treatment of the
wastewater will be necessary as well. Who will be responsible for the treatment of this perpetual discharge?

200-8  The post-mining seepage from the tailings would be discharged in one of the two Land
Application Disposal (LAD) areas. Will this discharge be perpetual? If the discharge does become
perpetual, who will be responsible for the long-term maintenance?

202-5 Given that the long-term discharge of 50-100 gpm would occur long after the mining company has
departed, who will be responsible for the maintenance of this perpetual discharge?

335-16 The SDEIS doesn’t provide analysis of the implications for long-term water treatment or water
treatment into perpetuity as a result of infiltration of water into the tailings impoundment from the five
springs which will be buried by the tailings impoundment. The SDEIS should analyze the extent of long-
term treatment.

Response: Section 3.1.1 of the DEIS, SDEIS and FEIS disclosed that MMC or its assigns would maintain
and operate water treatment and seepage collection systems until water quality standards were met in all
receiving waters from the specific discharge. Based on the current level of information, the agencies would
likely estimate costs for water collection and treatment in perpetuity when calculating the reclamation
bond. Section 1.6.3.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS disclosed that the bond would be determined after an
alternative has been selected for implementation and a ROD or decision is issued by each agency.

152-17 The mining company has indicated they will install “seepage control measures, such as pump-back
wells, if required to comply with applicable standards” (DEIS, page 52). The DEIS should state at this
point what those applicable standards are and how the decision to install the seepage control measures will
be made. This statement contradicts other statements in the MPDES permit application (Geomatrix, 2007a)
which claims there WILL be a pumpback system. The DEIS discusses seepage as though the 25 gpm is
what will occur after the seepage passes the pumpback wells.

Response: Section 2.4.1.5 of the DEIS and FEIS indicated that MMC was committed to implementing
seepage control measures, such as pumpback recovery wells, if required to comply with applicable
standards. The agencies’ analysis indicated such as system would be necessary to meet ELGs. Section
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2.5.3.5.2 of the DEIS and Section 2.5.2.6.4 of the FEIS indicated a pumpback system would be installed in
Alternatives 3 and 4.

152-18 The DEIS should verify whether the existing outfalls will be abandoned.

Response: Section 2.4.2.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS indicated that MMC applied to the DEQ to renew the
existing MPDES permit and existing outfalls and requested the inclusion of five new stormwater outfalls
under the permit. In 2011, the DEQ determined the renewal application was complete and administratively
extended the permit (ARM 17.30.1313(1)) until MMC receives the renewed permit. The DEQ issued a
draft renewal MDPES permit in July 2015 and held a public hearing on the draft permit in August 2015.
The draft renewal permit included the three existing outfalls and approved five stormwater-only outfalls.
The DEQ will issue the final MPDES permit in its ROD.

LAD Areas

182-3  Mine and adit water would not receive treatment prior to land application. In essence this practice
would make the LAD areas water impoundment facilities. Water-bound copper in the effluent would
supposedly attenuate in the LAD areas and be susceptible to exposure at a later date depending on what
future activities were proposed in the areas.

182-15 11. P.440. “Because of the limited subsurface data available for the LAD Avreas, it is not possible
to refine the estimated application rate beyond what is presented in this EIS.” Once again we have a
situation where conservative as it may be desired the permitting agencies will be making qualitative and
guantitative judgments based on inadequate data.

182-16 In all of the discussion about the LAD Areas there has been no mention of fall / winter weather
and ground freezing events. Is there a considered period of no use? When is it? Who is the determinant? If
not, then water discharged to the LAD areas will flow overland directly into streams and will require an
MPDES permit.

200-5 The DEIS mentions a few alternatives when the ground does reach saturation and additional
application is not possible. More details are needed for the option of storing LAD water at the tailings
impoundment. Will the impoundment storage option be lined? If the storage is not lined, can an MPDES
outfall be expected? Will the water be treated prior to storage at the impoundment?

202-42 Alternatives other than the LAD need to be explored because of afore mentioned problems and
impacts that will become inherent with this type of discharge.

331-26 Could LAD disposal still be required if the water balance predicted in the SDEIS is incorrect? The
LAD area is still an option for Alternative #2. Since the LAD option could still be employed, questions and
concerns about that option still need to be considered.

Response: Section 2.4.2.4.2 of the DEIS and Section 2.4.2.4.3 of the FEIS discussed that MMC would use
the LAD Areas for discharge over a 6-month growing season in Alternative 2. In the SDEIS, the agencies
modified the proposed water management plan in Alternatives 3 and 4 to address the uncertainties about
quality of the mine and adit inflows, the effectiveness of LAD for primary treatment, the quantity of water
that the LAD Areas would be capable of receiving, and the effect on surface water and groundwater
quality. In Alternatives 3 and 4, MMC would use the Libby Adit Water Treatment Plant to treat non-
stormwater before discharge.

182-4  P.63. An estimated 71 million gallons of water (220 acre feet) would be required to initiate mill
operations. That’s a lotta water and where does this initial lump sum come from?

Response: Adit inflows would be stored behind the Starter Dam during the Construction Phase in all mine
alternatives to provide water for initial mill operations.

182-19 “If necessary, additional water would be treated at the Libby Adit Water Treatment Plant or would
be cycled within the tailings impoundment.” Between rain-on snow events and artesian pressures,
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dewatering and stabilizing the 350 acre tailings impoundment area be dewatering it will be of critical
importance. Recycling water through the tailings impoundment is the last thing needed in a post-mining
scenario.

Response: Using the tailings impoundment to store seepage collected by the Seepage Collection System
post-mining would be necessary in all alternatives during the initial years of tailings consolidation. The
impoundment would not be needed to store water at closure when the seepage rate and the rate of the
pumpback well system would be less than the capacity of the water treatment plant.

202-4  The option for storing excess water at the tailings impoundment also needs to be explained in
detail. Would the impoundment option be lined? Would the impoundment option be treated prior to winter
storage? During a significant rain event would there be a risk of overflow?

Response: The DEIS discussed that the tailings impoundment would be used to store water for subsequent
use in the mill in all mine alternatives. An area above the Starter Dam would be lined in all mine
alternatives to reduce seepage. Design criteria for storing water are discussed in comment response 2316.

2219 MMC'’s Proposed Mine: Suggested change in transportation and
access

182-24 Lincoln County advertises its motorized recreational opportunities. It cannot and should not be
overlooked that some elements of the motorized community will view an unfenced tailings impoundment
area as an opportunity to recreate on. How would this impact reclamation? What long-range scenarios and
enforcement activities need to be considered in this regard?

Response: Except for the Bear Creek Road (NFS road #278), all roads in the tailings impoundment area
would be gated and restricted to mine only traffic. Section 2.6.3.1 of the DEIS and FEIS indicated
operating permit disturbance area boundaries would be marked in the field with fence posts and signed to
limit potential disturbance outside permitted disturbance areas. The effect on recreation was discussed in
Section 3.16.4 in the DEIS and FEIS. The agencies anticipate these measures would be adequate to restrict
unauthorized access to the tailings impoundment.

248-21 Will the upgrading of Bear Creek Road #278 take one year or two years?
Response: Upgrading of Bear Creek Road #278 would take 1 to 2 years.

344-8 Road improvements should include BMPs for road building and improvements and should be
standard operating procedure, not mitigation. Other mitigation such as bear proof garbage containers, food
storage and so forth are already required, or will be shortly, of most forest users and again are basically
standard operating procedures not additional mitigation.

Response: MMC proposed BMPs for road construction or reconstruction in its proposed Plan of
Operations. The BMPs proposed by the agencies in Alternatives 3 and 4 are in addition to those proposed
by MMC and are consequently considered mitigation. MMC’s other proposed measures in its Plan of
Operations, such as bear-proof garbage containers and food storage, are also a requirement in the agencies’
mitigation plans to ensure the agencies’ measures to minimize effects are complete and stand-alone,
without reference to MMC’s proposed measures.

2220 MMC'’s Proposed Mine: Suggested change in reclamation

182-4  P. 70. Prior to temporary or final closure, MMC would submit a revised reclamation plan to the
agencies for approval. If the Troy mine is the analog then this could be a lengthy process fraught with
delays and civil lawsuits. A provision of the Operating Permit needs to include a finite time line along with
penalties around this issue.

Response: The reclamation plan disclosed in the SDEIS and FEIS for the selected alternative would be the
plan included in the DEQ Operating Permit and any Forest Service-approved Plan of Operations for the
Montanore Mine. No revisions to the reclamation plan are anticipated; the reclamation plan can be revised
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if the need arises (i.e. if unanticipated issues are revealed by a field inspection or if the mine requests a
modification). Any revisions to the reclamation plan would need to be approved by the DEQ on private
land and by both DEQ and the Forest Service on National Forest System lands to ensure impacts to both
private and National Forest System lands are within the scope of the FEIS analysis. The KNF would
conduct additional NEPA analysis if the data collected during final design require substantial changes in
the selected alternatives that are relevant to environmental concerns or constitute significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action, as
required by 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1). If MMC submitted final designs that were not materially different from
the conceptual designs of Alternative 3, the DEQ would approve the final designs. If the analysis of the
data collected during the Evaluation Phase caused MMC to submit final designs that are materially
different from the conceptual designs of Alternative 3, the DEQ would require MMC to submit an
application to modify its operating permit. The DEQ would conduct the appropriate level of MEPA review
on the application.

182-4 It would take up to 20 years for settling and consolidation to stop and to complete the entire cover
on the tailings impoundment surface. How then is it the proposed reclamation plan estimates 3-years for
completion?

Response: Section 2.4.3 of the DEIS and FEIS disclosed that it would take up to 20 years for tailings
settling and consolidation to stop. All other unreclaimed disturbances would be reclaimed within 2 years
after mining completion. The reclamation bond would account for this time horizon by including coverage
for costs associated with completing reclamation of the tailings impoundment past the initial 2-year time
frame.

182-19 Where did the analog mine (Troy) and its reclamation requirements go? Troy reclamation plan
requires 24 inches of top soil replacement.

Response: Section 2.5.3.2.4 of the DEIS and Section 2.5.5.2.3 FEIS indicated that the replaced soil depth
in Alternatives 3 and 4 would average 24 inches using two lifts, including over the entire tailings
impoundment.

2221 MMC’s Proposed Mine: Suggested change in other
components/activities (not monitoring or mitigation)

182-19 25. P. 507. “MMC would use hazardous and non-hazardous materials in its operations, including
reagents during milling, lubricants, fuels and blasting agents.” If the analog mine (Troy) is any example of
how poorly this aspect of mineral development was regulated tracking, reporting and effective monitoring
of hazardous materials use and disposal must be a critical component of any permit requirements.

Response: Appropriate use and management of hazardous and non-hazardous materials would be required
in all alternatives.

2315 Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative:
Suggested change in tailings management

182-5 P.103. What good does additional MEPA / NEPA documentation do if additional impacts cannot
be mitigated?

Response: The KNF would conduct additional NEPA analysis if the data collected during final design
require substantial changes in the selected alternatives that are relevant to environmental concerns or
constitute significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on
the proposed action, as required by 40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1). If MMC submitted final designs that were not
materially different from the conceptual designs of Alternative 3, the DEQ would approve the final
designs. If the analysis of the data collected during the Evaluation Phase caused MMC to submit final
designs that are materially different from the conceptual designs of Alternative 3, the DEQ would require
MMC to submit an application to modify its operating permit. The DEQ would conduct the appropriate
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level of MEPA review on the application. If additional NEPA or MEPA analysis was conducted, the
agencies would identify design features to minimize environmental impact.

344-3  How susceptible is the pipeline to being deliberately breached by an act of terrorism or economic
sabotage? Almost every sign in the mine vicinity is shot up - what would small arms fire do to the exposed
pipeline?

Response: All tailings pipelines would be double-walled, and except at stream crossings, buried. The risk
of the pipelines being breached by an act of terrorism or economic sabotage is very low.

2316 Agency Mitigated Poorman Impoundment Alternative.
Suggested change in water use and management

332-8 The DSEIS states that water would be treated to remove nitrate and ammonia, but there are no
plans to treat for metals removal (DSEIS, p. 52). Leaching of the barren lead zone could easily produce
water that would require metals removal before disposal. Considering the elevated concentrations of lead in
leachate samples from this material, and uncertainties about MMC’s ability to handle the material in a way
that would ensure environmental protection, detailed plans for a metals removal treatment plant should be
prepared at the EIS stage.

Response: Section 2.5.4.3.2 of the SDEIS and Section 2.5.4.3.3 of the FEIS disclosed that the existing
Water Treatment Plant at the Libby Adit uses ultrafiltration to remove metals that are sorbed onto
particulates suspended in the water, thereby reducing total metal concentrations. The current system has
been successful in treating adit discharges to concentrations less than MPDES permitted effluent limits.
The same sections also indicated that the Water Treatment Plant would be modified as necessary to treat
parameters such as nutrients or metals to meet MPDES permitted effluent limits. MMC would continue to
monitor influent monthly and would make appropriate modifications to the water treatment plant if
necessary to remove dissolved metals. Treatment technologies for dissolved metals could include the
addition of chemicals to promote chelation (formation of a larger, filterable compounds) followed by the
existing ultrafiltration system, or reverse osmosis.

333-18 SDEIS Table 17 should be presented with annual time steps, rather than grouping longer periods
such as years 6 to 10, or 11 to 15. Substantial differences in the components occur among those periods, as
listed in the previous paragraph. A yearly basis would help show how the components transition. The water
balance misses at least two important points, or in part depends on certain assumptions being true, as
follows. If the dewatering rate is higher than projected, 480 gpm, there will be excess water in the system.
This would exceed the water treatment system capacity and potentially cause discharge to Libby Creek to
be higher than projected, and possibly not treated to standards. If the system does not capture as much
water from precipitation and runoff in the impoundment or the dewatering rate is lower than projected,
either due to dry years or by underestimating the amount, the system will require make-up water. The
SDEIS acknowledges this possibility, but states only that make-up would come from a well field north of
the seepage collection pond (SDEIS, p 244).

Response: The agencies developed a water balance with annual time steps, which was consolidated into
the intervals presented in the SDEIS and FEIS. A yearly basis was not necessary to show how the various
components of the water balance transition. Such transition is apparent from the intervals presented in the
SDEIS and FEIS. Excess water management for Alternative 2 was discussed in Section 2.4.2.4.3 of the
DEIS and Section 2.4.2.4.4 of the FEIS. With the exception of the use of LAD Areas, Alternatives 3 and 4
would use the same management techniques. The agencies’ analysis concluded these techniques would be
adequate to manage inflows greater than predicted.

333-15 Excess water from either dewatering or in the tailing impoundment could create a potential spill of
contaminated water or impoundment failure. The mine must have action plans that would minimize the
chance of such a spill. The action plans must include changed operations, including shutting down if there
is excess water. There must also be containment to prevent uncontrolled spills from the tailings area.
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333-18 The tailings generated for the Poorman site as proposed in alternative 3 will be drier, which may
“affect the ability to use the [tailings] impoundment as a reservoir to maintain a water balance” (SDEIS, p
49). MMC would “reevaluate[d] the water balance and the tailings deposition plan” (Id.) as part of the final
design. This is a huge oversight in the SDEIS because the water balance controls the potential
contamination from the mine site. An alternative water storage site would be the *“seepage collection pond”
(1d.), although the SDEIS does not analyze the effect of this or whether it would be large enough merely by
assuming “that all collected water would be returned to the impoundment” (1d.). The SDEIS considers this
pond only by assuming that precipitation within it would be gathered to use in the mill (Table 17, SDEIS).

335-4  The SDEIS fails to provide sufficient information to analyze water use and management. Without
appropriate analysis and design for the tailings impoundment facility, the agencies cannot determine
whether the tailings impoundment can be used for managing water, or whether some other option is needed
altogether.

Response: The design criteria for the Little Cherry Creek tailings impoundment is described in the 2005
Klohn Crippen Tailings Technical Design Report, starting on p. 70. The same criteria would be used for the
Poorman impoundment site. Section 5.5.1 of that report indicates “the impoundment freeboard during
operations will include the following: storage of 20 days of tailings discharge; storage of the design flood,
which is the runoff from the two week Probable Maximum Precipitation (PMP) plus snowmelt; and
freeboard of 3 feet above peak flood water surface.” The agencies’ review of the design criteria proposed
for the Little Cherry Creek Site and applicable to the Poorman Site were appropriate and could be met at
each site. Section 2.5.4.3 of the DEIS and FEIS described the options for maintaining sufficient water for
mill use. MMC’s proposed Plan of Operations includes a spill prevention and containment plan.

333-19 The tails deposited at the Poorman site in Alternative 3 would be thickened, meaning the density
would exceed 55 percent (SDEIS, p 46). Considering that the water balance assumes water released from
the tails, the SDEIS should specify the density and not just state they would be greater than 55 percent.

Response: Sections 2.5.3.5.4 and 3.9.3.3.1 of the DEIS and Sections 2.5.4.2.2 and 3.14.3.3.1 of the FEIS
indicated the tailings in Alternative 3 would be thickened to a target slurry density of 70 percent.

2410 Agency Mitigated Little Cherry Creek Impoundment Alternative:
Suggested change in permit/disturbance areas

182-21 4a. Figure 37: Mine facilities and Permit areas, Alt. 4. 4. There is no figure detail of the proposed
Libby Plant site comparable to the one for the Ramsey Creek site?

Response: The Libby Plant Site would have similar components as the Ramsey Plant Site. Figures 24 and
31 were updated in the FEIS to provide additional detail of the Libby Plant Site and its reclamation.

2711 Modified North Miller Creek Alternative: Suggested change in
Structure type

52-3  Finally, I noticed that wooden H frame structures are proposed in Alternative C. The structures are
to be used in steep mountainous terrain. Would these structures be more susceptible to damage from forest
fires?

Response: Wooden poles would be more susceptible to damage from forest fires than steel structures. The
risk would be minimized through vegetation management surrounding each pole.
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Chapter 3 Comments

Past, Current, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions
3051 Comment about reasonably foreseeable actions

Analysis of cumulative effects

202-39 Abandoned and active mine projects should all be considered when evaluating the numerous
impacts from the Montanore mine. All of the active mine claims would entail road building, noise, air
quality impacts, discharges to ground and surface waters, sediment production, and impacts to threatened
species. The evaluation of impacts from the Montanore mine on grizzly bear, lynx, bull trout, wolverine
and other species needs to include potential cumulative impacts from other large and small mining
proposals. The proposed Montanore and Rock Creek mines would not

202-40 Montanore’s DEIS addresses the possibility that the agencies may permit numerous mines to
operate simultaneously. While the DEIS seems to accept that Montanore, Rock Creek, Way-up, Fourth of
July, and others may be permitted to operate concurrently, the DEIS fails to give even cursory examination
of the cumulative impacts to wildlife, wilderness, and water quality.

162-1 | question the validity of some conclusions drawn from the data presented in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project regarding air and water quality standards, and
the mitigation requirements for grizzly bears. Throughout the EIS, while the Rock Creek Project is
mentioned, the language used would lead one to believe the Montanore Project and the Rock Creek Project
were some distance apart. They, of course, are not. The areas subject to the most disturbances are within
five miles of one another. How then can the Kootenai National Forest and the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality pretend that the operation of two world class mines in such close proximity will not
have a major adverse effect on the environment?

Response: The cumulative effects of the Montanore Project and other past, current, and reasonably
foreseeable mining projects described in this section are discussed in each resource section of Chapter 3
under Cumulative Effects. For example, cumulative effects of the Montanore Project on the grizzly bear in
combination with past, current, and reasonably foreseeable actions for which road status information is
available, including the Way-up Mine/Fourth of July Road Access Project, Plum Creek activities, the Rock
Creek Project, and the Miller-West Fisher Vegetation Management Project were described in Section
3.25.5.2 of the SDEIS and the FEIS.

The location of the Rock Creek Project relative to the Montanore Project was also disclosed in this section:
“The combined action alternatives, in combination with reasonably foreseeable actions, would result in
cumulative disturbance to grizzly bears during spring. The combined action alternatives and the Rock
Creek Project would occur adjacent to, and on opposite sides of (emphasis added), the CMW and core
habitat. The Miller-West Fisher Vegetation Management Project also would occur in grizzly bear spring
habitat. Due to the magnitude and duration of the cumulative disturbances, and the limited amount of
foraging options available to bears in the spring, changes in spring habitat use might have adverse
consequences for bear survival.”

Description of past, current, and reasonably foreseeable actions

109-8 The Rock Creek deposit is fully permitted with the final EIS issued in September 2001, the final
Record of Decision in June of 2003 and the revised Biological Opinion issued in October 2006. For
clarification, the Rock Creek deposit is proposed to be mined by RC Resources, Inc., a wholly owned
subsidiary of Revett Silver Company, not “mined by the Rock Creek Project”. Please revise accordingly.

Response: Section 1.3.1 of the FEIS was revised to clarify that the Rock Creek deposit is proposed to be
mined by RC Resources, Inc., a wholly owned subsidiary of Revett Silver Company, not “mined by the
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Rock Creek Project.” The description of the Rock Creek Project in Section 3.2 of the FEIS was revised to
reflect the current status of that project.

Air Quality
3100 Emissions Analysis: Suggested new information/analysis

Climate Change

62-13  I’m also concerned that there’s no climate change analysis under the EIS. And there’s a CEQ
guidance that mandates this and, also, there are legal precedence.

74-19  Analyzing the effects of climate change on the mining process is pertinent, and important.

141-7 If climate change is real and fossil fuel consumption has a role, this project will be a huge emitter
of greenhouse gases.

186-4 How will potential climate changes impact the likelihood of acidification occurring in CMW
lakes?

202-41 In addition to affecting the frequency of storm events, climate change could result in significantly
less or more annual precipitation in given years and in increased temperatures. These impacts should be
addressed.

389-1 The SDEIS does not adequately consider the effects of climate change.

Response: The SDEIS and FEIS was revised to discuss climate change. Climate change is not a reasonably
foreseeable future action, but may represent a reasonably foreseeable future affected environment.
Information on the effects of the project on greenhouse gas emissions is discussed in section 3.4, Air
Quality. The potential project effects associated with climate change are described in section 3.6, Aquatic
Life and Fisheries, section 3.10, Groundwater Hydrology, section 3.11, Surface Water Hydrology, section
3.11, Water Quality, and, for those wildlife species potentially affected, in section 3.25, Wildlife.

Other Comments

235-1 The issue of air quality should be elevated to the same level of priority as water quality has
traditionally been given. Air quality issues at the Montanore mine should be evaluated based on the
toxicity, as determined by comprehensive testing, of the fugitive emissions that may occur.

Response: Section 3.4.4.2.4 was added to the SDEIS to provide a hazardous air pollutant impact
assessment.

393-5 What study or data regarding fugitive emissions from the analog Troy mine on impacts to Lake
Creek is there?

Response: Data regarding fugitive emissions from the analog Troy mine were not needed to complete the
air quality analysis for the Montanore Project.

3101 Emissions Analysis: Suggested new mitigation

235-2 A dust mitigation plan should be developed to provide metrics by which the actions of the mine
operator can be measured. This plan should be in place before the use of the tailings impoundment begins
and should be developed with input from the public particularly those who will be directly affected. The
dust mitigation plan should encourage the adoption of new technologies such as improved surfactants and
binders as they become available.

Response: Section 2.5.4.3.5 of the DEIS and FEIS and DEQ’s Supplemental Preliminary Determination
(DEQ 2015a) discuss measures to control and minimize fugitive dust.
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186-4  What mitigation steps will be used to ensure acidification does not occur in CMW lakes?

Response: The analysis of nitrogen and sulfur deposition in Alternative 3 in Section 3.4.4.3.3 was revised
in the FEIS. Modeled maximum nitrogen deposition rates in Alternatives 3 and 4 from the mine were less
than the deposition analysis threshold established by the USDA Forest Service, National Park Service, and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at Upper Libby Lake, Lower Libby Lake, and Rock Lake. The agencies’
mitigation in the FEIS was revised to require the use of Tier 4 engines on underground mobile equipment
and emergency generators, if available, and use of ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel in those engines during all
project phases. The agencies’ air quality monitoring in Appendix C was revised in the FEIS to include
monitoring of nitrogen and sulfur emissions at the Libby Adits.

3102 Emissions Analysis: Suggested new monitoring

162-1  All base line data relevant to the proposed operation of the mine, i.e. air quality, lake water levels,
and water quality must be collected before construction begins, not just 1 year before operations begin.
Also, with today’s technology, data should be collected continuously; 24 hours a day all year.

Response: The agencies’ monitoring plans were revised in the SDEIS and FEIS to better describe
monitoring requirements during each mine phase. Continuous monitoring at some locations is required.

182-5 P.83. MMC would install, operate and maintain three air monitoring sites near the mine and
facilities. This is an insufficient amount of air monitoring sites for a project of this scope.

182-12 P. 236. “Infrequent, episodic events , such as high winds causing erosion of tailings Impoundment
surface could cause minor, short-term visual impacts from dust plumes that could be visible from the CMW
and other areas.” This statement belies the fact the fugitive emissions from the Troy Mine have been a
consistent / persistent problem source despite the best efforts by all involved and have been consistently
downgraded by the DEQ. A series of air quality monitors between all aspects of the facility must be a
requisite of any monitoring program in order for this contention to be viable.

235-2  Provisions should be made to require monitoring of tailings dust should it become a problem. The
cost of monitoring should be borne by the mine and financial penalties (fines) should be imposed for repeat
offenses. It is important to provide both incentives to reward good behavior and disincentives to discourage
bad behavior.

264-2  The project should have strong and clear requirements for monitoring air quality for diesel
emissions within the mine and at the ventilation adit.

248-30 Have the Agencies quantified how much diesel exhaust would be created? Have the Agencies
considered any exhaust treatment systems (similar to the system proposed for Noranda) to treat diesel
exhaust prior to its release to the atmosphere?

248-30 Have the Agencies quantified how much diesel exhaust would be created? Have the Agencies
considered any exhaust treatment systems (similar to the system proposed for Noranda) to treat diesel
exhaust prior to its release to the atmosphere?

393-8 Real time visual air quality monitoring of the tailings impoundment needs to be part of any permit,
with said capability located in the office of the nearest KNF Ranger Station.

Response: Along with reporting requirements described in Appendix C and DEQ’s Supplemental
Preliminary Determination (DEQ 2015a), operation of three air monitoring sites would be sufficient to
monitor air emissions. Two of the monitoring sites would be at the tailings impoundment. DEQ’s
Supplemental Preliminary Determination has limitations of diesel generator use and reporting
requirements, such as amount of diesel fuel used and hours of operation of diesel generators.
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3103 Emissions Analysis: Comment about analysis-mine

PSD Regulations

182-11 P.224-5. Class | areas are accorded the highest level of protection by allowing the smallest
incremental pollutant increase. Project Facilities would be located in an area designated as Class Il under
PSD regulations and the CMW is designated as Class I. This statement conveniently fails to concede that
the mine location is underneath a Class | area and that a ventilation adit is to be located within the proposed
wilderness as well. Just as the 1872 Mining Law allows for extralateral rights to pursue a vein throughout
the course of its run, the air quality classification does not end at the edge of the surface expression of the
zone. It extends throughout every which area within the boundaries of the zone where air exists for use by
homo-sapiens and wildlife. The underground workings must reflect the Class I air-shed within the
boundaries of the CMW.

202-26 The USFS and MDEQ must “demonstrate that the allowable emission increases from the proposed
source or modification, in conjunction with all other applicable emissions increases or reductions
(including secondary emissions) would not cause or contribute to air pollution in violation of...any
applicable maximum allowable increase over the baseline concentration in any area.” 40 C.F.R. 852.21(k),
accord, EPA’s New Source Review Workshop Manual: Prevention of Significant Deterioration and
Nonattainment Area Permitting (Draft October 1990) at C.35 (hereinafter “NSR Manual™) commanding
that all new stationary sources consume available increment after the minor source baseline date has been
triggered).

202-28 Also, any increment inventory performed to determine compliance with applicable PSD
increments for NOx, SO2, and PM-10 should not be limited to stack emissions, but must include all
emissions from the Project.

202-28 Also, the DEIS’ assumption that the Montanore Project is a “minor source” ignores the fact that
the combined emissions from the Project are well-above the applicable triggers (e.g., for PM10 and CO at a
minimum, see Table 45). The agencies cannot categorize Project emissions as “fugitive” to escape the Title
V and other permitting requirements.

331-42 The agencies have failed to conduct this analysis, as they are required to do under NEPA/MEPA
and the Clean Air Act (and Montana state air quality laws). Thus, the agencies have not ensured that all
PSD increments, Class | protections, and other CAA/Montana requirements have been met.

393-5 This said, reason would dictate that those aspects (adits, underground mine) of the Montanore
mine within the boundaries of the CMW should also be subject to Class 1 air quality standards.

Response: The Montanore Mine would be a minor source under PSD regulations and as such is not
explicitly required to analyze visibility impacts. PLUVUE Il analyses were performed for the Montanore
Mine point sources, Libby portal, Ramsey portal and the emergency generator. DEQ stated in the
Supplemental Preliminary Determination that the “Department’s position is that increment consumption is
not applicable to this project because it is a minor source in an area where the baseline has not been
triggered.” Section 3.4.4.2.7 of the SDEIS and FEIS disclosed that modeled concentrations were predicted
to be less than PSD Class | Increments at all locations at and within the Class | Area boundary. The Project
would be considered a minor source and would not require a Title V operating permit under ARM
17.8.1204 because the potential emissions are less than 100 tpy for any pollutant, less than 10 tpy for any
single hazardous air pollutant (HAP), and less than 25 tpy for total HAPs. Fugitive emissions from the
project were not considered when determining the source category because the project is not one of the
source categories listed in ARM 17.8.1201(23)(b).

Libby Adit Emissions

109-17 The FS must analyze air quality and air emissions in its evaluation of MMC’s proposed
development of the Libby Adit. This analysis should cover MMC’s generators, fugitive emissions, haul
trucks, hauling of heavy equipment, year-round road use, sanding, road grading, snow plowing, and other
emissions-generating activities. How does MMC propose to operate its equipment? Such analysis is critical
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as there are wilderness limitations due to a Class 1 air-she designation. Further, the FS must identify the air
permits that MMC requires. What air permits if any has MMC obtained to replace Noranda’s Permit 2613?
Does MMC require additional air permits?

Response: MMC’s proposed development of the Libby Adit was included in the air quality effects
analysis, described in Section 3.4 of the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS. NMC’s air permit is no longer valid and
Chapter 1 discussed the need for a new air quality permit. DEQ issued a Preliminary Determination (draft
air quality permit) in 2006, a Supplemental Preliminary Determination in 2011, and another Supplemental
Preliminary Determination in 2015. The latest preliminary determination can be obtained from DEQ’s
website: http://deq.mt.gov/AirQuality/ARMpermits/AirQuality.mcpx.

Baseline Data Collection

182-11 P.225-6. Base line data collection. “Only data from the Ramsey Creek Air monitoring site were
used because the data recovery at the Little Cherry Creek air monitoring site was not as complete and
because the Ramsey Creek Air monitoring site meteorological data are more representative of the
conditions where a majority of the pollutant emissions would be emitted. This statement is sooo indicative
of the poor regulatory environment and attitude of MDEQ. Baseline data is baseline data whatever site it is
supposed to be recovered for. The simple expedient that data recovery for one site was not complete is
insufficient grounds to not collect the required data. The Little Cherry site is the preferred tailings
impoundment site and most likely has a very different air model than the location at Ramsey Creek located
in the narrow confines of a small side valley. Fugitive air emissions have been and continue to be a
problem at the Troy mine which the agencies have repeatedly said it the analog for both the proposed Rock
Creek and Montanore Mines. There is also the time line issue of when air quality data was collected. July
1988 and July 1989 is two decades from the current time of consideration. Numerous factors including
global warming have come forward that bring into question the appropriateness and credibility of
incomplete data that was collected twenty years ago.

Response: Section 3.4.3.2.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS discussed PM;, and lead background values were
collected during 1988-1989 at MMC’s air monitoring sites, which the DEQ determined to be representative
of PM,, concentrations at the mine site. Site conditions since 1989 that would affect 1988-1989 PMy,
concentrations have not changed. The PM, 5 background values were obtained from the Forest Service
IMPROVE site, about 3 miles south of the CMW southern boundary. The NO, and SO, background values
are typical values provided by DEQ for use in permit modeling analyses.

Rock Lake Ventilation Adit

186-4 Was the proposed Rock Lake ventilation adit incorporated in the modeling of air quality impacts
at and within the PSD Class | Area boundary?

347-1  Since the Troy Mine intake ventilation adit discharges diesel emissions, why did the SDEIS
determine that the Rock Creek and Montanore ventilation adits would not emit diesel?

393-4  As well there has been little if any discussion regarding the proposed ventilation adit above Rock
Lake. Is this ventilation adit for the sole purpose of air intake, or is it the equivalent of a 15,000-foot
chimney from the underground works of the proposed Montanore Mine that will belch carbon, nitrogen,
and particulate laden air into the Class 1 airshed of the CMW? If it’s sole purpose is the intake of air what
happens when there is a local forest fire? Will the adit entrance be closeable? Superheated air traveling
down a mineshaft can have disastrous consequences.

Response: Under Condition 28 of DEQ’s Supplemental Preliminary Determination (DEQ 2015a), any
pollutant emission from the Rock Lake ventilation raise is prohibited. Consequently, the proposed Rock
Lake ventilation adit was not incorporated in the modeling of air quality impacts. The proposed location is
on an very rocky slope unlikely to be affected by forest fires.
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions

344-5 1 believe the current SDEIS quantitative and qualitative assessment for GHG emissions omit large
sources of emissions and understates this projects effect.

344-6 It appears the GHG calculations in the SDEIS begin at the mine and end at the load out facility.
They exclude massive electrical energy inputs, transportation of ore concentrate to the smelter, smelting
and refining energy requirements and emission out puts, and the effects of deforestation and carbon
sequestering and release on several thousand acres of coniferous forest. It also ignores the amount of
carbon released when this land is converted to relatively unproductive tailing ponds, building sites, power
line right of ways, substations, and roads. Nor does it seem to deal with the post closure energy budget
required to maintain pumping stations, water treatment plants, and so forth stretching into the future for
perhaps forever.

344-6  First, there would be “additional rail service” - 420 tons of ore-concentrate would have to be
loaded into cars and shipped to a destination on an average daily basis. These cars would not tide for free,
“because they would be consolidated into an existing train that was already traveling on the rail route”; and
they would affect the trains energy budget.

344-6 Instead of assuming ore cars travel for free, consider that loading, moving, and unloading ore cars
requires work (work is a scalar quantity that can be described as the product of a force times the distance
through which it acts), and that all ore cars will be part of a train and as such “require additional rail
service". Each ore car will comprise x amount of each trains weight and will comprise a proportional % of
its energy budget and emissions.

344-6  Rail cars loaded with ore concentrate are heavy, score low in aerodynamics, and may be moved
long distances across the Rocky Mountains. The trains utilized burn fossil fuels - lots of it. Also, to load a
rail car with concentrate you must first have an empty car. The return of the empty cars should be part of
the energy budget. These empty rail cars would have lower energy requirements but they would still be
very heavy, not aerodynamic, and moved an equal distance from where they were off loaded. If this ore
concentrate is then loaded onto ships, this transportation should also be part of the energy calculations.

344-7  Another comment regarding the energy budget calculations is that they ignore the refining
component of this operation. Copper mining and the smelting and refining process are codependent and
should be considered together. Their business interest overlap, and smelters and refineries often help
capitalize mining ventures.

344-7  This project requires heavy grid import and this power will therefore be unavailable to adjacent
regions which are also grid connected to fossil fuel based power plants. This may contribute to higher
carbon dioxide emissions in adjacent regions when hydropower generation is diverted to MMC.

344-7  To really understand the GHG emissions resulting from this project we need to include all the
inputs and outputs: electrical generation provided the mine, mine operations, transport of ore concentrate to
a smelter, and the conversion of ore to a readily useable product such as ingot or cathode copper.

344-7  Smelting the ore produced should be an important part of the greenhouse gas calculations.

344-7  Since the Troy Mine has similar ore, and is used as an analog for many calculations in the SDEIS,
perhaps you could use the historical or current Troy Mine ore concentrate flow path for your greenhouse
gas and transportation emission calculations.

344-8 The people deserve to know the total GHG emissions this project will contribute to the biosphere.
For it to be meaningful it should be complete.

Response: Section 3.4.4.2.1 was added to the SDEIS and FEIS to address greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change using EPA’s suggested four-step approach. See comment response 196-42 (Comment
document from the EPA).
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Other Comments

235-2  We believe that more attention needs to be focused on air quality issues than has historically
occurred during the permitting process. As an example, the original Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Troy mine did not call for additional dust control measures because “the area receives sufficient
natural precipitation that further measures are unnecessary”. This is of course preposterous. Even in the
face of all the air quality problems here caused by blowing mine tailings, the MDEQ is currently allowing
the mine to renew its permit with an Environmental Assessment (EA) instead of a more rigorous second
EIS. The EA doesn’t even address air quality issues. Our concern is that unless air quality issues are
thoroughly considered in the Montanore EIS, like Troy, the MDEQ may fail to later correct the problem,
even if and when they have the opportunity to do so. This is relevant because management teams come and
go, and without a regulatory framework to define the “rules of the road”, compliance to good operating
practices becomes strictly voluntary and may be abandoned on a whim. Just as a new CEO and Chairman at
Revett Minerals has resulted in an improvement in our situation, the next change in management could
bring the dust clouds back if there are no regulatory requirements in place to prevent it. This unfortunate
circumstance can be and should be prevented with the Montanore mine.

344-6  The on-site emissions of this project (2,860 homes) are twice the output of Libby proper. This is a
significant input to a relatively clean and remote landscape, the adjacent CMW, the county air shed;
especially areas downslope, and downwind. It seems unlikely this amount of pollution would have no air
quality impacts.

Response: The DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS adequately disclosed the anticipated effects of the mine and
transmission line alternatives on air quality. The analysis did not indicate the project would have no impact.
The analysis disclosed that anticipated emissions would be below applicable Federal and Montana
standards.

3105 Emissions Analysis: Comment about effect-mine

202-6  The tailings impoundment at the Troy mine has an unresolved issue with fugitive dust. Numerous
complaints from area homeowners to the agencies have not resolved the problem. Are the agencies
planning on being more responsive to the fugitive dust issue at Montanore? What are the long-term impacts
on air and water quality, human health, and aesthetics from wind blown dust containing metals and
nutrients? Sprinklers are in place at Troy, but have been unable to control the problem.

331-25 The tailings impoundment at the Troy mine has an unresolved issue with fugitive dust. Numerous
complaints from area homeowners to the agencies have not resolved the problem. Are the agencies
planning on being more responsive to the fugitive dust issue at Montanore? What are the long-term impacts
on air and water quality, human health, and aesthetics from wind blown dust? Sprinklers are in place at
Troy, but have been unable to control the problem.

Response: See comment response 3102 (p. M-240). Sections 2.5.4.2.2 and 2.5.4.3.5 of the FEIS were
revised to include a discussion of dust control at the tailings impoundment. As a condition of the air quality
permit, MMC would develop a general operating plan for the tailings impoundment site including a
fugitive dust control plan to control wind erosion from the tailings impoundment site. The plan would
include, at a minimum, the embankment and cell (if any) configurations, a general sprinkler arrangement,
and a narrative description of the operation, including tonnage rates, initial area, and timing of future
enlargement. Should these measures not be adequate to control wind erosion from the impoundment, MMC
would submit a revised plan to the agencies for approval, incorporating alternative measures, such as a
temporary vegetative cover. These measures would be effective in minimizing wind-blown tailings at the
tailings impoundment site.
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3110 Emissions Analysis: Comment about cumulative effect

Montanore and Rock Creek Project Cumulative Effects

57-4  Air quality issues would include cumulative impacts associated with the neighboring Rock Creek
mine. The wilderness has a Class One Airshed meriting the highest level of protection. Potential impacts
include discharges of particulates (PM10), nitric oxides, and sulfur dioxides.

182-12 P.239. The Montanore and Rock Creek projects have been analyzed and found to have a potential
minor impact on ambient air quality. The geographic areas of impact for each project do not overlap, and
therefore wound not be additive. Thus cumulative air quality impacts would not exceed the NAAQS or
MAAQS. This is not consistent with the air quality violations that have occurred at the analog Troy mine
with fugitive emissions. In addition, it is CRG’s contention that the Class 1 air-shed that extends above the
CMW also extends to subsurface activity areas within the confines of its physical borders.

200-21 Air quality issues would include cumulative impacts associated with the neighboring Rock Creek
mine. The wilderness has a Class One Airshed meriting the highest level of protection. Potential impacts
include discharges of particulates (PM10), nitric oxides, and sulfur dioxides. The agency needs to evaluate
the air quality impacts from proposed mining in the region cumulatively and not as individual projects.

202-26 The DEIS fails to adequately analyze all direct, indirect and cumulative air quality impacts. For
example, the DEIS barely mentions the air impacts from the nearby Rock Creek Project proposed directly
adjacent to the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness Area in northwest Montana, a pristine Class | airshed. This
proposal includes up to four ventilation adits, including one adit to be located in the heart of the Wilderness
Avrea itself. Furthermore, according to Montana Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ)
calculations, emissions of criteria pollutants from the Rock Creek Project alone are predicted, in some
instances, to consume 96% to 98% of the allowable Class I increment for the Cabinet Mountain Wilderness
Area

202-28 The DEIS seems to be concluding that the Rock Creek and Montanore mine sites are in two
different geographical locations, so that emissions and associated impacts on the wilderness airshed would
not be considered cumulatively. What does the agency base its conclusion on that these two mines are
located in two different geographical areas? The ridge that separates the two projects is part of the Class 1
airshed of the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness, and should not be considered as a buffer between the two
sources. The conclusion that the air quality impacts from these two projects would not overlap seems to
ignore the region’s geography and requires an explanation as to how this determination was made.

202-28 These mines [Libby Creek Ventures and the Wayup mine] need to be included in any analysis of
future impacts to the airshed because the current size of the project should not be indicative of future
potential emissions generated.

202-28 Additionally, the agencies must assess, review, determine and/or model, the cumulative impacts of
the Project in conjunction with all other emissions sources within a 50 kilometer impact area to determine
the cumulative impacts to the Class | and Il areas for NOx, PM-10, and SO..

202-28 A new cumulative air quality model analyzing the air emissions from both Projects must be
included in the revised Draft EIS.

202-29 The cumulative air impacts to Libby Lakes from the large and small mines that are located in the
region of the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness must be considered.

202-30 The agency conclusion that the mine would not impact the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness seems
very inconsistent with other agency analysis within the state of Montana. The USFS EIS travel plan for the
Lewis and Clark National Forest, expressed concerns that OHV activity would negatively impact the Class
1 airsheds of the adjacent Bob Marshall and Scapegoat wilderness. Yet the Kootenai National Forest
dismisses any impacts on the Class 1 airshed of the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness from two adjacent
massive mining operations. Is it the conclusion of the USFS that ATV’s have a greater impact on a Class 1
airshed than two mining operations or does the Bob Marshall and Scapegoat wilderness receive more
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protection from the Lewis and Clark National Forest than the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness is afforded
from the Kootenai?

202-38 The USFS analysis of the impacts to Libby Lakes must consider mine related air emissions from
multiple sources. All of the region’s numerous mining projects would consume fossil fuels. Emissions of
S04 and NO3 would threaten the pristine and sensitive nature of Libby Lakes with acidification. Why are
the cumulative air impacts on the Libby Lakes from the large and small mines that are located in the region
of the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness not being considered? Even by agency standards, the Wayup mine,
Libby Creek Ventures, and the proposed Montanore mine would have to be considered in the same
“geographical area.”

310-36 Air quality issues would include cumulative impacts associated with the neighboring Rock Creek
mine. The wilderness has a Class One Airshed meriting the highest level of protection. Potential impacts
include discharges of particulates (PM10), nitric oxides, and sulfur dioxides. The agency needs to evaluate
the air quality impacts from proposed mining in the region cumulatively and not as individual projects.

Response: The cumulative effects analysis of air quality (Section 3.4.4.7) was revised to better disclose the
anticipated cumulative effects of the Montanore Project with past, current, and reasonably foreseeable
actions, such as the proposed Rock Creek Project. In 2015, to evaluate cumulative effects, DEQ completed
a modeling demonstration that included modeled emissions from other mines with valid air quality permits
in the vicinity. Specifically, modeled emissions from the proposed Rock Creek Mine (RC Resources Inc.;
MAQP 2414-03) and the existing Troy Mine (Troy Mine, Inc.; MAQP 1690-03), were modeled together
with Montanore Mine emissions. The compliance demonstration addressed the 1-hour NO, NAAQS, 24-
hour PM;y NAAQS/MAAQS, annual PM;y MAAQS, and 24-hour and annual PM, s NAAQS; (DEQ
2015a). The results of this modeling have been incorporated into the cumulative effects analysis of air
quality.

March 2003 Settlement Stipulation and Order Regarding Rock Creek Project

311-2 DEQ, by failing to model the cumulative air quality impacts on the Class | area from this and other
sources violates the March 2003 Settlement Stipulation and Order for Permit No. 2414-01.

335-5  Pertaining to Permit No. 2414-01, which states in part, “The Department will, as part of the permit
application process, perform a computer dispersion modeling analysis of the cumulative consumption, by
minor and major air contaminant sources, of the air pollutant increments that apply in Prevention of
Significant Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD) Class 1 baseline areas.” How does the project and SDEIS
comply with this agreement?

Response: In March 2003, a Settlement Stipulation and Order (STIP) was finalized concerning a Montana
Air Quality Permit (MAQP) #2414-01 (issued to Sterling Mining Company). As a result of the STIP, the
DEQ revised Sterling Mining Company’s MAQP, which was issued final on March 28, 2003. On October
23, 2003, Sterling Mining Company requested a hame change to Revett Silver Co. (Revett) and MAQP
#2414-02 was issued final on December 17, 2003. Pursuant to MAQP #2414-01 (and subsequently MAQP
#2414-02), “construction must begin within 3 years of permit issuance and proceed with due diligence until
the project is complete or the permit shall be revoked. If, after 3 years, Sterling desires to keep the permit
active but has not commenced construction, an alteration application could be submitted”. Revett did not
complete construction, did not submit a permit application to keep the permit active and therefore, the
MAQP was considered invalid as of March 28, 2006, even though the permit was not revoked.

At the time of the STIP (2003), Noranda Montanore Mine Project’s MAQP had just been revoked. On
January 17, 2006, Mines Management, Inc. (Montanore) submitted a new permit application; however, the
application was not considered complete until July 21, 2006. The DEQ determined that at the time
Montanore’s permit application was deemed complete, Revett’s MAQP was no longer valid and therefore,
Montanore would not be required to complete a cumulative analysis because there were not any facilities to
consider for cumulative consumption. The Montanore Project is 13 miles (21 km) east-northeast of the
Revett’s Project, but on the other side of the topographic divide. It was also determined that the Montanore
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project and the Revett project were in different air sheds and would have peak impacts at different
receptors.

The DEQ required Montanore to complete a visibility impact assessment, an acid deposition impact
assessment and comparison of modeled concentrations to Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air
Quality (PSD) Class I increments. These analyses were requested because the mine is within ¥ mile of the
Cabinet Mountains Wilderness. Montanore demonstrated compliance with all NAAQS, MAAQS and the
PSD Class | increment’s analysis. Note, the only source and emitting units evaluated were those associated
with the Montanore Mine. There were no other sources located within the radius of impact as Revett’s
MAQP was invalid and did not need to be considered.

The DEQ further believes that the requirements of the STIP would apply to any future construction,
installation, alteration, or use that would be located within 10 kilometers of the Cabinet Mountains
Wilderness or that would have an impact on that Class I area equal to or greater than 1 pg/m® on a 24-hour
basis.

3117 Emissions Analysis: Comment about mitigation-mine

186-4  What mitigation measures will be employed to ensure air quality in the CMW is not
compromised? Simply stating “emission controls to be used at the proposed project would constitute Best
Available Control Technology (BACT)” is not sufficient, an example of exact technology to be employed
is necessary.

Response: MMC’s air quality permit analyses (TRC Environmental Corporation 2006a, Carter Lake
Consulting, LLC 2011) describe some available methods of controlling emissions from the sources used at
the Montanore Mine. The DEQ’s Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Determination is presented
in its Supplemental Preliminary Determination (DEQ 2015a).

Fish and Aquatic Life

3201 Sediment: Suggested new mitigation

312-2 Inthe event that Alternative 3 is implemented and habitat restoration work is planned for Libby
Creek in the form of major channel reconstruction and bank stabilization, MMC should be required to use
the large trees and root wads that are removed for the construction of the impoundment and other
associated facilities, for the restoration work of Libby Creek.

Response: The conceptual bull trout mitigation plan includes the option of installing large formidable
wood structures in the floodplain and riparian zone within the Libby Creek reach upstream of Libby Falls,
as described in section 2.5.7.3 of the FEIS if this option was determined to be feasible. Woody debris
would be used for wildlife mitigation along the transmission line corridor (see Section 2.8.6.1). As part of
final design, MMC would prepare a Vegetation Removal and Disposition Plan for the agencies’ approval.
The plan would evaluate the opportunities to minimize tree and other vegetation clearing, particularly in
RHCAs, and consider potential uses of vegetation removed from disturbed areas, and describe disposition
and storage plans during mine life. It also would address vegetation removal along the transmission line
(see transmission line Alternatives C-R, D-R, and E-R).

3205 Sediment: Comment about effect-mine

200-8  Sediment also would be a significant issue for the receiving waters from the erosion of the tailings.
How will this delivery of toxic sediment affect bull trout in Libby Creek?

Response: The DEIS discussed the effect of sediment delivery to streams under Alternative 2 in Section
3.6.4.2.1, including the potential for erosion of the tailings from the impoundment to occur. The SDEIS and
FEIS expanded this discussion to further discuss the effects of sediment on aquatic life. In all mine
alternatives, runoff from the tailings impoundment and dams would be intercepted, routed to the Seepage
Collection Pond, and returned to the mill for reuse. Stormwater controls were discussed in Section 2.4.2.4.5

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project M-247



Appendix M Responses to Comments on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

in the DEIS and Sections 2.4.1.2.1 (Alternative 2) and 2.5.3.2.6 (Alternative 3) of the FEIS. Alternatives 3
and 4 would have similar controls to Alternative 2, and would further reduce the risk of sediment delivery
to streams as all associated ditches and sediment ponds containing mine drainage or process water would

be sized for a 100-year/24-hour storm rather than the 10-year/24-hour storm proposed under Alternative 2.

At closure, surface runoff from the tailings impoundment would be directed toward either Bear Creek
(Alternative 2), a tributary of Little Cherry Creek (Alternative 3), or Little Cherry Creek (Alternative 4),
and would briefly increase sediment delivery to these streams as the diversion channels adjusted to
accommodate the runoff. These brief increases may impact aquatic habitat and fish populations, including
bull trout populations as discussed in section 3.6.4.2.1. The increases would be temporary as high flow
events would likely flush excess sediment out of the system. While Bear Creek supports a bull trout
population, Little Cherry Creek does not, and thus impacts from the sedimentation through this route would
not affect bull trout in Alternative 3 unless it reached Libby Creek, as discussed in section 3.6.4.3.1. The
diversion channel would be designed to minimize erosion and sedimentation. Effects in Alternative 4
would be less than those under Alternative 2 due to modifications in the design of the tailings impoundment
and diversion channel.

202-13 The disturbance of Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCAs) would also contribute to
sediment impacts to the streams. The preferred Alternative #4 would disturb 349 acres of RCHASs, mostly
related to the Cherry Creek tailings impoundment site. Can the amount of RHCA damage be reduced?

Response: The analysis of disturbance in RHCAs was revised in SDEIS and again in the FEIS to reflect
minor changes in the proposed disturbance area. Acreage of RHCA and other riparian areas disturbed under
Alternative 4 on both private and National Forest land was estimated to be 383 acres in Section 3.6.4.2.1.
The disturbance boundaries for the Little Cherry Creek tailings impoundment were already reduced from
those used in Alternative 2 to minimize effects on RHCAs as described in Section 3.6.4.4.1 of the SDEIS
and FEIS. Additionally, the amount of RHCA and other riparian areas disturbance would be decreased
further by 31 percent under Alternative 3 as compared to Alternative 4. Alternative 3 is the preferred mine
alternative. Sediment delivery to streams would be further reduced though road access changes and the use
of BMPs in the long-term with all alternatives, as described in the “Sediment” subsections of Section
3.6.4.3.1. Road closure could allow the reestablishment of RHCAs along these roads in the Libby Creek,
East Fork Rock Creek, and Fisher River watersheds.

331-8 Libby Creek is already approaching the sediment threshold where bull trout incubation would be
impacted. Any increase in sediment delivery to the stream as a result of the road grading and construction
would send Libby Creek above the threshold of 30 percent fines and further impact bull trout incubation.

Response: While some reaches of Libby Creek that were sampled had percent fines near the 30 percent
threshold, other reaches of Libby Creek had percent fines well below that threshold, as presented in Section
3.6.3.1 of the DEIS and FEIS. The BA for bull trout (KNF 2013a) concluded that existing sediment levels
were functioning at unacceptable risk within Libby Creek, as disclosed in the updated Section 3.6.2.12.2 of
the FEIS. The potential for short-term increases in sediment and effects to bull trout and other salmonid
populations from such increases, including effects to incubation, was discussed in sections 3.6.4.2.1,
3.6.4.3.1, and 3.6.4.4.1 of the SDEIS and FEIS and also disclosed in sections 3.6.4.3.8, 3.6.4.4.6, and
3.6.4.5.6. BMPs and road access changes would result in long-term decreases in sediment delivery to
project area streams in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4. These decreases would benefit the bull trout habitat and
populations. Various studies have shown that BMPs implemented to reduce sediment movement from
roads, cutslopes and fillslopes to drainages are effective in reducing sediment by 70 to 100 percent.
Appropriate BMPs would be determined on a site-specific basis and would be monitored to determine their
effectiveness. While some adverse effects to successful incubation of bull trout embryos may occur during
the Construction Phase, these effects are expected to be short-term. Additionally, the high flows that occur
during runoff and storm events would flush accumulated sediment downstream.
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331-15 Sediment would also impact the water quality of many of these streams. Sediment generated by
runoff and road and transmission line construction could have serious and long-term consequences to the
fisheries habitat in many of these streams and creeks.

331-21 This sediment would impact fisheries in adjacent streams. We are concerned about impacts to
redband and Westslope cutthroat trout, as well as to the population of sculpin that provides a winter food
base for bull trout. In the event that a large runoff-producing storm occurred during the initial reclamation
period, soil losses along roads and road cuts may be locally moderate to severe. SDEIS, page 163

Response: Changes in the amount of sediment delivered to streams as result of the action alternatives were
discussed in Sections 3.6.4 and 3.13.4 of the SDEIS and were revised in the FEIS. The potential effects of
sediment on fisheries habitat and populations, including bull trout, redband trout, and westslope cutthroat
trout populations, were discussed in Section 3.6.4 under the “Sediment,” “Threatened and Endangered
Species,” and “Forest Service Sensitive Species” subsections for each mine and transmission line
alternative in the DEIS. These sections were updated with the results of further analysis and discussion in
these sections of the SDEIS and FEIS. The mechanisms through which changes in sedimentation rates
could adversely affect habitat for fish and invertebrates within the Libby Creek watersheds were disclosed
in Section 3.6.4.

Over all phases of the project, sediment delivery to streams from roads under the project alternatives would
be reduced in the long-term compared to existing conditions over that same time period through BMPs and
road access changes. These long-term reductions would increase habitat quality in analysis area streams,
and would benefit trout and other aquatic populations. Less data were available to determine the status of
sculpin within the analysis area, but effects on fish populations in general and on the invertebrate
populations which also serve as a food source for bull trout were described in the “Sediment” subsections.

335-22 How would the increase in flows in Libby Creek and other streams affect sediment and siltation
levels, and how would the loss of RHCA increase sediment loads?

Response: Substantial increases (>10 percent) in surface water low flows are not predicted to occur in any
project area streams other than Libby Creek, Bear Creek, and Little Cherry Creek under Alternative 3 as
discussed in Section 3.11.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS. These increases would occur during all phases. Similar
or smaller increases in flows are predicted qualitatively under Alternatives 2 and 4 in Libby Creek. The
increased flows in Libby Creek would occur through permitted discharges from the water treatment plant
into Libby Creek or, with Alternative 2 only, from the LAD areas, and would only be substantial during the
baseflow period of the year. Increases in flows in Bear Creek or Little Cherry Creek would occur during the
Post-Closure Phase only as runoff from the tailings impoundment was routed toward this stream.
Discharges to Libby Creek would not result in substantial increases in sediment and siltation levels, and
flows would not likely be great enough to move any material in the channel and would not affect sediment
transport or physical habitat, as disclosed in Section 3.13.4.3.2. The increases in flow in Little Cherry
Creek or Bear Creek (depending on the alternative) may increase sediment loads to the stream temporarily
until the channel readjusted to the higher flows.

Disturbance within RHCAs for road or facility construction could result in brief increased sedimentation in
the adjacent analysis area streams and adverse effects on fish habitat, but the design features and BMPs that
would be implemented under all action alternatives would minimize or eliminate such effects. Disturbance
within RHCAs was minimized in Alternative 3, with the number of acres disturbed decreasing by almost 40
percent in Alternative 3 compared to Alternative 2, as presented in Section 3.6.4.2.1. Sections 3.6.4.2.1,
3.6.4.3.1, and 3.6.4.4.1 discuss the possible effects of sediment delivery to streams qualitatively on fish
habitat and populations based on the amount of disturbance within RHCASs and other factors associated
with the project. The road access changes and BMPs under all alternatives would reduce sediment delivery
to streams substantially in the long-term as described in these sections, and would benefit aquatic habitat.
Overall reductions would be maximized under Alternatives 3 and 4. Road closure would allow for the
reestablishment of RHCAs along these roads in the Libby Creek, East Fork Rock Creek, and Fisher River
watersheds.
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389-8  All of the proposed alternatives involve constructing facilities in Riparian Habitat Conservation
Areas (RHCAS) (SDEIS 8 3.6.4.11.2, pp 171). The agencies’ preferred alternatives require disturbance of
195 acres of RHCAs. (Id. at 149). However no timber cutting is permitted in these areas except in cases of
natural disaster. It is unclear how the Forest Service proposes to construct these facilities without cutting
timber.

Response: The standard for minerals management in RHCAs (MM-2) allows location and construction of
mine facilities in ways that avoid impacts to RHCAs and streams and adverse effects on inland native fish
where no alternative to siting facilities in RHCASs exists. Alternatives 3 and 4 would comply with this
standard as discussed in Section 3.6.4.11.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS. The 195 acres of RHCAs disturbed
under Alternative 3 on National Forest System land was updated to 256 acres in the FEIS based on
additional analysis, and an updated discussion of the effects of this disturbance on aquatic habitat were
discussed in Section 3.6.4.2.1 and 3.6.4.3.1 of the FEIS.

3217 Sediment: Comment about mitigation-mine

153-2  Construction of pool-forming instream structures in the EFBR may not be the best mitigation
approach, as large woody debris and pool frequency in this area is not limiting. In addition, such
construction within a wilderness area would face permitting challenges as well as being logistically
difficult. In fact, these wilderness stream reaches are used as “reference reaches” for habitat restoration
efforts elsewhere in the drainage. Similarly the conversion of -1 mile of Trail #935 along Rock Creek to
non-motorized use (more than this would not be possible due to a private residence) would be of relatively
small value because to date sediment input from the existing use of this limited length of road has not been
identified as negatively affecting existing aquatic habitat in Rock Creek.

Response: The mitigation plans included under Alternatives 3 and 4 were revised in the FEIS, as discussed
in sections 2.5.7, and do not include habitat improvements to the East Fork Bull River. Instead, the
conceptual bull trout mitigation plan includes the restoration of habitat in the downstream reach of Copper
Gulch to alleviate the intermittent flows in this stream and provide habitat for bull trout. Additionally,
elimination of brook trout and reintroduction of bull trout in Copper Gulch would be considered as well.
These projects would be assessed to determine their feasibility; but, if successful, they would contribute to
offsetting any loss of bull trout and critical habitat in the East Fork Bull River. The success of the
mitigation would be determined through monitoring to ensure that the value of these projects exceeds and
precedes predicted impacts for the Lower Clark Fork and Kootenai River core areas.

Trail #935 is an extension of 150A and is 2.9 miles long. The road is currently gated and motorized access
to MMC’s private property is allowed. Under the agencies’ alternatives, MMC’s private property would be
conveyed to the Forest Service or restricted with a conservation easement. The road would be barriered and
some of the road would be converted to a trail. While the sediment reduction expected from these changes
was not modeled using WEPP, sediment delivery would be reduced because the road would no longer be
used by motorized vehicles. Decommissioned roads would be monitored for stability, drainage, and erosion
control. To minimize sediment movement from decommissioned roads to RHCAs, MMC may decompact
the road surface, move any unstable road fill to a more stable location, re-establish natural surface drainage
patterns (such as by removing culverts and reshaping stream banks), recontour and revegetate the former
road area. An analysis of decommissioning treatments on forest roads in northern Montana and Idaho
showed a reduction in fine sediment delivery to streams of 97 percent.

331-19 Road closures are being used as mitigation for sediment. Would these road closures be permanent?
Would the road closures allow mine related traffic? Would there be timber sales that would allow log
trucks to use the roads in question? Who would have keys? Would there be seasonal access?

Response: Road closures for mitigation would be for the life of the project. Most of the closures would be
year-round, but some would be seasonal (see sections 2.4.6.3 and 2.5.7.4.1 of the FEIS). Roads closed year-
round would not be accessed by mine related or timber related traffic. Access would be controlled by the
KNF. In Alternatives 3 and 4, MMC would check the status of the closure device twice-a-year (spring and
fall), and repair any gate or barrier that was allowing access. Decommissioned roads would be monitored
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for stability, drainage, and erosion control. To minimize sediment movement from decommissioned roads
to RHCAs, MMC may decompact the road surface, move any unstable road fill to a more stable location,
re-establish natural surface drainage patterns (such as by removing culverts and reshaping stream banks),
recontour and revegetate the former road area. An analysis of decommissioning treatments on forest roads
in northern Montana and ldaho showed a reduction in fine sediment delivery to streams of 97 percent.

3219 Sediment: Comment about regulatory compliance

331-20 What are the time frame parameters for the short-term exemption? Was the expected increase in
turbidity included in sediment predictions for surface water? It would seem the sediment predictions
included in the SDEIS would be seriously flawed if the agency permitted MMC to exempt sediment
increases occurring during this waiver from the mine sediment analysis. The activities included in the
waiver, including the tailings impoundment, are those that would be predicted to produce the most
sediment. The waiver does not preclude an analysis of how much sediment would be generated during the
activities granted under the exemption. We need to know how much sediment would be generated during
this turbidity. The waiver would likely impact bull trout, redband, and Westslope cutthroat trout. Why is
MDEQ considering a waiver that would allow impacts to fisheries? In any event, the mandates upon the
USFS to protect fisheries and water quality noted herein do not contain any exemption for “short-term” or
“temporary” violations of water quality standards and other protective requirements and thus cannot be
allowed.

Response: The waiver referred to in Section 1.6.2.1.10f the SDEIS and FEIS was reworded in the FEIS. If
authorized by the DEQ by a 318 authorization, the short-term water quality standards for total suspended
solids and turbidity resulting from stream-related construction activities or stream enhancement projects are
the narrative standards for total suspended solids. If a short-term narrative standard is authorized, the
numeric standard for turbidity does not apply to the affected water body during the term of the narrative
standard (75-5-318, MCA). During the review of a 318 authorization application, the DEQ reviews each
application on a case-by-case basis to determine whether there are reasonable alternatives that preclude the
need for a narrative standard. If the DEQ determines that the numeric standard for turbidity cannot be
achieved during the term of the activity and that there are no reasonable alternatives to achieve the numeric
standard, the DEQ may authorize the use of a narrative standard for a specified term. Any authorization
would include conditions that minimize, to the extent practicable, the magnitude of any change in water
quality and the length of time during which any change may occur. The authorization also would include
site-specific conditions that ensure that the activity is not harmful, detrimental, or injurious to public health
and the uses of state waters and that ensure that existing and designated beneficial uses of state water are
protected and maintained upon completion of the activity. Conditions that require water quality or quantity
monitoring and reporting may be included. As such, effects on aquatic life would be considered before the
waiver was authorized. Additional discussion of the 318 exemption was added to Section 3.13.1.2.2 of the
FEIS.

3223 Water Quality (Metals and Nutrients): Comment about analysis-mine

122-9 In Libby, Ramsey, and Poorman Creeks, nitrate levels in all phases of the mine and into the
foreseeable future would be from 2-4 times the numeric standards being proposed by DEQ and the US
EPA. These are very high levels of pollution, and deserve a correspondingly detailed level of analysis
under MEPA and NEPA. The only discussion of the impacts of nutrient pollution on aquatic life is a single
paragraph on page 310 which indicates the agencies do not know what the limiting factors for algae growth
are in these waters, and therefore what the effects of a 10 to 20-fold increase in total inorganic nitrogen will
be (other than to suggest they may be beneficial). This analysis is not adequate, particularly given the
presence of two sensitive native trout species in these waters.

389-7 The SDEIS does not analyze whether algal growth would increase to the extent that it would be
considered “nuisance algae.” The habitat in Libby Creek is already impaired as a result of high levels of
fine sediment.

335-22 Increases in nitrogen pollution in receiving waters need a detailed level of analysis under MEPA
and NEPA that evaluates the impacts of nutrient pollution on algal growth, dissolved oxygen and aquatic
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life, particularly bull trout. It is insufficient to rely on a future monitoring program when the most current
scientific data demonstrates that the BHES Order is insufficiently protective for streams in the Northern
Rockies ecoregion.

Response: An expanded discussion of the effects of the alternatives due to changes in nutrient
concentrations was included in the SDEIS and FEIS in Section 3.6.4.2.3. This discussion disclosed the
potential for adverse effects on aquatic life in the Libby Creek watershed, including effects that may occur
to fish and invertebrate populations if algal growth increases and dissolved oxygen levels decrease.
Quantifying the effect of the increased nutrients on algal growth or fisheries remains complicated based on
site-specific factors in the project area streams such as total phosphorous concentrations, canopy cover,
temperature, growing season and high flow events that scour algae from the streambed. Initial data
indicated that total phosphorus levels in Libby Creek are low in analysis area streams. If monitoring of
nutrients in the groundwater beneath the LAD Areas included as part of Alternative 2 were to indicate that
total nitrogen or total phosphorus standards or the BHES Order limit of 1 mg/L for total inorganic nitrogen
(TIN) would be exceeded, less water would be sent to the LAD areas and additional water would be sent to
the Water Treatment Plant to prevent such an exceedance. Under Alternatives 3 and 4, the Water Treatment
Plant would be modified as necessary to treat parameters such as nutrients or metals to meet MPDES
permitted effluent limits, and the LAD areas would not be used, decreasing the potential for increased algal
growth and effects on aquatic life. In 2015, MMC requested that the general variance for both total nitrogen
and total phosphorus be incorporated into the MPDES permit and indicated that the facility design flow is
less than 1.0 million gallons per day (mgd). In the draft renewal MPDES permit, the DEQ preliminarily
granted the variance request for total nitrogen of 15 mg/L, and preliminarily determined that a variance for
total phosphorus was not necessary because the facility did not show reasonable potential to violate this
nutrient standard. The DEQ would require the completion of an optimization study/nutrient reduction
analysis to optimize nutrient reduction with existing infrastructure and analyze other cost-effective methods
of nutrient load reductions. MMC would comply with the BHES Order limit of 1 mg/L total inorganic
nitrogen. The BHES Order discussed protection of beneficial uses. On page 5, the Order states “surface
water and groundwater monitoring, including biological monitoring, as determined necessary by the
Department [DEQ], will be required to ensure that the allowed levels are not exceeded and that beneficial
uses are not impaired.” Further on page 7, the Order indicates that the limit of 1 mg/L for TIN *“should
adequately protect existing beneficial uses. However, biological monitoring is necessary to insure
protection of beneficial uses and to assure compliance with ...applicable standards.” The applicable
standards include the existing narrative standard prohibiting undesirable aquatic life, or nuisance algal
growth. According to the reopener provisions of MPDES permits described in ARM 17.30.1361(2)(b),
“permits may be modified during their terms if...the department [DEQ] has received new information
...indicating that cumulative effects on the environment are unacceptable, or (c) the standards or
requirements on which the permit was based have been changed by amendment or judicial decision after
the permit was issued.” Consequently, the TIN limit for ambient surface waters set in the BHES Order
could be modified in the MPDES permit issued by DEQ at any time if nuisance algal growth caused by
MMC’s discharge was observed. To address the uncertainty regarding the response of area streams to
increased TIN concentrations, MMC would implement the water quality and aquatic biology monitoring
described in Appendix C.

As noted in Section 3.6.4.3.6 of the FEIS, the BA for bull trout (KNF 2013a) concluded that the potential
for detrimental effects to bull trout populations and their critical habitat from nutrient increases would be
negligible based on the ability to modify the BHES Order limit if effects warranted modification. Sections
C.10.4.3, C.11.5and C.11.7 of the SDEIS and FEIS detailed the proposed monitoring plan that included
sampling for water chemistry parameters such as nitrogen and phosphorus, and sampling for periphyton
and chlorophyll-a levels based on DEQ protocols. Using future monitoring (as described in Section C.11)
of the water quality and aquatic populations to address the uncertainties in the effects of increased nitrogen
levels would be reasonable based on the number of site-specific factors which may influence the response
of these populations to increased nutrients in this stream.

331-15 Run off from sources such as the tailings impoundment would expose many of these creeks to
metals and nutrients that would further degrade the quality of the water quality and fisheries habitat.
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Response: In all mine alternatives, runoff from the tailings impoundment and dams would be intercepted,
routed to the Seepage Collection Pond, and returned to the mill for reuse. Stormwater controls were
discussed in Section 2.4.2.4.5 in the DEIS and Sections 2.4.1.2.1 (Alternative 2) and 2.5.3.2.6 (Alternative
3) of the FEIS. During reclamation of the tailings impoundment, any runoff would be required to meet
BHES Order limits, water quality standards, or nondegradation criteria before being routed into the
diversion channel and would not likely impact water quality or aquatic habitat, as discussed in the
applicable subsections of 3.13.4 and 3.6.4.

310-15 If and when they do seep, how will that affect the fish?

335-10 What are the potential impacts to water quality and fisheries resulting from pipeline leaks or
spills? Overflow of seepage ponds?

Response: Section 3.13.4.2.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS addressed the risk of accidental spills and ruptures
and determined that the risk level was low. If the tailings or water return pipelines ruptured, water quality
may be adversely affected, depending on the location and duration of the leak. Section 3.6.4.3.6 addressed
potential results of a tailings pipe rupture on critical habitat for bull trout. Dependent on the magnitude of
the rupture and the time frame over which it occurred, adverse effects on bull trout populations and their
habitat could result, likely from reductions in food resources and the introduction of fine sediment into the
Libby Creek watershed. Overflow of seepage ponds could have similar effects. Sections 3.6.4.2.1 and
3.6.4.3.1 addressed the possibility of failure of the tailings impoundment. Risk of failure is estimated at 1
percent or less, but extensive adverse effects and large scale loss of aquatic populations would be possible
dependent on the extent of the failure. Design requirements of sediment ponds containing process water or
mine drainage, was revised in the FEIS to accommodate flows from a 100-year/24-hour storm. Other
sediment ponds would be sized for a 10-year/24-hour storm. Overflow from the sediment ponds would be
directed into analysis area streams, and short-term adverse effects to fisheries may occur, depending on the
location and duration of the discharge. The high flows that would accompany such events would likely
dilute metal concentrations and flush the sediment downstream and distribute it in low gradient reaches,
floodplains, or the Kootenai River.

3225 Water Quality (Metals and Nutrients): Comment about effect-mine

74-10 The DEIS claims that nitrates can have beneficial effects on fish populations. This is highly
suspect, particularly given current DEQ concerns regarding nitrates, and irrelevant in Wilderness where any
changes to water quality violate the law.

Response: The discussion of the effects of increased nutrients on aquatic populations was expanded in
Section 3.6.4.2.3 of the SDEIS and the section was revised in the FEIS. This discussion does not suggest
that increases in nutrient concentrations would have beneficial effects on fish or other aquatic populations.
Instead, it indicated that small increases in nutrient concentrations in Libby Creek could result in increased
productivity that would provide a larger food base for fish populations. Nutrient concentrations that reach
levels high enough to cause increases in algal growth would have the potential to be detrimental to Libby
Creek. Many other factors play a role in whether nuisance algal blooms and the resulting adverse effects on
other aquatic resources occur, such as temperature, canopy cover, and streambed scouring of algae. As
included in the discussion, the many site-specific factors present in the Libby Creek watershed result in
uncertainty as to whether increased nutrient concentrations would result in nuisance algal growth. The
agencies anticipate that the Water Treatment Plant would be modified as necessary to treat parameters such
as nutrients or metals to meet MPDES permitted effluent limits as stated in Section 2.5.4.3.3 of the FEIS.
Discharges from the LAD areas with total nitrogen or total phosphorus concentrations that exceed
standards could occur with Alternative 2, but discharges from the Water Treatment Plant in all alternatives
would meet nutrient standards and the BHES Order TIN limit at the end of the mixing zone in Libby Creek
(sections 3.6.4.2.3 and 3.6.4.2.4). In 2015, MMC requested that the general variance for both total nitrogen
and total phosphorus be incorporated into the MPDES permit and indicated that the facility design flow is
less than 1.0 million gallons per day (mgd). In the draft renewal MPDES permit, the DEQ preliminarily
granted the variance request for total nitrogen of 15 mg/L, and preliminarily determined that a variance for
total phosphorus was not necessary because the facility did not show reasonable potential to violate this
nutrient standard. The DEQ would require the completion of an optimization study/nutrient reduction
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analysis to optimize nutrient reduction with existing infrastructure and analyze other cost-effective methods
of nutrient load reductions. In addition, according to the reopener provisions of MPDES permits described
in ARM 17.30.1361(2)(b), “permits may be modified during their terms if...the department [DEQ] has
received new information ...indicating that cumulative effects on the environment are unacceptable, or (c)
the standards or requirements on which the permit was based have been changed by amendment or judicial
decision after the permit was issued.”

3240 Streamflow: Suggested new information/analysis

74-15  The effect that climate-induced changes to hydrologic cycles, in addition to those caused by the
mine, might have on ecological integrity merits discussion further.

74-15 Climate change stands to have discernable impacts on hydrologic cycles, and thus, on aquatic life
in the CMW, and may alter operating conditions that will affect the mine.

74-8  The possible influence of climate change on bull trout populations, combined with other factors
contributing to changes in water quantity, has not been explored in the DEIS.

Response: The potential project effects associated with climate change are described in section 3.11. This
section cites studies that have determined that regional climactic changes in temperature and precipitation
have occurred and are projected to continue to occur. However, as stated in this section, it was not possible
to quantify the impacts of climate change due to the range in possible effects of climate change on the
water resources and the many factors that could affect that outcome. This uncertainty would also apply to
any effects on ecological integrity; however, a discussion of the mechanisms through which effects could
occur and a range of possible effects on macroinvertebrate and fish populations, including bull trout
populations, was added to Section 3.6.3.14 of the FEIS as part of the discussion of the affected
environment.

202-18 How would the dewatering of the East Fork Bull River impact water temperature?

Response: Dewatering of the East Fork Bull River would have the potential to result in increased stream
temperatures during the low flow period, but the effect is uncertain. Additional discussion of possible
changes to stream temperature as a result of the project alternatives is included in the FEIS in Section
3.13.4.3.4, with discussion of the effects on aquatic habitat and populations included in the temperature
subsections of Sections 3.6.4. The removal of riparian vegetation for construction of roads and mine
facilities could also affect stream temperatures, although no disturbance is planned with any alternative in
the RHCA areas in the East Fork Bull River. Multiple factors such as amount of direct solar radiation, air
temperature, topography, weather, shade, streambed substrate, stream morphology, groundwater inflows,
and amount of subsurface streamflow can influence stream temperature. As disclosed, the multiple factors
that may affect stream temperatures and the constantly changing stream temperature regime that occurs
naturally make it difficult to predict how the project may alter stream temperatures or the extent of such
impacts on aquatic resources. The highest reductions in low flows for the East Fork Bull River are
predicted to occur near EFRC-50 in the CMW where dense canopy cover may be present and air
temperatures would be cooler than at lower elevations, which may minimize the temperature increases that
would occur as a result of the lower baseflow in this reach of the river. As summarized in the FEIS in the
“Threatened and Endangered Species” subsection of Section 3.6.4, the BA for bull trout (KNF 2013a) also
includes a discussion of the uncertainty associated with estimating the effects of the project on stream
temperatures in the East Fork Bull River and other analysis area streams.

331-8 Base flow into Libby Creek above the adit and in the wilderness would be reduced significantly
during the closure and post-closure (14% LB-50) phases of the proposed Montanore Mine. Not enough has
been said in the SDEIS about the impacts the dewatering would have on the fisheries in this stretch of the
stream.

Response: The “Water Quantity” and “Threatened and Endangered Species” subsections of Section 3.6.4
of the FEIS were revised to more specifically describe potential effects on fisheries from the reductions in
low flow estimated to occur in Libby Creek in the reach within the CMW. Bull trout are not found in Libby

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Montanore Project M-254



Appendix M Responses to Comments on the Draft and Supplemental Draft EISs

Creek in the CMW (Figure 55). The discussion focused on potential impacts from decreases in low flow on
aquatic habitat availability and the resident bull trout population that exists in Libby Creek outside of the
CMW, and qualitatively assessed the impacts of decreased low flows on macroinvertebrate populations.

3241 Streamflow: Suggested new mitigation
153-2  Some flow augmentation could avoid the need for mitigation.

Response: Water management in Alternatives 3 and 4 was modified to ensure senior water rights on Libby
and Ramsey creeks would not be injured by streamflow reductions. Flow augmentation in the East Fork
Bull River and East Fork Rock Creek was not technically feasible under any alternative. The fisheries
mitigation plan was designed to mitigate streamflow effects, as described in sections 2.5.7 and 3.6.4.3.6 of
the FEIS. These plans were revised from the ones presented in the DEIS and SDEIS to better address
potential impacts of the project. The USFWS’ terms and conditions in the bull trout Biological Opinion
provides mitigation for impacts on bull trout in Libby Creek.

3242 Streamflow: Suggested new monitoring

153-1  The project proponent could be required to implement a comprehensive hydrological modeling
and monitoring program to assess the differences between actual project impacts as opposed to natural
variability, with required mitigation measures commensurate with project impacts.

Response: The 3D groundwater flow model would be refined and rerun after data collection during the
Evaluation Phase were incorporated into the models, as detailed in Appendix C. The predicted impacts on
surface water resources may change and the model uncertainty would decrease. Appendix C of the SDEIS
and FEIS also details the agencies’ monitoring plans, including monitoring of the quantity and quality of
the surface water and groundwater and monitoring of the aquatic habitat and populations. Monitoring of the
aquatic habitats and populations would occur at up to seven stations on an annual basis or more frequently,
including a site on Bear Creek, a site on Poorman Creek, and up to five sites on Libby Creek. Monitoring of
the aquatic resources would be comprehensive, as it is planned to include surface fines measurement,
habitat surveys, macroinvertebrate surveys, water quality sampling, periphyton surveys, fish tissue
collection, and fish population surveys. The ability to distinguish effects of the project from natural
variability will increase as the multiple years of data are collected, as general trends could become apparent
even if differences from year to year are within the range of natural variability. As revised for the FEIS, the
bull trout mitigation plan also includes the development and implementation of a monitoring program, as
described in sections 2.5.7.3 and 3.6.4.3.6 of the FEIS. The BA (KNF 2013a) provides further details on
this plan. The USFWS’ terms and conditions in the bull trout Biological Opinion provides mitigation for
impacts on bull trout in Libby Creek. The success of the proposed mitigation actions for bull trout would be
determined through the results of the monitoring to confirm that the value of the projects that are
implemented exceeds and precedes documented and predicted impacts.

153-2  Based upon the existing conditions of late summer temperatures (EFBR) and presently limited
spawning habitat, reduced flows would result in habitat loss, which would impact the westslope cutthroat
trout of the EFBR as well as bull trout. The final EIS could consider some monitoring to better understand
these downstream impacts.

Response: The effects of the reduced flows on aquatic habitat for bull trout and westslope cutthroat in the
East Fork Bull River were discussed in the “Water Quantity”, “Threatened and Endangered Species”, and
“Sensitive Species” subsections of Section 3.6.4 of the DEIS, and these sections were revised in the SDEIS
and FEIS to reflect the results of additional analyses and data. A more detailed discussion of the potential
effects of decreased flow on stream temperatures and salmonid populations was also added to the FEIS in
the “Temperature” and “Water Quality” subsections. As summarized in the FEIS, the BA determined that
potential impacts to trout populations in the East Fork Bull River and other analysis area streams may occur
from temperature changes, but the magnitude and extent of the impact was uncertain based on the multiple
factors that can affect stream temperatures.
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The 3D modeling analysis results were expanded to include predictions of the reductions in low flow that
would occur within an additional reach of this stream that is used by both westslope cutthroat trout and bull
trout. Bull trout spawning has been documented in this reach. The reductions in flow estimated to occur
using the model results for the low flow period of the year under Alternative 3 were used to estimate the
corresponding decreases in habitat availability for adult, juvenile, and spawning bull trout in the East Fork
Bull River and other analysis area streams. While the habitat availability analysis focused on effects to bull
trout, the effects to westslope cutthroat trout populations from these reductions in flow were qualitatively
assessed as well. Results of these updated analyses are included in sections 3.11.4.4, 3.6.4.3.2, and 3.6.4.3.6
of the FEIS, and were discussed in more detail in the BA (KNF 2013a). The streamflow reductions were
determined to likely have an adverse impact on bull trout populations through reduced habit availability
within the Lower Clark Fork Core Area. Kline and Savor (2012) were also used to update sections 3.6.3.5
and 3.6.3.10f the FEIS. Stormwater controls were discussed in Section 2.4.2.4.5 in the DEIS and Sections
2.4.1.2.1 (Alternative 2) and 2.5.3.2.6 (Alternative 3) of the FEIS. Success of the mitigation projects would
be determined by further monitoring. Additional monitoring would be conducted according to the plan
detailed in Appendix C of the FEIS at seven sites in the Libby Creek watershed to assess impacts that may
occur as a result of the project. Additionally, the revised bull trout mitigation plan discussed in the BA and
in sections 2.5.7.3 and 3.6.4.3.6 of the FEIS would require development and implementation of a
monitoring plan specific to the evaluation of impacts to bull trout from the project and proposed mitigation.
While impacts to westslope cutthroat trout would also occur with the action alternatives, these trout are
present in higher densities within these streams than bull trout, particularly in the East Fork Bull River, and
would thus likely to be less affected. Additionally, these fish spawn in the spring, when the changes in flow
would not reduce habitat availability.

3243 Streamflow: Comment about analysis-mine

122-6  As a general comment, the DEIS makes repeated statements with regard to the East Fork and other
surface waters that flow reductions “may be difficult to measure,” or “may be difficult to separate from
natural variability.” The DEIS should include appropriate clarifications to these statements to avoid
misleading the public.

153-1 Page S-39, Fourth Paragraph, third sentence: Based upon the existing conditions of intermittency
(Rock Creek), and late summer temperatures (EFBR), native trout habitat is reduced during low flows.
Fourth sentence: how is it determined that “changes in flow downstream would not likely be measurable™?
Sixth sentence: “Changes in flow in the EFBR may be difficult to separate from natural variability of low
flows:” Stream flow is certainly a measurable physical parameter.

312-1 Even though the estimated magnitude of this decrease in flow may be small, it is an estimate. No
one knows for sure how much flow will be reduced in these important Bull Trout streams.

Response: These statements were revised in the FEIS to clarify that flow reductions that are difficult to
separate from natural variability was not intended to mean that effects on aquatic resources would be
insignificant in all cases. Language indicating that changes in flow would not likely be measurable was also
revised to reflect that small changes in flow that were within the average range of variability may be
difficult to detect as changes of this magnitude could occur from year to year under existing conditions. As
stated in Section 3.11.4.2.2 of the SDEIS and Section 3.11.4.4.6 of the FEIS, average variability in low
flow values was estimated to be approximately 20 percent based on data from nearby streams with gaging
stations on them. Additionally, as stated in the Section 3.8.3.1, the standard error of prediction ranges for
the equations used to calculate the 7Q;, vary from +113 percent to -53 percent. The 3D model results
predicted that estimated changes in flow in East Fork Bull River from the Wilderness Boundary to the
mouth would range from a less than 1 percent decrease to an 11 percent decrease in 7Qyq flows over the
phases of the project. Changes in low flow in East Fork Rock Creek are predicted to be greater than 20
percent during Operations, Closure, and Post-Closure phases.

As discussed in Section 3.11.2.3, the 3D model provides the best currently available estimates of impacts

and associated uncertainty that can be obtained using currently available data in the groundwater models.
Both groundwater flow models would be refined and rerun after data collected during the Evaluation Phase
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were incorporated into the models (see section C.10.4, Evaluation Phase in Appendix C). Following
additional data collection and modeling, the predicted impacts on surface water resources in the analysis
area, including simulation of mitigation measures, may change and the model uncertainty would decrease.
As discussed in Section 3.6.4.3.6 and in the BA for bull trout (KNF 2013a), mitigation success for this
species would be determined through monitoring to confirm that the value of the proposed projects
exceeded predicted impacts in analysis area streams.

335-23 The SDEIS does not provide information on the range of potential water quality impacts related to
these changes or how these water quality changes and flow changes will affect bull trout, westslope
cutthroat and other trout populations in these streams. Nor does it provide information on how the
cumulative effects of water quality, flow and periodic increases in sediment could affect bull trout in these
reaches.

Response: Impacts to water quality and sediment delivery to streams were addressed in section 3.13.4 of
the DEIS, SDEIS, and FEIS, while impacts to stream flows were addressed in section 3.11.4 of these
documents. The DEIS and SDEIS evaluated the potential effects from the project alternatives on bull trout,
westslope cutthroat trout, and other fish populations from changes in water quality, water quantity, and
sedimentation under each alternative in the appropriate subsections of section 3.6.4. These discussions were
revised in these sections of the FEIS to reflect the results of additional analyses and data.

Effects on water quality were presented as estimated concentrations of various parameters (e.g. nutrients
and metals) that would occur as a result of the project alternatives. While a range of potential
concentrations was not presented for each site for which estimates were calculated, the representative
values were developed for receiving and discharge water quality and presented over a range of sites and for
the various phases of the project. The agencies used DEQ’s standard surface water mixing zone rules
(ARM 17.30.516) and used the 7Q flow to assess effects of discharges that may affect surface water.
Effects of water quality changes on aquatic life were evaluated qualitatively for each alternative based off
the estimated changes in nutrient and metal concentrations resulting from the project in each stream and
phase. The effect of water quantity changes on habitat availability for bull trout were evaluated
quantitatively based on the analyses presented in the BA (KNF 2013a). Maximum changes in low flows
and the resulting changes in habitat availability for bull trout that would occur at stream sites in the analysis
area during each phase were modeled rather than presenting a range of effects, to represent when the
greatest effects would occur during each phase. Changes in sediment delivery to analysis area streams as a
result of the project were assessed quantitatively using the WEPP analysis and qualitatively, with the
resulting effects on aquatic life evaluated qualitatively. The cumulative effects of all of these factors on bull
trout populations and habitat were discussed in the BA (KNF 2013a) and summarized in the “Threatened
and Endangered Species” subsections of section 3.6.4 of the FEIS. Decreases in habitat resulting from
changes in flows during the low flow period of each year would occur and would adversely affect bull trout
populations in west side streams under all alternatives. Such impacts would also impact bull trout
populations in the east side streams, including the resident populations in Libby Creek upstream of Libby
Falls. Sections 3.6.4 and 3.13.4 of the FEIS were revised to provide additional information on potential
temperature effects.

3245 Streamflow: Comment about effect-mine

202-14 The DEIS for the Montanore project examines the dewatering impacts to westslope cutthroat trout
0.75 miles downstream from Rock Lake and looks at dewatered sections of the mainstem, but fails to
analyze the impacts to the bull trout stronghold in the lower reach of the East Fork of Rock Creek. It was
suggested that the dewatering would impact the upper reaches of the East Fork of Rock Creek and the main
stem, but not the section of the East Fork where the bulk of the bull trout population resides and where
critical habitat is found for the species. How can the mine related dewatering process impact the extreme
upper reaches of the East Fork of Rock Creek, and the main stem but somehow not impact the mid and
lower section of the East Fork where a large portion of the bull trout reside? Changes in flow downstream
from Rock Creek Meadows would not likely be measurable, but would contribute to the dewatered sections
of lower Rock Creek. (Vol. 1, pg. 307)
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Response: Additional analysis conducted for the FEIS included calculation of estimated changes in low
flow at a site immediately upstream of the confluence of East Fork and West Fork Rock Creek (RC-3) to
allow for more specific discussions of potential impacts to bull trout and other trout populations within this
reach of East Fork Rock Creek. The DEIS and SDEIS did not assume there would be no decreased
streamflow or effects to trout populations within this reach of East Fork Rock Creek; instead, since changes
to low flows were not modeled at that location, the changes were assumed to be between the changes
predicted to occur at the sites modeled upstream and downstream of this reach. The statement quoted from
the DEIS was revised in Section 3.6.4.2.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS, and reflects the additional modeling
results for RC-3. The percentage of change to low flows estimated to occur would lessen downstream, from
a maximum decrease of 59 percent during the Post-Closure phase with mitigation in East Fork Rock Creek
at the CMW boundary to 2 percent at RC-3. Analyses included in the BA for bull trout (KNF 2013a) used
the projected changes to low flows to estimate changes to bull trout habitat availability in the Rock Creek
drainage and other analysis area streams in Alternative 3, as summarized in Section 3.6.4.3.2. The SDEIS
and FEIS also disclosed that the decreased streamflows during low flow period in the mainstem of Rock
Creek would be 2 percent or less with mitigation, but would have the potential to exacerbate the
intermittent flows that occur under existing conditions near the mouth, which may further restrict fish
passage. Changes in flow of this magnitude as a result of the project would be difficult to differentiate from
natural variation at this location near the mouth of Rock Creek (see comment response 153-1, p. M-256).

299-1  Although the impacts to base flow of the EFBR listed in the SDEIS do not seem large in
magnitude, there are several factors which need to be considered: 1) in low flow years, water temperatures
in late summer in the lower sections of the EFBR approach the upper limit for bull trout, and reduction of
base flow will increase water temperatures, as well as negatively affect fish passage, and 2) even with a 3D
model, it is difficult to quantitatively predict with a high degree of certainty the effect of the mine on
stream base flow, and thus the effect could be greater than predicted.

Response: See comment response 202-18 (p. M-254) for additional discussion of effects of baseflow
decreases on stream temperature. The changes in streamflow estimated with the 3D model were updated in
the FEIS to include estimates for changes in some phases for an additional site on the East Fork Bull River
within a reach used by bull trout, as presented in Section 3.11.4. As disclosed in the SDEIS and FEIS,
changes to streamflows were estimates. The collective response to comments 122-6, 153-1, and 312-1 (p.
M-256) discussed the uncertainty inherent in these estimates. Section 3.6.2.3.2 addresses the uncertainty in
using these estimates to address impacts to bull trout passage and habitat availability. The success of the
proposed mitigation projects would be based on monitoring data to confirm that the value of the projects
exceeded documented and predicted impacts to bull trout populations and critical habitat to account for this
uncertainty, as discussed in Section 3.6.4.3.6, the BA for bull trout (KNF 2013a), and the USFWS’ terms
and conditions in the bull trout Biological Opinion.

202-17 The dewatering of the East Fork of Bull River would significantly impact the stream’s aquatic
habitat. The impacts from dewatering would include an alteration of stream temperature, and mineral and
nutrient dilution. Data on the reduction of flows appear limited, but the agency acknowledges that the
reduction would be “relatively large,” and if the chart on page S-30 of the DEIS is any indication of the
expected flow reduction, it would be significant. Any reduction in flow to the East Fork of Bull River
would degrade aquatic habitat. With dewatering occurring over a 70-year span, the agency will not be able
to protect approximately ten generations of bull trout, from the obvious habitat degradation. When it
becomes apparent that the dewatering is having a significant impact on bull trout, what recourse will the
agencies have to stop the dewatering created by the mine void?

202-33 Impacts to wilderness streams and creeks also are expected, including the East Fork of Bull River,
which is essential for the survival of the threatened bull trout in the region. Most of the impacted tributaries
in the Libby Creek drainage find their origin within the boundary of the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness and
are dependent upon it for recharge.

310-7 It would result in dewatering that would impact aquatic habitat of bull trout, westslope cutthroat
trout and redband trout.
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Response: Reductions in the low flows and the resulting effects to the water quality of the East Fork Bull
River and other analysis area streams are discussed in Sections 3.11.4 and 3.13.4 of the EIS. The greatest
decrease in streamflow would occur after mine closure in the East Fork Bull River, and was estimated to be
0.4 cfs, a decrease of 11 percent of 7Qy, flows, at the CMW boundary. Effects to streamflow at an
additional site on East Fork Bull River, as well as an additional site each on East Fork Rock Creek and
Libby Creek, were modeled for the FEIS to provide further information on effects to bull trout populations
and critical habitat. Decreases in low flows within analysis area streams were predicted to decrease aquatic
habitat under all three of the action alternatives, as discussed in the “Water Quantity” subsections of
Section 3.6.4 of the SDEIS and FEIS. Impacts to bull trout populations from streamflow changes were
based on the analysis of changes in habitat availability for juvenile, adult, and spawning bull trout as
presented in the BA (KNF 2013a). Impacts to westslope cutthroat trout and redband trout were assessed
qualitatively. Bull trout populations and habitat would be adversely affected in analysis area streams from
these decreases in low flow. Specific impacts on bull trout as a threatened and endangered species, and on
westslope cutthroat trout and redband trout as sensitive species, were discussed in the “Threatened and
Endangered Species” and “Sensitive Species” subsections of Section 3.6.4.

The BA also stated that impacts to bull trout from changes to nutrient levels would be negligible, and the
impacts from and effects on stream temperatures resulting from the alternatives was uncertain, but assumed
to be minimal. Effects to westslope cutthroat trout and redband trout from these factors would be similar.
Qualitative discussions of the potential effects of nutrient and stream temperature increases on aquatic
habitat and populations resulting from project alternatives were updated in the FEIS in sections 3.6.4.2.3
and 3.6.4.2.5, respectively.

The agencies’ mitigation, such as barriers between Rock Lake and the mine, and between the Rock Lake
Fault and the mine, are designed to minimize inflows. The agencies’ fisheries and bull trout mitigation
projects are proposed to offset any loss of bull trout and other fish species and their habitat, as described in
sections 2.5.7 and 3.6.4.3.6. The success of the proposed mitigation projects would be based on monitoring
data to confirm that the value of the projects exceeded documented and predicted impacts to bull trout
populations and critical habitat to account for this uncertainty, as discussed in Section 3.6.4.3.6, the BA for
bull trout (KNF 2013a) and the USFWS’ terms and conditions in the bull trout Biological Opinion.

327-7  There are a growing number of environment problems associated with human water withdrawals
and use. Water scarcity often results in unhealthy aquatic ecosystems because of changes in the timing,
guantity, and quality of freshwater flows needed to sustain their natural functions. Data looking at the
number of endangered or threatened species of fish, amphibians, gastropods, and freshwater mussels show
that aquatic species are exposed to higher extinction risk than other species.

Response: Predicted effects on aquatic ecosystems from the alternatives are disclosed in Section 3.6.4 of
the SDEIS and FEIS. Effects specifically from changes to water quantity and quality are addressed in this
section for each alterative under the appropriate subheading. There would be no substantial change to the
timing of peak or low flows in the analysis area streams. Effects on fish habitat from changes in water
quantity would occur during low flow periods of the year, and effects during the runoff/snowmelt periods
of each year would be negligible. Bull trout occur in analysis area streams and are currently listed as
threatened by the USFWS, and as such were considered to be at a higher risk than other species. Some
adverse effects on bull trout habitat were predicted with the action alternatives, as discussed specifically in
sections 3.6.4.2.7, 3.6.4.3.6, and 3.6.4.4.6. A BA was prepared for this project that specifically analyzed
impacts to bull trout populations and critical habitat, as summarized in Section 3.6.4.3.6. This section and
the BA also discuss the proposed mitigation projects, and state that success of these projects would be
based on data from continued monitoring efforts.

327-7 In particular, threatened bull trout would lose their spawning grounds in the East Fork Bull River,
compromising the population’s ability to reproduce. An estimated water drawdown of up to 22 percent in
Libby Creek (see table 86, page 242, SDEIS Vol. 1) by the end of mining operations would reduce the fish
population, compromising recreational fishing opportunities in the area.
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Response: The effects of changes in water quantity on bull trout and their spawning habitat in the East
Fork Bull River and other analysis area streams were discussed in Section 3.6.4 of the FEIS in the “Water
Quantity” and “Threatened and Endangered Species” subsections. Bull trout populations in the East Fork
Bull River and Libby Creek, as well as other analysis area streams, would be predicted to be adversely
affected under all alternatives without mitigation. The reductions in habitat availability (including spawning
habitat) would likely have the greatest effect on this species. While decreased low flows in the upper
reaches of Libby Creek may be substantial enough to result in decreased salmonid habitat and effects on the
resident bull trout population in this reach, estimated flow increases in Libby Creek from discharges from
the Water Treatment Plant would occur and provide additional spawning habitat within Libby Creek further
downstream. Changes in low flows were modeled for additional sites in Libby Creek, East Fork Rock
Creek, and East Fork Bull River in the FEIS to provide further information on the effects to salmonid
habitat in these streams. Additionally, the BA specifically addressed changes in spawning habitat
availability for bull trout in the East Fork Bull River and other analysis area streams as a result of the
changes in streamflows (KNF 2013a). Results of these analyses are summarized in the FEIS within the
cited sections. If mitigation projects are successful, bull trout populations in the Kootenai and Lower Clark
Fork core areas are expected to benefit.

Most recreational fishing within the analysis area occurs in the Fisher River and Howard Lake, as described
in Section 3.15.3.1.2 of the SDEIS and FEIS. Road closures under Alternative 3 and 4 would have a long-
term impact by reducing access to some streams. Alternative 3 would not adversely affect recreational
fishing opportunities, and improvements to some roads may increase opportunities for recreational fishing,
particularly in the winter, as described in Section 3.16.4.3 of the DEIS and FEIS.

331-9 Due to dewatering some sections of Libby Creek will see a reduction in subsurface flow, which
will increase water temperature and further impair the fisheries and aquatic habitat. Dewatering will also
reduce the pools necessary for bull trout to spawn.

Response: This comment addresses the Draft 404(b)(1) analysis of the effects of Alternative 3 that was
included as Appendix L in the SDEIS and FEIS. Further discussion of the effects of changes in water
quantity on Libby Creek as the result of the alternatives was added in sections 3.6.4.2.2, 3.6.4.3.2, and
3.6.4.4.2 of the FEIS. Decreased flows in Libby Creek would mainly occur upstream of the Water
Treatment Plant and would decrease salmonid habitat, including spawning habitat, in this reach. As
included in Section 3.6.4.3.2, the